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The Stalem ate in Concepts
B r ig a d ie r G e n e r a l R o b e r t C. R ic h a r d s o n III

O

NE HAS only to read contemporary writings on national policy or listen
to the views presenteei each year to Congress by tbose concerned with
U.S. security planning to realize the increase in confusion and differences
of opinion over the direction we should henceforth give to the defense efforts
of the Free World.
Interservice conflict is clearly on the increase, as is uncertainty with
respect to what is required in defense funds and defense organization to
deal with the Communist threat in th is atomic, missile, and space era. In
recent years nearlv all long-range force programs and defense plans have

This situation suggests that there is something funclamentally wrong
with long-range security planning when minimum force requirement plans
are never fulfilled, even -when they are based solely on a “capabilities”
approach. The trouble appears to lie in our ability—or inability—to properly
take into account changes in costs, conçepts, and weapons in time, the
relationship that exists between these basic elements of any defense effort,
and how change or lack of change in these areas affects the national security
posture.
Of the many problems that face the military establishment, full adjustment to changing technology and to changing weapons capability is perhaps one of the most difficult. This adjustment is made increasingly more
bothersome by the equally dramatic impact of the “cost squeeze” upon our
national military posture. The result is a growing inability of the military
to satisfy commitments and programs in face of rising costs and relatively
fixed resources and concepts.
We are now in an era in which the adjustment of military programs to
limited military resources has become an element in the daily life of every
national military planner and commander. How adroit we in the protessional
military have been in this adjustment is open to serious question. One
thing seems dear, however. If we are to continue to defend the Free World
adequately, then the military, the “body politic,” and our elected oíficials
will have to analyze very carefully the ramifications of today’s dynamic na
tional security environment. Adjustments will have to be made, and made
successfully; there is no alternative if we are to survive.
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1 wo additional major problem areas which we must consider concurrently with the problems of rapid technological progress in weaponry
and the “cost squeeze” are those of conceptual change and its handmaiden,
military commitments. It is within the interaction of this quartet—weapons,
costs, concepts, and commitments—that the greatest potential is to be founcl
for a major breakthrough in resolving our most pressing national security
problems within the resources we can rcalistically hope to commit. The
character of modem war is determined by two principal factors: "what” we
can have to fight with—our weapons, and “how” we propose to use these
weapons—our concepts.
What we can have at any time stems from both technology—the State
of the art—and cost, which generally determines quantity if not quality.
How we use our weapons stems from either past experience in war or
objective study and analysis in peacetime.

elements of the planning equatiou
Failure to fulfill long-range foice programs and plans can generally be
traced, in retrospect, to a failure to equate properly hardware, costs, and
concepts. In turn, this failure derives from faulty estimates of the extern
of change necessary in one or more of these elements to obtain the optimum
combination for effective national defense. This failure is exemplificei when we
plan to use World War III weapons in accordance with World War II
tactics and strategies; when we program general-war forces, designed for long
wars of attrition, in an era of short atomic conflicts; or when we assume
that the targets selected for strategic bombing will also be the optimum
system for space delivery vehicles to attack.
Future military hardware is relatively predictable by comparison wfith
future concepts. l he weapons we can have at any time will depend on the
emphasis given to rcsearch and development. Except for unanticipated
breakthroughs, we can fairly accurately .estimate the type and performance
of the hardware that we can hope to have for the next 10 to 15 years.
Ghanges in concepts, on the other hand, are not as easy to predict or to
come by. While generally triggerecl by changes in hardware, they originate
in assumptions and opinions rather than in projection of tangible, technical facts.
Both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. have allocatecl a tremendous amount of
money and manpowrer to research and development of weapon systems in
the past 20 years. The same cannot be said to be true of research and
development in conceptual areas, in how these systems may be used. In
fact it seems quite clear that in the arca of concepts and all that goes with
it (tactics, doctrine, and organization) the research and development effort
has been limited to a very few people who have had a very narrow audience
and verv limited resources.
When we reflect upon military history, it seems to have been easier
to change military hardware than military ideas and organizations. For
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example, the last U.S. cavalry charge was purportedly in the SpanishAmerican War, yet the cavalry was not disbanded by the United States until
we were in World War 11 some 41 years later. Concepts, force requirements,
and organizations have not kept abreast of technology.
True, the requirement for change lias always existed, but generally it
has not been necessary to meet this requirement in peacetime for two reasons:
• In the past the comparatively limited progress in the development
of new weapons did not make these weapons cntirely incompatible
with proven concepts.
• The slow-starting, long-drawn-out past wars of attrition allowed lor
a period of test, learning, and readjustment after they had begun.
For example, the Allies survived the German blitzkrieg and Stuka tactics
at the start of World War II because these new concepts, while effective,
could not be decisive before we had developed countermeasures.
These conditions no longer hold. Since the birth of nuclear weapons,
the nation that waits for war to modernize its concepts into compatibility
with its weapons will be defeated. We shall stand or fali on how well
we are able to anticipate the need for change before the war starts. No
longer can we afford the luxury of living the truism that “the military
starts each war with the concepts and doctrines that won the last war.”
Rapid progress in technology now provides the military with radically
new and different weapons. many of which are several generations removed
from those tested in war. In the past, new weapons generally were tested in
mall wars. Nowadays the bipolar nature of conflict and the fear of progression to general war have denied the opportunity to test the more exotic
developments in such limited conflicts as have occurred. Thus opportunities
to test conceptual. organizational, and tactical changes, as well as new
weapons, under the relatively safe and controlled conditions of a small
conflict are becoming few and far between. This means that in the future
concepts will have to be changed on the basis of peacetime calculations,
war games, and studies.

T he “ F our H orsem en” o f niodern m ilitary plan n in g are w eapons, costs, concepts,
and com m itm ents. How well the p lan n er anticip ates th eir course trends and m elds
them into realistic planning determ ines how close a natio n or an alliance com es
to m eeting desired force leveis at different points in tim e. B rigadier G eneral
R obert C. R ichardson U I, C hief of the Long-R ange O bjectives G roup, D C S /P lans
and P rogram s, Hq LSAF, points out that in recent years the Free W orld has
consistently fallen short of its established goals. A nalyzing the fo u r ingredients
of m ilitary planning, he finds that the rapid grow th of technology and costs form s
a ham m er beating on the anvil of relatively fixed budget allocations. T his leaves
concepts as the object betw een h am m er and anvil. New, original concepts, says
G eneral R ichardson, m ust be vigorously pursued to adapt force stru ctures to the
increasingly costly w eapons and m eet com m itm ents w ithout prohibitive costs.
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new concepts dictated by higher costs
The new need to review our concepts in peacetime to conform to the
dictates of atomic-missile-space-age weapons results not only from technological progress and the decisive nature of the initial phase of future wars but
also from peacetime economic considerations.
Beginning with the great impetus given to military research and development in World War II, military hardware has increased in both cost and
performance at a seemingly hyperbolic rate. The relative increase in cost of
each new generation of weapons—each generally intended to take over the
role or activity of an earlier wcapon system—has perhaps outdistanced the in
crease in performance. We cannot say, therefore, that the military capability
of each new wcapon system has increased in direct ratio to its increase in cost.
l he requirement for improved weapon performance has been a product
not only of unanticipated technological breakthroughs in the over-all techno
logical revolution in weaponry but also—and perhaps more significam—of the
constant need to keep abreast of a changing Soviet threat. For the past 15
years, both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. have been engaged in a game of “handy
handy up for broke’ wherein each family of weapon systems seeks to overpower either its offensive or defensive enerny counterparts.
l he developinent of weapons has also been accentuated by the manifold
increase in military responsibilities, which range from aciditional international commitments to new weapon concepts such as space vehicles, b m e w s ,
etc. These new commitments have been generally adcled to existing military
requirements, such as the Dew Line, n a t o defense, etc.
Gontributing to th is snowballing of requirements for military hardware
have been not only the lead time required for the weapons themselves but also
the lead time for their elaborate and increasingly expensive support structures, which are not always suited for the replacing generation of weapons.
For example, a “forward” base structure built at great expense to support
aircraft is not equally adaptable to the support of newly deployed missile
units.
We have noted that technological progress and Soviet competition have
contributed to a constant turnover in weapon systems. The increased sophistication and performance of new systems have also been marked by a great
increase in the costs per unit or weapon. One recent study suggested that the
statement of modern force requirements and their dollar costs are so increas
ingly great that our choice seems either to be death by enerny explosion or eco
nomic self-destruction.
Production costs of almost every part of a new weapon system have in
creased. We are now flying aircraft with alloyed wings, the leading edges of
which are machined. High-performance jet engines and high-speed llight have
created metallurgical requirements that were unimagined 15 years ago. lhe
cost of current bombers is about 1.5 to 2 times that of their immediate predecessor. The next generation of bombers will run two times the current bombers
or three to four times those of 1950. In the missile ficld, research and develop-
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ment has reached ihe multibillion-dollar figure, and the re-equipping of all
types of forces with missiles will be a most expensive experiente.
The cost of operating and maintaining new systems is also increasing. lt
costs $500 per hour 10 fly a B-47. It costs $1300 per liour for a B-52. Another
exainple is the rapidly increasing trend in the operations and maintenance
costs of the Defense Department's Communications and electronics systems.

concepts versus quantity of weapons
The quantity of weapons and forces required for any given military task
is influenced by the concepts under which the task is accomplished. Thus the
meaningful economic impact of future weapon systems requires that we take
into account the concepts to be used, since these largely determine the cjuantity required to meet our commitments. For example, a defense organization
built around a new' concept for employing tactical firepower in a land battle
could reduce force requirements to protect against an attack from a fixed
tlireat. The same holds true for possible trade-offs in air forces and target con
cepts with the coming of space weapons or ic b m ’s .
The only exceptions to the rule are instances in which improved material
performance allows the same job to be done with the same concepts but with
less equipment. Generally speaking, however, if concepts and doctrines—i.e.,
the ways in which the military task is accomplished—remain constant in time,
technological progress leads to spiraling costs to the extern that these are not
oífset by cuts in quantity based solely on direct performance comparison.
Obviously concepts cannot rationally be adjusted solely to accommodate
cost. The selection of concepts must be based oídy on the military task to be
accomplished in light of capabilities and limitations of the means—weapon
system—available to accomplish the task. The basic problem is to devise,
insofar as humanly possible, planning procedures which allow us to change
concepts in consonance with the concurrent changes in weapon systems, instead
of assuming that the changes merely provide a better means of doing the same
old job in the same olcl way. Our inability to change our concepts constantly
and in keeping with the evolution of new weapons leads to what I referred to
earlier as the cost squeeze—a conclition we might profitably examine, since it
is at the root of most current controversies.
the cost squeeze
An economist once characterized interservice rivalry as quite parallel
to a general definition of inflation. If inílation may be loosely defined as “too
many dollars chasing too few goods,” the interservice rivalry may be character
ized as “too many generais chasing too few dollars.” This parody suggests one
of the greatest problems facing the nation today. The cost of weapons has
increased exponentially within the last 15 years, as we have seen. Similarly
our peacetime military commitments have increased. We are now obligated
to support a number of multinational security arrangements, such as n a t o .
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c e n t o , s e a t o , o a s , and a n z u s , as well as a number of bilateral security pacts,
such as those with Canada, Japan, Korea, and Taiwan.
II we consider the evolution ol military hardware and commitments against
a relatively fixed dollar ceiling for defense, it becomes obvious that the quantity
of forces has to be reduced. This is what we in the military planning game call
the "cost squeeze.” VVhen it occurs, the pressures for more and more money are
intense and extreme within the defense establishment, and the claimants rep
resem almost every functional area and conceptual group.
Since 1949 the gross national product (c n p ) has increased at the rate oí
approximately -5.5 to 5 per cent per year, depending on what projection you
prefer. It is expected to continue to increase at the same rate. Yet since the
Korean War the monies allocated to defense have tended to remain in the
neighborhood of 40 billions of dollars. At the end of the Korean War we were
allocating approximately 12 per cent of the c n p to defense expenditures; by
1958 this allocation had fallen to 9 per cent. In other words, the percentage of
the gross national product allocated to defense has tended to decrease over
the last íew years. The real impact upon defense acti\ iLies has been magnified
further by the concurrent inílationary trend, which has resulted in the defense
establishment receiving successive allocations of dollars witli less purchasing
power.
As we assess the future, it appears that any sizable increase in defense
expenditures would require a reappraisal of U.S. economic and political views
on tax rates, the size of the national clebt, and other considerations. Although
some increase in the future can be expected, it seems highly unrealistic to
assume that over-all defense expenditures will be greatly increased, particularly
to the extern necessary to cope with rising costs of new weapons and other
defense factors.
On the assumption that over-all defense expenditures were keyed to a
constant percentage share of the c n p , more defense programs naturally could
be funded. I doubt very seriously that such a change would really satisfy the
raajority of the claimants. To be sure, some of the more difficult funding decisions could be postponed, but 1 am convinced that within several years they
would have to be made.
Since the end of the Korean War, military manpower strengths have steadily been reduced. However, the personnel costs of maintaining a force of 2.3
million men in 1960 are about the same as personnel expenditures during the
Korean period. The wage costs of the “blue collar” civilian employees of the
Defense Department have steadily increased, even though the total number of
such employees has been reduced. The retired pay of military personnel is now
less than §1 billion annually. W ithin a few years, when the retirement rolls
are increased by the men who entered the armed forces in World War II, I
am told that our annual retirement costs will exceed $4 billion. Likewise the
costs of maintaining bases and supplying other types of support have increased
steadily.
Research and development continues to increase its claims upon the de
fense dollar. The frontiers of basic and applied research are changing so rapidly
that r &d efforts seem to need an unforccasted dollar infusion daily. Many costly
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projects never are developed into weapon systems—their objectives frequently
are overtaken by other developments. Finally, the r &d share of the total cost of
the life span of a given weapon system lias increased fantastically.
The nature of the changing strategic threat to the United States has resulted in more and more funding allocations whose purpose is the ability to
absorb attack. Some of the air defense alert and base dispersai programs are
based on the need to retain a retaliatory capacity should we be attacked. Many
support items are being stockpiled. Much of the expansion of funds in the
electronics-communications area has been based on the necessity for ensuring
Communications should an attack be made against the U.S.
Personnel, r s .-d , and absorption needs have therefore claimed an increasing
share of the defense budget. The balance, which is steadily decreasing, may be
considered as the allocations available for the ability to deliver attack—our
bombers, combat-ready divisions, fleets, etc.
It is important to consider what has happened to the costs of the weapon
systems which compose our ability to deliver attack. The Army air defense
weapon, the Nike Hercules, costs twice as much per battalion as the Nike Ajax
it is replacing and six times the 120-mm antiaircraft battalion of the Korean
War. In u sa f fighter aircraft, we have observed the inventory changed from
F-80's at $100,000 each, through F-84’s at $300,000, through F-100’s at $750,000,
to F-105’s at twice the cost of the F-100. The atomic submarine costs 20 times
its World War 11 prototype for just the vehicle, not including its Polaris missiles. The aircraft carrier since Korea has risen from approximately $100 million
per ship to perhaps $500 million, exduding the costs of crews, aircraft, and
munitions.
When defense costs rise in an environment of relatively fixed resources,
commitments, and concepts, something has to give way. The military ultimately
has to choose between implementing its classical concepts with less material and
hence forces—a course of action invariably interpretecl as a reduction in the
military power of the nation concerned—or developing new concepts that require fewer forces.
So long as technological advances continue, the above pressures will constantly be felt. In each country, when the budget has reached a ceiling for the
time period concerned and when the military has absorbed all the reductions
in quantity that it can rationalize without admitting a major degradation in
national defense, then a reappraisal of concepts in light of the new equipment
becomes inevitable.

the cost-weapon-concept cycle
The net result of the inequality that exists between the evolutionary
tendency of weapons development and that of the concepts under which we
use them is to generate a cycle in which military hardware changes while
concepts and commitments tend to remain constant. This creates a growing
gap between weaponry and our ideas of how to employ the weapons. The gap
in turn generates economic and political pressures which eventually overcome
the resistances to conceptual change that I have already discussed. When
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this occurs in peacetime, an "agonizing reappraisal” occurs, such as the New
Look of 1953. Concepts are brought back into phase with the new weapon
capability and the cycle starts over again.
Let us examine the history of n a t o defense planning as an example. In
the early years of n a t o , traditional concepts of the land-sea-air era called for
the containment of the Soviet military capability by an equal quantity of
Allicd troops, of “mass.” The traditionalists prevailed until the Lisbon Conference of 1952, wlien a nuclear defense concept was aclopted. The principal
motivating force for this conceptual change was not so much military advice
as it was the obvious inability of the member States to fund a conventional
defense. Politico-economic considerations forced the change, not a new appreciation of nuclear weapons which had been first used seven years before. The
alternative to accepting the savings inherent in the use of atomic weapons was
the probable collapse of the alliance.
The national military posture of major world powers has historically
gone through a series of these cycles because technological advances in
military material have invariably taken place at a steady pace. Military
concepts, on the other hand, have generally remained constant over long
periods of time or have changed only as a result of lessons from actual war.
Under ideal theoretical conditions, concepts shoulcl evolve gradually
with the advent of new and more costly weapons. Since it is a human
tendency to resist change in ideas and since people are loath to give up
techniques that provided success in the past, this pattern of evolution is
never realized.
Although military logic demands that concepts and doctrines now be
changed in peacetime and without benefit of test in war, in practice it is
economic considerations that have forced changes wherever they have
occurred between wars. First, materiel changes steadily and costs go up,
while quantity requirements—based on fixed concepts and doctrines and
fixed commitments—tend to remain constant. Next, budget ceilings lead
to force and weapon reductions, to stretch-out in procurement, and to the
reduction or elimination of future systems such as the F-108. “We sell our
life insurance policies in order to keep our antiquated standards.” Finally,
the increased costs and new weapons are accommodated through an “agoniz
ing reappraisal” of concepts or commitments.
VVhen defense funds are limited, the military has to choose one of
three courses: it must implement its classical concepts with less material and
hence less forces—a course of action invariably interpreted as a reduction
of the military posture and military power of the nation; or it must reduce
major commitments, with attendant political and security implications; or
it must develop new concepts under which fewer forces can do the same
job at least as effectively. So long as technological advances continue, such
pressures will constantly be felt.

implications of the cycle to USAF planning
If we understand the above relationships and the factors that lead to
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periodic reappraisal of conccpts and doctrines, not only can wt exercise some
control over the extern and nature of lhe changes but we can anticipate these
in our long-range plans and force programs. If we continue to resist these
changes and to plan on the basis that our current concepts, doctrines, and
force leveis will remain valid, we can expect wraste, confusion, and constant
short-term readjustment of programs, to the detriment of a sound defense
posture and security policy.
Adjustments in concepts to take full advantage of technological progress
are the key to having modern weapons with an effective defense at an
acceptable cost. Simply adding new weapons to classical concepts, as is the
tendency on the part of many, leads to more and more expenditures for a
less and less effective defense.
Thus an understanding of the role that changes in concepts—the method
of waging war—play in the cost and effectiveness of a defense effort in any
time frame goes a long way towards explaining many of the current controversies over the adequacy of our defense effort. Those who wish to add
the new weapons to classical methods of waging war will always claim the
current effort to be inadequate, particularly in land and sea forces, since
rising costs have resulted in a steady quantitative reduction of forces contrary
to the classical idea of mass. Those who understand the need to change
concepts along with the advent of new weapons accept the New Look force
reductions as reasonable and proper in light of the changes in the nature
of war as they see it. They can even foresee more reductions.
In assessment of the next 10 to 15 years, the question is not whether
additional New Looks will be appropriate but whether in the era of protracted conHict we can again tolerate their provocation either by war or
by politico-economic factors. Weapons are changing so rapidly that to wait
for another Pearl Harbor or Lisbon Conference may be to confess defeat or
annihilation. The military community must soinehow discard its traditionalist
mantle for a cloak of innovation and intellectual objectiveness.
This new need to make radical changes in our ideas of how to use our
weapons in peacetime, and without test in war, and how to develop even
newer weapons is the greatest military thallenge the Free World has ever
faced. l he capability of future weapons may be so dramatically different
from that of any existing weapon that any attempt to wed the future with
todays established doctrines may be preordained to failure. The combat
troops of space may be miniaturized digital computers!
One approach to resolving this dilemma is to analyze the conceptual
gaps of the last decade, wherein weapons development has so far outdistanced
concepts and military organizations that a major adjustment has had to be
made. I hrough an analysis of such periods and of the junctures where new
concepts were adoptecl, we may be able to identify some of the signposts
which indicate when a new conceptual “gap-osis” is developing.
In other words, I suggest that our long-range security planning must
henceforth contain a large change factor if it is to be realistic. Certain
things are going to take place whether we like it or not. Other possibilities
can be influenced only to minor degree and only in the distant future.
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Long-range national security planners are like ants riding a log down
the river. If they all paddle on one side they may steer the log towards one
shore or the other. No amount of eíFort, however, will push the log back
upstream very far nor can they beach it and take it inland, even though
both these destinations are theoretically attractive. What happens in weaponry is controlled both by teehnological progress and unariticipated breakthroughs. The former is fairly predictable, the latter wholly unpredictable.
Likewise how we use our weapons—that is, our future concepts and security
policies—will be to a large extern controlled by military, economic, political,
and public-opinion factors. These are the banks of the river that we must
take into account when we chart the course for our Ship of State.
Much of what one reads nowadays that criticizes security policies, as
well as some of the proposals 1 have heard recently, seems to ignore the
existence of these river banks. The proponents of the various ideas put
forth tend to argue them solely on the basis of their desirability, without
too much regard for the constraints I have outlined—or, in other words, for
the “art of the possible.”
W hat we might like to do, and what we can do, have always been
two diftcrent things. For example, our planners, hacl they considered the
Nazi threat in 1934 or 1935 against modern security values, might have
considered proposing some form of n a t o organization with its overseas deployments of U.S. forces. I think you will agree, however, that even had the
proposal itself been attractive, its implementation would have been im
possible in the political, economic, and public-opinion environment of that
era.
Several examples of broad security planning concepts which may be
considered as achievable or unachievable merit our attention. A long-range
plan which recognizes the rising costs in weapons, the increasing importance
of space in the international power equation, and the growing desire of
allies for an independem nuclear defense capability may be considered
achievable. Such a plan could be plottecl within the course of the river.
On the other hand, a plan which ignores the atomic weapon, which
seeks to return to conventional forces (notwithstancling the cost of modern
weapons), which presumes that European nations will be willing to fight
World War III on their soil to prevent America and the rest of the world
from being destroyed lies, in my opinion, well outside the banks of the
river. You might make a perfect case for such a plan. But it would only
be a “school solution” for the people charged with implementing it.
Weapons capabilities, economic factors, and political trends oppose such
options. Even if we could change these inhibiting factors—move the banks
of the river—we would probably lose in the long run, since we would have
been overtaken by a new generation of weapons and power relations. \ he
net effect of implementing such a plan probably would be to beach the
Ship of State on the rocks along the shore, while our enemies moved
rapidly downstream ahead of us toward space or some other more awesome
objective.
W hat I am trying to say is that selection of national security policies
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for tlie future is frequently a choice among rotten apples. The queslion is
not so much what is the best course of action as it is what is the "least undesirable” course of action open to us.
Fortunately change takes place on both sides of the íron Curtain. Tlie
Soviets undoubtedly find themselves in a similar dilemma between costs,
weapons technology, and concepts. They no doubt also have to choose
among a series of rotten apples. One of the things that complicates our
choice, however, is that the intelligence community has no sure way of
forecasting conceptual gaps in the Soviet cycle. As a result we normally
plan against a long-range threat which is a projection (or buildup) of the
enemy’s existing concepts and capabilities, supplemented by new weapons.
\Vre then tend to match these capabilities in our own long-range plans. For
example, Mr. Khrushchev’s announced intention of reducing his land forces
by half may wrell be a New Look provoked by rising real costs rather than
by a calculated cold-war or disarmament maneuver, which it sometimes is
portrayed to be. I submit that we will find a nation's power measured by
different standards of quantity, by different ideas concerning the nature of
the primary threat, by different force concepts, and by different weapons.
Some may contend that the type of security planning I propose is fatalistic. This may be correct. Nevertheless I am convinced that this approach
will produce far more useful long-range results than the mere projection
of current concepts, supplemented by new weapons, or than attempts to
project concepts which are in contradiction to weapon development trends.
Headcjuarters United States Air Force
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tactical training of combat crews for air defense has received a
great deal of constructive criticism since its inception. Nearly all critics
of the methods of combat crew training have suggested alternatives: change
command jurisdiction; centralize combat crew training; have operational
training units; civilianize all training.
In my opinion, all these recommendations for the improvement of combat
crew training latk the most important element necessary to make the
training eftective and realistic. This element is that combat crews must be
trained as they are expected to fight; they must be in a similar environment.
This is in the environment of the Air Defense Command tactical unit. There
the student, in addition to mission-oriented systems training in the tactical
environment, can gain the maximum incentive and esprit through being
a part of an actual tactical unit.
It has been suggested that the Air Force would gain appreciably if
it transferred all the personnel and equipment used by the Air Training
Command for air defense training to the Air Defense Command and if it
gave Air Defense Command the added mission of training all combat crew
replacements for the Air Force.
This is not the answer. Air Defense Commands tactical units are
taxed to the utmost merely to accomplish their primary mission, that
of providing air defense. The retraining recjuired to familiarize and fit
graduates of Air Training Command air defense schools into tactical units
is almost prohibitive, when this effort must be taken from a tactical unit’s
already overtaxed mission capability. To add further to the burden of a
tactical unit by giving it the mission of complete combat crew training would
be fallacious.
We must formulate a concept which will give the trainee the advantage
of the best possible professional instruction. That can only be given by
professional instructors assigned to the Air Training Command. We must
further give him the incentive, esprit, and systems training that can only
be gained in the environment of a tactical unit of the Air Defense Command.
In addition I believe there is a concept of training which provides, as a
by-product, an appreciable increase in air defense at little or no extra cost.
he

interceptor training
The air defense training for intercept controllers and pilots that is
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given in the Air Training Command today is excellent as far as it goes.
But the concept of training is still based on individual components—as,
a single interceptor or radar—not on the complete air defense system. The
training of air defense tactical crews must be accomplished in the air defense
system environment. Only then can it produce the high-quality graduate
necessary to meet the objective.
The training of tactical crews to the high standard of proficiency
required in air defense cannot be attained except in an air defense tactical
environment. However great the training effort might be, really effective
air defense systems training cannot be accomplished on a typically large
Air Training Command base. T hat is, a pilot or controller trained there
cannot be fullv qualified as alert-ready prior to reporting to his tactical unit.
The size of the training base alone prevents it from simulating to. any
effective degree the conditions of a typical air defense complex. The number
of aircraft flying in the area, with many students attempting to perform
realistic intercept missions, is so large that it is impossible for the school
to produce more than an absolute minimum of realistic tactical training
missions. The intercept missions that are flown must, of necessity, be
“canned” and so preplanned that the actual tactical simulation and hence
training value derived from them are at a minimum.
This is detrimental to the over-all preparation of the trainee to
achieve his alert-ready status. In air defense, much as on an aircraft carrier,
a tactical crew member must know every detail of the over-all layout so that
he can do his job with split-second timing, day or night.
In the air defense tactical unit it is absolutely mandatory that all
members of the tactical team brief and debrief as a team before and after
each mission. This procedure is even more essential in the Air Training
Command school. Yet the volume of training and the conjunction of schedules make it practically impossible for this essential phase of the training
to be accomplished.
Enough interceptors to equip ten air defense interceptor squadrons are
assigned to the interceptor pilot training schools of the Air Training Com
mand today. These interceptors, though combat-ready, would be difficult
to use effectively against an actual threat. In other words, without including

Today’» requirem ent for in tegrated, com bat-ready air forces has intensified the
old problem of n h ere train in g ends and sq uad ro n duty begins. C olonel Y ictor
M ilner, Jr., C om m ander of N orth A m erican A ir D efense C om m and’s Goose NORADCONAD and ADC Air D efense Sector, argues th at in m odern air defense it is no
longer enough to train in tercep tor pilots, rad ar op eralo rs, and in tercep t controllers
separately. They will not approach com hat readiness u n til lhey have had extensive
training as a unit u n d er conditions as n ear operatio n al as possible. D eveloping
ideas from his ar College thesis, C olonel M ilner m aintains these req u irein en ts c an 
not be m et in the norm al environm ent of Air T rain in g C om m and and yet should
not be added to the responsibilities of the operatio n al squadrons in Air D efense
C om m and. His so lu tio n : give Air T rain in g C om m and an air defense sector in which
to perform its training m ission while providing active air defense in its sector.
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cosí o£ support equipment and personnel, bases, etc., there is $250,000,000
worth oí aircraft specifically purchased for air defense that will never fight
effectively if we are attacked.
It might be claimed that, inasmuch as these aircraft and the instructors
that ffy them are air defense augmentation forces, they will be able to perform a wartime role of air defense. Although “augmentation” gives a certain
“sex appeal” to the training mission in peacetime and also sounds most
practical and effective as a subject of theoretical discussion, it leaves a great
deal to be desired. My personal experience in operational-readiness inspections and tactical evaluations of world-wide air defense forces from 1953 to
1958 has firmly convinced rae that if war comes the forces that will fight
most effectively in air defense will be those that are in a position to fight at
the time of the attack.
The Commander in Chief, North American Air Defense Command, has
stated that inasmuch as present and forecast allocations of funds will be
insufficient to meet the total requirements for air defense we must ensure
that, insofar as practical, every air defense interceptor possessed by the Air
Force is so located as to make it potentially effective in the event of attack.
The two Air Training Command bases where air defense training is conducted, Perrin a f b , Texas, and Moody a f b , Geórgia, are not located where
air defense interceptors have been required or programecl to meet air
defense requirements.
From the foregoing it appears that, as a result of environment and
method of training, the training of intercept controllers and pilots for air
defense falis short of the desired goal. First, the trainee is not trained in the
air defense environment and given true air defense systems training. Second,
and perhaps more important, approximately ten squadrons of air defense
aircraft with their support equipment and personnel are so located as to
obviate their utilization in case of attack. Hundreds of millions of dollars
worth of defense equipment and thousands of highly trained personnel that
could be effectively employed in the event of an attack are being held from
the decisive air battle. The failure to effectively use a force of this size could,
without any stretch of the imagination, easily mean the difference between
survival and extinction.
In April 1958 the Air Training Command had assigned to it over 14
per cent of the total normally configured F-86D-L aircraft and 15 per cent
of the qualified interceptor pilots in the continental United States. Obviously
any action to enable Air Training Command to do a better and higher
quality job of training and at the same time keep combat-qualified support
personnel and aircraft in a posture to fight, in place, would be most desirable
from all aspects—military or political.
This certainly is not to imply or suggest that the transition and combat
crew training of interceptor pilots and intercept controllers should be performed by any other agency than the Air Training Command. Experience
has shown that, w'hen a combat command such as the Air Defense Command
takes over the mission of basic tactical training, the primary mission of the
command suffers and training cannot be given its proper priority and at-
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tention. Usually what happens when bases and personnel are transferred
from the Air Training Command to a combat command is that training con
tinues but the combat mission of the command receives hrst priority. This
results in the command being made up of first- and second-class citizens.
The morale, combat mission, and training all suffer.
I believe we must accomplish this training as a joint effort—that is, under
the control and direction of the Air Training Command but at operational
bases of the Air Defense Command. It is only in this inanner that we can
train effectively, realistically, and economically and thus obtain maximum
air defense combat capability as well as air defense training.

air defense systems training concept
Let us enumerate and then discuss some of the elements that must be
induded in this proposed air defense systems training concept if it is to be
effective.
• It must be immediately responsive to the current requirements of
the using agency, Air Defense Command.
• The Air Training Command must be given the added mission of
providing air defense in an air defense air division or other complex.
• All training must be oriented to the tactical mission and environment and must be based on the air defense team concept.
• Schedules of courses must be of suffkient length to ensure that quality is not sacrificed because of weather or tight scheduling.
• Every effort must be made to improve incentive and appeal of the
course by placing accent on the tactical spirit and mission orientation.
• Flying safety must be achieved as a by-product of operational proficiency, but not as a goal in ítself.
To place the Air Training Command’s interceptors, crews, and supporting personnel in a position where they can perform more effectively
their training mission, while at the same time providing air defense, requires
that the command’s interceptor instructors and support crews be formed into
an air defense division or air defense systems complex, with the combined
mission of training and of providing air defense in its area. The Air T rain 
ing Command’s air defense division should be in the air defense system and
required to carry out the routine air defense mission just as any other conventional air defense division. But for combat air defense activities this di
vision would be under the operational control of Air Defense Command and
be available to strengthen the present defenses. The officer manning of this
division would require approximately a sixty-per-cent augmentation to ac
complish both training and defense. This would still represent a considerable
saving over the present divided mission requirements. Thanks to dual
utilization of personnel and equipment, it would save hundreds of millions
of dollars and at the same time would expand considerably the air defense
capability of the Air Defense Command.
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In routine and active air defense operations the Air Training Command
division should be given operational-readiness inspections and tactical evaluations by Air Defense Command to determine its over-all air defense capabilities. These inspections and evaluations could be scheduled as a final
graduation exercise for each class. Air Defense Command would thus be
able to quality all students as alert-ready prior to their assignment. The
procedure would also provide a furiher effective quality-control check for
other using commands. The regular accomplishment of these evaluations will
be extremcly beneficiai to both the Air Training Command and Air Defense
Command. It will, as a by-product, have the effect of standardizing and
keeping up to date all training procedures and doctrine.
To be completely responsive to the up-to-date requirements of the Air
Defense Command, the Air Training Command must be provided with a small
number of officers from Air Defense Command. These men will assist the
a t c division commander in checking quality control and maintaining continuous liaison with Air Defense Command to ensure that the product is
of the quality and competence required. They will also ensure standardization of Air Training Command and Air Defense Command procedures.
I his function cannot be left to normal staff actions, as the training program
must be made immediately responsive to the needs of the using command,
despite rapid changes in air defense procedures and systems.
To fight effectively, all elements of the air defense system, air and
ground, must work as an integrated team. The present training program
for both interceptor pilots and air control and warning intercept directors
fails to emphasize sufficiently the team concept. When new graduates are
assigned to a tactical unit, an undue amount of time and resources is
required to break down the individuaTs “free lance” spirit. The fallacy
of attempting to intercept high-flying bombers, either day or night, by
the “eyeball” method is obvious to the experienced interceptor pilot, but
it is hard to convince the neophyte, swashbuckling interceptor pilot of this
fact. Many hours of systems training are needecl to prove to the interceptor
pilot that, except in unusual circumstances, the human eye is far from
adeejuate to perform an intercept. In the ground environment, to a lesser
degree than with the interceptor pilot, there is the problem of missionorienting the intercept controllers—to make them understand that their
most minute error will cause the interceptor to miss its target. In the systems
concept, cross-training of both the air- and ground-environment personnel
must be stressed at all times. Their training must be made interdependent
as in the Air Defense Command’s unit training program.
To achieve team integration, the Air Defense Course in Air Training
Command should be divicled into two phases. In phase one, the pretactical phase, the student would be taught the fundamentais necessary
for him to operate his weapon proficiently. For the aircrew this will include
the airborne radar and aircraft. For the controller it will include the
ground control intercept radar and its auxiliaries. During this phase both
the aircrew and controller will be taught air defense tactical doctrine, regulations, and procedures to enable them to progress rapidly when assigned to
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the aír defense tactical training division. Every phase oí the pre-tactical
school must stimulate and motivate the desire of the student to advanee
to phase two, the tactical training phase, and becomc a member of “the
team.” The pre-tactical school must emphasize and devote an appreciable
amount of time to cross-training and mission orientation.
To ensure the quality of training and the student's attainment of
the standard of proficiency prior to h is advancement to phase two, the
tactical phase, the following radical breaks with traditional methods must
be made:
a. The number of hours of exposure to a subject or a particular element
of training must be completely eliminated as a measure of proficiency. The
measure of a student’s proficiency and ability must be obtained by written
examinations, simulator problems, and actual practical application tests in
the air for aircrews and at the radar consoles and their auxiliaries for
the controllers.
b. To progress from one phase to the next, the student must be examined
thoroughly by a board of examiners or one of its members as may be
required. This board should work directly for the Deputy for Training,
and a by-product of its work would be standardization, evaluation, and
quality control.
c. The pre-tactical phase must be so organized as to permit a student to
advanee through all its elements at the rate that his achieved and certified pro
ficiency will permit. This proficiency should be ascertained from tests and the
accomplishment of the required number of successfully recorded sorties in
the case of the aircrew, and by electronic systems exercise and actual air
problems in the case of the controller.
The benefits from this improved method of operation will be evident
in many ways:
a. The natural competition created among the students to advanee at
a more rapid rate than their contemporaries will engender spirit, enthusiasm,
and initiative. A more receptive learning attitude and a better-quality
graduate will be produced.
b. Indirectly the instruetors will be subjected to the same stimulus,
resulting in a better job with more incentive and spirit. Obviously an
instruetor s proficiency will become most obvious when the over-all pro
ficiency of his students is evaluated.
c. Ihis type of program, based on achievement only, will go far in
regaining for both students and instruetors the enthusiasm of competition
and the stimulus of success that have been so sorely Iacking since the preWorld War II era.
Since the inception of tactical training, the Air Training Command's
tactical schools have had to sacrifice the quality of their graduates because
of time lost to weather and mechanical breakdowns. Students were graduated
with much less training than desired. In this systems training concept the
produetion-line speecl now employed must be lowered to the point that
the quality of the produet will not suffer as a result of unforeseen
breakdowns. 1 his can be achieved and the method improved over the
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present by allowing sufficient time between classes for air defense exercises,
which might be lengthened or shortened to meet unforeseen scheduling
problems. However, ií the candidate can pass practical written and oral
examinations set under rigid quality control, he should be permitted to
graduate on schedule regardless of the number of missions he has been
unable to aceoinplish. Again, quality and not quantity must be the keynote
of the concept.
Important factors to improve training that have always been difficult
for the Air Training Command to achieve are incentive, esprit, and the
mission orientation of both its instructor and its student personnel. In my
opinion the assignment of an actual tactical mission to an element of the
.Air Training Command will be as beneficiai to the permanent party as to
the students.
I he key to the success of th is concept lies with the division commander.
He must be a mission-oriented and operationally qualified general officer
with a record of outstandingly successful air defense and command ex
periente. A11 the officer personnel assigned must be outstandingly qualified
in their specialty. The headquarters and the tactical units in this division
must use every practical method of promoting esprit, competition, and
mission orientation. Some of the tools to achieve this are discipline, tactical
atmosphere, emblems of skill qualifications, squadron insígnia, interdivision
unit competitions, awards for flying, for controlling, and for progress,
missile-firing competitions, and dining-in nights. This division should be
given some of the old and famous unit numbers, along with their heraldry,
to further achieve tactical identification.
A further benefit not now possible will be that instructor personnel
can be continuously exchanged with the Air Defense Command to ensure
their freshness, fitness, and enthusiasm for the mission. At present many
of the air defense instruetors in Air Training Command have been trained
from its own resources and have never had practical air defense tacticalunit experience.
Flying safety in flying training has long been a matter of major concern.
During peacetime, flying safety often tends to become the mission rather than
a by-produet of the mission. W ithout doubt a program that is realistic is
going to be the cause .of acciclents and perhaps of interceptor crews getting
kifled. We must reali/e, however, that if the program is not realistic and
effective a thousandfolcl more people might be killed. We cannot permit
this to happen. Therefore, we must orient the instruetors and teach the
trainees that the most effective flying safety program is obtainecl through
realistic training and is the by-produet of operational efficiency.
The Commander of North American Air Defense Command stated a
year or so ago the necessity for air defense along the Gulf of México and
the Southern border of the United States. There is the possibility that the
new Air Defense Training Division could be situated along the Gulf Coast
and utilize some or all of the existing air bases such as MacDill, Tyndall,
Fglin, Rrookley, Chennault, Ellington, and Foster and C.orpus Christi Naval
Air Station. Most of these bases are now operating at a levei well below
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their capacity. Inasmuch as the ground environment is already operational
in this area, the expense oí establishing th is training and air defense
division on bases where the raajority of lhe aircraft facilities already exist
will be relatively low compared to the benefits to be gained.
At the present time the Air Defense Command operates three unit
training and evaluation centers in the 63d Air Division at Tyndall, Eglin,
and MacDill Air Force Bases in Florida. Each tactical unit in the Air Defense
Command deploys at these bases to obtain its weapons training under the
supervision and evaluation of weapons employment experts. There is a pos
sibilita that this 63d Air Division complex might aftord a potential for the
geographical location of the Air Training Command air defense division
headquarters, especially since it is also strategically well located with respect
to the previously mentioned Air Force bases along the Gulf of México. Missiles and s a g e computers are being located in the area and at present the Air
National Guard is standing alert to partially fill a need of Southern border
and Gulf Coast air defense at the request of the Commander of North Amer
ican Air Defense Command.
It is not inconceivable that the Air Training Command might assume
the unit training mission conducted at MacDill, Tyndall, and Eglin Air Force
Bases and operate it in conjunction with a t c ’s own training and air defense
mission. The important fact to consider is that every consideration should be
given to future rather than the present weapon systems when a concept of
this type is placed in effect.
T h e Commander in Chief of the North American Air Defense Command

has publicly stated on numerous occasions over the years that to accomplish his mission as directed and as he desires he must be given a
considerable increase in both interceptors and crews. Our national survival
can well be hinged on this requirement.
A practical, economical, and relatively simple method of more closely
meeting c in c n o r a d ’s requirement would be to implement this philosophy
of the joint Air Training Command and Air Defense Command systems
training program.
Headquarters Goose Air Defense Sector
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m ay well confirm th at the m ost significant m issile developm ent
HISTORY
in 1960 was the lopping of one year from the operatio n al readiness date

of the Air Foree’s three-^tage, solid-propellant in terco n tin en tal ballistic m is
sile, M inutem an. Its readiness date will be 1962, not 1963. T his rem arkable
feat was m ade possible by the highly successful conclusion in May 1960 o f the
first phase o f the M inutem an research and developm ent p ro g ra m : the silodevelopm ent test series.
Th is was the first tim e th at m issiles o f ICBM size had ever been fired directlv from sim ple holes in the g roun d. T he silo launching tests were of
p articu lar im portance because M inutem an m issiles will be deployed first in
concrete u n d erg ro u n d silos and only later will be dispersed aboard special
trains. T he success achieved in the first eight silo tests perm itted canceling
the rem ain d er o f the 18 launcliings originally program ed, thereby cutting
m onths of valuable developm ental tim e from the M inutem an program and
resu ltin g in savings of ap proxim ately ten m illion dollars.

silo-development test series
B etw een S eptem ber 1959 and May 1960, eight consecutive successful silo
launches were m ade of a full-scale m odel o f M inutem an at Edw ards Air Force

Base, C alifórnia. T hese lests were carried oul to study the feasibility of launching a m issile directly from its u n d erg ro u n d silo. P rim ary interest was in establishing design criteria of a silo fo r the operatio n al M inutem an (d e p th ,
diam eter, wall thickness, e tc .) and in determ in ing the effects o f a silo launch
on the m issile itself.
P reparatory to these eight silo tests, the Air Force and B oeing A irplane
Com pany conducted 5200 subscale-m odel tests betw een the end of 1958 and
the beginning of 1960. In a series of “ cold-flow” experim ents, supercooled,
com pressed nitrogen gas was ram m ed th rou gh a sm all wind tu n n el to study
lhe effect of the forces on a 1/30-scale M inutem an m odePs aerodynam ic
stability. T hen, switching to a 1/20-seale m odel, som e 1200 cold- and hot-flow
tests were run to determ ine the pressures im posed by exhaust gases on both
the m issile and its silo.
T he 1/20-scale m odel was again em ployed in 40 acoustic tests to find the
noise levei w ithin the silo. Sm all m icrophones were placed along the walls of
the sim ulated silo to m easure the decibel levei of a high-speed gas as it passed
over the M inutem an m odel. H igh frequencies induce sym pathetic resonance,
or vibration, in objects near a noise source, and the Air Force w anted to know
what effect this m ight have on delicate in strum en ts----such as the all-inertial
guidance system — th at would be carried aboard an operatio n al M inutem an.
Som e 200 hot-gas tests were ru n on an o th er 1/20-scale m odel. This subseale M inutem an was especially in strum en ted to m easure the heat dissipation

Mounted on preparation van, a 1/3-scale mod
el of the Air Force Minuteman JCBM is readied
for insertion in the horizontal test silo during
lhe silo-development test program. At right
is the surface opening of a Minuteman test
silo at Edwards Air Force Base, Califórnia.
Several silo-development test rnodels of the
Minuteman were launched from this silo.
and absorption of a m issile fired w ithin a silo and su rrounded by ils own
exhaust as it Iifted out of its hole.
I he 1 /2 0 subscale m odel tests had been, in the m ain, successful. Beeause
the subscale m odels were inexpensive and easily adapted to laboratory experim en tatio n , a wide variety o f factors (su ch as silo diam eter and depth , shape
and positioning o f the ílam e deflector at the bottom of the silo, and positioning o f tlic m issile w itliin the silo ) could be studied in a short tim e period
and at low cost. By the tim e tests began with a 1/3-scaIe m odel, the Air Force
already had a good idea o f w hat the problem areas would be and what the
probable Solutions would be. Seventeen 1/3-scale tests were conducted, with
the m issile locked inside a horizon tal Steel tube sim ulating a silo. T he results
were highly satisfactory to Air Force p ro ject officers. M easurem ents had been
m ade o f m issile and silo pressure, tem p eratu re, acoustics, vibration, heat
rad iatio n , and m ateriais strain . T he 1/3-scale tests had provided valuable
d ata, verified the scaling factors betw een subscale and full-scale program s,
and established guidelines fo r full-scale firings o f the M inutem an from a silo
environ m ent.
T he first stage of the silo-developm ent test m issile was a full-size, flightw eight engine. T he first m issiles launched in this series had dum m y u p p er
stages ap p ro x im atin g the size and w eight o f the actual M inutem an. L ater
m issiles carried flight-w eight u p p e r stages with in ert propellants. The re-entry
vehicle was a dum m y nose cone, w hich served also as ballast.

#

ArtisCs concept of the Minuteman ICBM deployed in underground silos. In lhe foreground
a M inuteman, which can be launched almosl
instantaneously frorn ils silo, stands “at the
ready.” Beloiv, a solid-propellant rocket engine
is prepared 1for static test firing at the Utah
plant of Thiokol Chemical Company, contractor for the Minuteman first-stage rocket engine.

Two silo-development test
rnodels of the M inuteman
ICBM are stored in the checkout building at Edwards Air
Force Base awaiting the ir
turn to be silo-launched in
the first phase of the Minute
man research and deveio pment program. These test
missiles have live first stages.
inert upper stages and dummy nose cones for ballast. Below, a full-scale, flight-weight
silo test model of the Minute
man is positioned on its transporter en route from checkout building to launch site
at Ediuards Air Force Base.

Countdown for Minuteman
Silo-Test Missile 111

Launch
tim e
— 120 min

Start of countdown
tions— load tether.

9. Safe and arm to "a rm e d ."
10. Check firing Circuit resistance.
11. Close firing interlock— on.
12. Flight control recorder— on.
13. Sequence recorder— on.
14. Visicorder— on.
15. Tape recorders “ A " and
" C " to "re c o rd ."
16. Accom plish instrumentation

prepara-

— 50 min

A re a in general
missile arming.

— 25 min
— 15 min
— 10 min

A rm ing procedure complete.
Start of flight control checkout.
Flight control checkout complete

— 5 min

— start instrumentation checkout.
P r e p a r a t io n f o r f in a l c o u n t

red— start of

calibration.
17. Flight control hydraulic
pow er— on. Read voltage.
18. Tape recorders " A " and
" C " — off.
19. N o -g o reset.

down:
1. Verify all observers and part ic ip a n t s r e a d y fo r f in a l
countdown.
2. Unlock console door.
3. Remove silo N o.
plug.
4. Instai!

— 4 min

20. Verify flight control engineer ready.
21. Integrators— on.
22. Verify integrator engineer

1 shorting

jumper plug

in con

sole.
5. Remove red key— give to test
conductor.
Final countdown:
In case of emergency, the area
" B " observer will inform the test

ready.
23. All tapes to "r e c o rd ."
24. Launch initiate:
— 30 sec

A rm

f lig h t

c o n tro l

ba tte ry.

Em ergency flight control power
— on.

conductor. There will be no
o th e r t r a n s m is s io n s e x c e p t in

— 29 sec

Activate flight control battery.

response.

— 2 0 sec

Start silo and missile radiometer.
Purge g a s flow.

— 14 sec

Flight control checkout of auto
matic checkout system.

— 10 sec

Flight

1. C onsole pow er— on.
2. V e r if y s e q u e n c e r p o w e r
supply on.
3. Verify flight control

no-go

hold Circuit on.
4. Report flight control

elec-

tronics ground pow er reading.
5. C aisson No. 1 indicated.
6. Silo instrumentation w ater—
on.
7. S o u n d audible w arning.
8. C heck timing on brush recorder in control room.

control

ground

pow er—

off.
— 5 sec

C am era pow er— on.

— 2 sec

Missile instrument cooling water
— on.

— 1 sec

Visicorder to "ju m p "

0.0 sec

U ncage flight control gyros
Fire pulse, launch signal, 28
volts.

speed.

Flight of these silo-Iaunched m issiles was restricted by two m eang. Propellant-burning tim e of the first-stage engine was lim ited to ju st a few seconds
— enough to lift Lhe m issile out o f its u n d ergro u n d storage and launch silo.
Missiles were also tethered by heavy nylon cables to restriet ílight to a few
hnndred yards. Even though it burned onlv a short tim e, the first-stage engine
developed full thrust as it propelled the m issile from the launch silo.
A fter the first fo u r launches (o n 15 S eptem ber, 2 and 22 O ctober, and
22 D ecem ber 1 9 5 9 ), it was realized th at a good basic design fo r M inutem an
had been attained. M any of the technical questions had been answ ered or
been found to be inconsequential. W hen the fifth and sixth tests (o n 26 January and 3 M arch 1 9 6 0 ) also proved successful, the Air Force decided to end
the program after the eighth flight test. A pproxim ately a year and ten m illion
dollars had been saved from the original program — tim e and eífo rt th at
m ay prove to have been criticai in this co u n try ’s efforts to m ain ta in an everm odern, ever-effective d eterren t posture.
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In test launch of a full-sized model of the Minuteman ICBM at Edwards AFB,

flame and smoke precede the missile from its silo. The Minuteman emerges. Its
first-stage engine ceases to burn (as programed) and tethering cables further restrict its flight. Its test objectives achieved, the Minuteman falis back to earth.

InMyOpinion...
OFFICER EDUCATION: LETS MAKE IT ATTRACTIVE
M a j o r R o b e r t J. U l r ic h

T

HE American people, the Congress, the Department of Defense, Headquarters u s a f , and Air University are all sold on the proposition of
educating officers. A vast and complex system has been raised in worship
of Wisdom. Energetic planners, exhibiting an almost unbounded faith in
the promise of Education, have quotas, finances, and curricula all worked out
in advance for the next decade. Well and good!
For ií the Air Force is truly going to be a profession, its leaders are
going to have to be educated men with a broad understanding of principies.
They must also have the ability to apply the principies to the twisted
international power struggle of our times.
Education is a principal route to a respected professionalism that will
increase acceptance of the Air Force by the country’s important citizens.
Until the Air Force is fully accepted, it will have to fight an. endless series
of running skirmishes to accomplish its staggering mission. Education has
to be the watchword.
All this is understood by military leaders, planners, and educators. But
how about the target of this educational weapon system? How does the
man who has been designated the principal character in this educational
adventure feel about being thus honored? Is the whole business attractive
to him?
In pursuing the literature of Air Force education, one finds more than
occasional concern with the fact that officers are not applying for schools
in numbers large enough to fill budgeted quotas; official reports darkly
hint that while involuntary assignment to school is not desirable it may
be resorted to if necessary; graduates of one phase or another of the
system speak resignedly of “a year lost”; there is wonderment, even among
faculties, as to “where it’s all leading . . . ”
This is really an anomaly: the Air Force is willingly investing fantastic
resources in officer education, but the entire program might one day be
called to account because the object of all this affection, the officer,
doesn’t automatically accept the overtures being made. One would think
the lines of applicants for schooling would be longer than recruiting
queues in depression time, but such isn’t the case.
Before an up-and-at-’em officer with a string of good e r ’s to his credit,
in a job he likes, and with his future in the palm of his hand willingly
devotes a year to education, he wants to know the payoff—for the Air
Force and for himself. If the schooling is not at least as good as the business
he was in, he is apt to feel cheated. About all he will get out of the
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expensive attempt rnade to educate hini will be another year’s safe-conduct
toward retirement. And the Air Force, it should be remarked in passing,
will have suffered an irreparable blow.
l he compelling factor in officer education today is selling education to
lhe officers. Evervbody else seems to be sold, but big plans, lots oí money,
smooth adrainistration, fine buildings, and the latest in turricula are not
the answers to the problem oí educating Air Force officers. The answers
lie with the student-elect, and only with him. If he can be sold on the
virtue of education, the program is unbeatable. How can he be sold?
Bv providing him with an educational climat^ which is attractive because
it benefits both the Air Force and him.
Six facets of Air Force education deserve urgent consideration.

Keep education mature.

Education is not necessarily mature simply because it is labeled as such
in a directive. Its standards and the atmosphere in which it is conducted
determine whether it is mature or immature.
Officers should be trusted with free time to study and think. General
Spaatz remarked at the dedication oí Air University, in 1946, that he
hoped it would be a place where a man would have quiet and the time
to think. The endless busy-work which stems from the natural desire of
curriculum-planning officers to fill all the squares on their charts violates
this grand concept and should be cut far below what appears to be the
absolute minimum.
The Air Force officer-educational system should not operate remedial
clinics or high-school refresher forums. The officer in school must be
challenged with great and diffitult ideas, with mature ideas befitting his
station and purpose in life. Education is not easy, and it is never ordinary.
The men privileged to partake of it ought not be ordinary. But if some
are, some who cannot grow in a mature educational environment, these
should summarily be put out to make room for the competent.
It is the very nature of mature education which attracts the excellent
officer, and he is the one in whom the Air Force must invest.

Keep education selective.
Nothing can make the sublime more swiítly ridiculous than making it
common. Professional education should be reserved for the professional,
and the definition of who constitutes the professional is not limited to the
number of years a man has signed on for. Professionalism, like ability, is
not a direct function of longevity.
I he Air Force should educate only those who have promise and
inclination. l h e most degrading act which can be committed against officer
education is the dragging in of those w'ho have neither promise nor incli
nation, just for the sake of filling quotas.
Admission to the educational system’s opportunities should be by
qualifying examination, rather than mere length of service and grade.
The plain and announced end in view should be the establishing of an
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educated elite who will run things for those who do not care or do not
have the ability to cope with education and conceptual thinking.
The college degree as a prerequisite for commissioning is rightfully
the basic standard. That many, many officers must be schooled beyond the
baccalaureate levei, at Air Force expense, is equally obvious. But the
Air Force can neither hope to develop nor support a Ph.D. proletariat.
Advanced education is the province of those who want it, can contend
with it, and will use it to the advantage of the Air Force.
Dynaniic men, from their very nature, are not going to want very
much something which everyone can have if he just hangs around long
enough. That is what is wrong with making education common—it drives
away the paying customers. T hat is what makes the sublime ridiculous. To
be attractive to the kind of officer the Air Force needs to lead it in the
future, education has to be highly selective. The true professional will
fight for all the education he can get if he is convinced it will set him
apart, do him some good, and help the Air Force.
Make education voluntary.
The unwilling student is the weeping sore on the body educational.
Because of his disaffection he learns little, even through osmosis, and
he corrupts and disenchants those who would learn. Why he does not want
to better himself is his own business, but he ought not be forced upon
those of his fellows who do seek to profit from their studies.
Education should always be voluntary for this overriding reason: no
man can be eclucated by compulsion. He can be exposed to education by
compulsion, yes, but he cannot effectively be ordered to become a more
comprehending person in so many months. He may meet certain superficial
criteria, such as passing quizzes and bluffing his way through interviews,
but once the pressure is off, he will revert to type. There will be little
improved in him, and education is supposed to change a man by improving
him for life. Education must be beloved and sought after.
The human can be trained by compulsion. So can the jackass. The
jackass, however, with his mean nature, can never be educated, no matter
how hard the whip. The man who has to be whipped to school will never
become educated either.
Make education competitive.
The normal man likes the climate of competition. It spurs him on to
a plateau of attainment far above what he will do when competition is
minimized or even forbiclden. Every man who today is an officer in the
Air Force was weaned on competition and has thrived on it. The educational
facet of his life was no exception. He possibly knew precious little Greek
or Latin, but Phi Beta Kappa and summa cum laude were meaningful.
In his spare time, he gave his all for the coach.
But if a man of high caliber, who has worked hard, gets no more
recognition than an alphabetical rank in a hurried line rushing across a
stage to get a certificate of attendance, his competitive spirit is not only
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dead—it has been embalmed. Everybody gets the same diploma, no inatter
what his performance, and to the man who has tried and lived up to
his capabilities the egalitarian character of this time-consuming routine is
galling. Unless he has great depth of soul, the genuinely capable officer
who finds himself in an “everybody-is-equal” society will sooner or later
begin acting like everybody else. He will gravitate toward mediocrity.
When the leveling technique is applied to education, the art suffers
grievously. VVThy would anyone want to pick on the field of education for
the creation of an artificial atmosphere of complete and selfless togetherness? In no other imaginable sphere of human endeavor is there a competitive void. Education is not the exception to the rule. Those who do
not relish healthv and fair competition are either retarded or lacking in
enthusiasm, and neither the retarded nor the unenthusiastic should be
cluttering up universities and usurping precious space.
Alake education rewarding.

When an officer in a selective, highly competitive, and mature educational system has demonstrated distinctive ability, he should get his
reward. And this reward ought to be in the concrete form of a distinctive
assignment.
If there is hesitancy or refusal on the part of the Air Force to give
the remarkable officer a definite promise that his job after school will be
bigger and more challenging than his last, if he cannot be shown that he
has climbed another rung up the ladder, if he will not be more respected
and sought-after than he was, he will want little to do with education.
It won't be attractive to him.
The drawing of a year’s pay for the learning of facts and the exploration of ideas is not incentive enough. The able officer wants to use the
facts and make the ideas a part of his brain power. If he cannot, or is
not permitted to, he might better have stayed where he was, to get on
with a mission he probably considered fairly important.
Unless there is a reasonable promise of betterment as a reward for
a job well done, officers in huge droves are going to shy away from education.
For officers, while patriots first, are practical men of affairs who appreciate
all too well the damage a collegiate hiatus can wreak upon a career.
Give the top few per cent of a class its reasonable choice of assignment,
award some actual preference on the Promotion List, offer at least a
guarantee of job promotion, and a flood of voluntary applications for
schooling will enable the Air Force to pick and choose from among the
eager and the qualified.

Give education some positive goals.
Goals are necessary to high-spirited men. And goals must be more
than wispy, nebulous promises of better things to come. W hether immediate,
short-range, or long-range, goals must hold out the accomplishment of a
known objective. A certificate of attendance and an cntry in the service
record do not constitute goals that justify long periods of study.
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l hcrc can be immediate goals, suth as passing a quiz or giving a
worthwhile talk, and these can be immediately satisfying. The short-range
goal might be gelling through the first semester with an “A” average, and
th is goal can be satisfiecl and satisfying.
But what is the long-range payoff? Graduation, per se, is a childish
goal. What happens alter graduation? W hat has been the real object of
the exercise? Did everyone—faculty and students alike—actually understand
what was to be taught and learned?
These questions can be accurately answered only within the context
ol an educational milieu that is mature, selective, competitive, voluntary,
and rewarding. In sucli an atmosphere, goals inhere. The volunteer already
has a goal or lie wouldn’t have volunteered, and selectivity and competition
automatically offer more goals. A deserved chance to get ahead is another
goal. No need to talk to this man in vague and platitudinous generalities.
This man will know the direction and rate of his progress. Progress will
be his goal, although he may translate that concept into simpler terms.
I here is no selfishness here; a person simply has to know what he is
working toward. If he can detect little or no purpose to his efforts, the
efforts will shortly cease. He will exercise himself only to the slight extent
required by the aimless environment in which he finds himself.

Tm

of education which characterizes Air Force life
today is one of the unique stories of all military history. This lively interest
in professionalism through education is perfectly in keeping with the
fundamental regard of the American people for learning. And because it
will one day make the Air Force stronger, it will make the Nation stronger.
For reasons unnumbered, the officers of the Air Force must, with all other
leaders of the Lanei, be educated men.
But some lines have to be drawn to keep the proposition from becoming
common, unwanted, and unattractive. Education ought not be a numbers
racket. It is hardly very professional to go about pridefully confusing
quantity with quality. Education must be prized and sought after if it
is to be something of value and purpose to the Air Force and its officers.
It will never be prized and sought after if it becomes common.
It may take some time to convince many officers that tliey need more
than a bachelor’s clegree to live up to their capabilities in the new Air
Force, but those who are already convinced and now find education
attractive will make up in quality for whatever quantitative losses might
temporarily be incurred. Those who voluntarily go ahead now will be as
missionaries to convert the multitudes, for tliey will prove by example the
wonders an officer can work wlien he is educated to do his best for his
country and himself.
Education is the watchword, but a watchword that must be qualified
by six important concepts: it must be mature, selective, competitive, volun
tary, rewarding, and instilled with goals. Education thus qualified will succeed
because it will be attractive, attractive to the finest of the Corps.
Command and Staff College
pu r s u it

NEW DIMENSIONS IN LEADERSHIP
O r o n P. So u t h

E ARE now three technological revolutions renioved from 1945. Even
the political and economic atmosphere in which we live is completely
different from that we knew in 1955.
Although we acknowledge these changes, emotionally we refuse to
accept them and their implications. We still educate tomorrow’s aerospace
leaders as if we expected to return to “normalcy" at any time. This refusal
to accept and to act cannot continue if we intend to give young men the
kind of basic education and training they need to lead tomorrow’s Air Force.

the missing concept
To educate and train for leadership there must be some conception
of what kind of leadership is desired or is possible. The Army and Navy
have tried to conceptualize this. The Air Force has not. A comment on this,
with an emphasis on the need for action, is found in a recent W ar College
thesis by Lieutenant Colonel W alter J. Schweiger, Jr., entitled “Obligations
of Leadership”:
In terms of the Air Force, the first need is a strong statem ent of policy which will clearly
define the need and the problem , and lay groundw ork for action. T he second need is form ulation of a specific program of leader developm ent. Aniong organizations of size or
importance, the Air Force is one of the few which have failed to grapple with the problem
on a policy levei and to set up a comprehensive program for leader developm ent.

When the Air Force became “independem ” in 1947, a number of
importam decisions had to be made with respect to policies for personnel
actions. Prominent aniong these were: (1) W hat kind of leadership should
the Air Force encourage? (2) What type of individual should be selected
for future leadership in the Air Force? (3) W hat policies should be adopted
to encourage the leaders selected to remain in the Air Force? All these
derived from a more fundamental question: Should the Air Force rely on
the Army system of selecting, training, and retaining leaders, or should it
develop a new system?
Before this question could be answered, another—concerned with the
kind of military competente the Air Force wanted to develop—had to be
considered: Should the Air Force prepare primarily for the Creative tasks
of the future, for the operational tasks of the future, or for both? By
answering this question in favor of future operational tasks, the Air Force,
consciously or unconsciously, in effect decided to rely on the Army system.
Since some undoubtedly will quarrel with this analysis, let us review the
reasoning on which it is based.

the Army heritage
Traditionally the Army has placed most value on the kind of leadership
needed on the field of battle. It has selected and trained those who show
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promise for this kind oí leadership. And it has generally reserved its
highest honors, rewards, and ranks for these men, to encourage them and
retain them. Conversely, those in support arms-such as Quartermaster,
Ordnance, Signal Corps—have found the path toward higher advancement
and honors more difficult by comparison.
This pattern is based on a number of premises—sometimes unrecognized—about the nature of war, methods for manning wartime forces,
weapons, and relationships among people.
The primacy of the battlefield. War until recently has been considered
almost entirely as a military aftair, unrelated to a political context and
not serving a political function. Indeed this view is ernbedded in the
Constitution and in American political thinking. This is noted by Bernard
Brodie in Strategy in the Missile Age (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1959):
lt is our m ajor dilemma in thinking aboui war and peace today that we do so within an
intellectual and emotional framework largely molded in the past. O ur images, slogans,
ideas, and altitudes on the subject of war, some of which are buttressed by the inost powerful cultural sanctions, are transm itted to us from limes when war was characteristically,
with but a few historical exceptions, a lim ited-liability operation.

And because past wars have been won on the battlefield, the Army quite
naturally has emphasized those qualities which make for success on the
battlefield.
Since America would not fight except when attacked, large professional
armies were not needed. When an attack did come, wartime forces could
be composed of volunteers commanded by professional soldiers, specialists
in battlefield activities.
These two concepts about war and wartime forces, to be workable,
depended on relatively simple weapons, a large stockpile of these weapons
(or the ability to produce them rapidly in large quantities), and the kinds
of relationships in civil society that were not too different from those found
in military society. These concepts also presupposed that Army officers would
not have to be conccrned with developlng weapons but rather that their
primary concern would be with using those weapons that were available.
From 1776 to 1941. When American armies were first formed, weapons
were primitive, and, although troop training was desirable, even untrained
men fought well because they were using weapons they were accustomed

W hat kind of p rep aratio n should the Air Force be giving today to the young
officers who will com m and the aerospace forces of 1975 and 1980? Mr. O ron P.
S outh, P rofessor o f H istory, D oeum entary R esearch D ivision, R esearch Studies
In stitu te, Air U niversity, argues th at the trend tow ard extension of the spectrum
o f conflict and increasing technological innovation obsolete the past em phasis on
battlefield leadersh ip as the d o m in an t concern in groom ing the fu tu re com niander.
T he increasing com plexity and variety of problem s in in tern atio n al relationships
will indeed call fo r m ilitary leaders who have the trad itio n al courage of the operational com m ander— but this courage u nd ergirded by broad and deep education.
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to handling in everyday liíe. What was true during the Revolutionary period
was also true in 1812 and from 1861 to 1865. Recruitinem Was for a short
period and training was as much for conditioning—as one would condition
a horse to pull a wagon—as for employment of weapons. Only a few, the
professional officers, were intensively trained, but this training was in field
engineering and tactics.
Because of the attitude toward war and weapons, by 1900 many
organizational and administrative habits had become fastened on the Army.
Since weapons were simple and organizations were standard, men could be
transferred from one place to another without any great difficulty. A rifle
was a rifle in Missouri as well as in Califórnia. And an infantry battalion
was about the sarae in Geórgia as in Wyoming. Besides, a change in assignment brought a change in scenery and new companions and relieved the
tedium of garrison life.
Between 1900 and 1917, however, the technological revolution of the
late nineteenth century began picking up momentum. The development of
a practical internal-combustion engine made possible the airplane, the tank,
and the truck. This revolution and its implications for warfare, by and
large, meant nothing to the professional military man, or to political leaders.
The professional was not technically trained, and neither he nor the
political leader worked under concepts which dictated an interest in the
possibilities of the technological revolution.
VVhen the United States entered World W ar I the same basic concept
that prevailed in George W ashington’s time was still considered valid.
This concept held that war is fought for military victory and that it is
possible to fight one by taking in large numbers of untrained men who
will be commanded by men who are military experts on the battlefield. This
again presupposed rather simple weapon systems and the ability to produce
them in quantity. It is worth noting that while we did produce rifles in
large numbers we did not produce much else. Between 1 April 1917 and
II November 1918, for example, only 815 field guns were manufactured in
this country and shipped to Europe.1
Although World W ar I and the aftermath suggested the importance of
political and technological factors in war, neither received much attention
in the United States. The professional soldiers in charge of the Army chose
mainly to disregard many of the developments of the war. Decisions about
tanks are illustrative of the trend. The Tank Corps created in 1918 was
abolished after the war, and tanks were assigned exclusively to the Infantry.
The latter decision was incorporated as law in the 1920 National Defense
Act. “The purpose was,” according to Army historians, "to prevent the
Tank Corps from ever being reconstitutecl to plague the Infantry and other
arms as a separate mechanized force comparable to the Air arm.”*
When World War II carne the Army was woefully deficient in modem
arms. Part of this deficiency can undoubtedly be traced to the lack of
1Constance M. Green, Harry C. Thom son, and Peter C. Roots, T he Ordnance D epartm ent:
Planning M unilions for War. Office of the Chief of M ilitary History, D epartm ent of the Army.
W ashington: Government Printing Office, 1955, p. 24.
-lbid., p. 189.

A
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Congressional enthusiasm for appropriating money for research, but the
record shows tbat die Army was not inclined to prod the Congress. Indeed
the Army was wont to reassure Congressmen that our forces were well
equipped with modem weapons and materiel. As late as the spring of 1941,
for example, the Chief of Ordnance, Major General Charles M. Wesson, told
a House Gommittee that American weapons were as good as “and in many
instances superior to those of any other army in the world.”3 It should be
noted that the Chief of Ordnance received his requirements from the combat
branches. That is, he could not start development on his own initiative.
And the evidence is that the combat arms did not forcefully push for full
exploitation of our scientific and technological capabilities.

the Air Force experience
VVe are now—and have been for several years—at the point where the
impact of technology and differing concepts of war are making themselves
íelt. The change was first noticeable soon after World War II. At that
time the human problem started becoming the number-one problem in the
Army as well as in the Air Force. Both have tried to escape the necessity
for having organization, administration, and training reflect conditions
of conflict commensurate with the technological levei of possible weapon
systems. In the Air Force, for example, concentration on more complex
weapon systems without equal attention to the concomitant human problem
has had the efíect of making the human problem become rapidly more
criticai. In part this difficulty has arisen because of the Air Force decision
to adopt the Army’s system of emphasizing battlefield competence.
Primacy of operational competence. In the Air Force the rated officer,
especially the pilot, has been the counterpart of the Army battlefield
commander. Like the Army, the Air Force has devoted its greatest effort to
attracting those men potentially capable of leading or commanding an
operational force. And, as in the Army, the highest proportion of promotions
and rewards generally has been reserved for such men.
In a small way the Air Force is making a move to open more opportunities for nonrated oíficers, such as under certain conditions allowing nonrated
officers to command missile units; but these moves give the impression of
being responses to pressures rather than part of a comprehensive, long-range
program. A few statistics suggest that the type of leadership needed to
command an operational force is still the most highly rewarded in the
Air Force: of the general officers on active duty in the Air Force in
January 1960, 88 per cent were rated officers, although only approximately 55 per cent of the entire officer corps are rated. Of course a number
of general officers have scientific, technical, or other educational qualifications, but these are still secondary rather than primary. The aeronautical
rating still seems to be the determining factor.
One interesting aspect of this situation is that more sênior officers are
assigned to jobs calling for broad knowledge and experience than to jobs
a/fc/rf-, P. 207.
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in the operational field. John W. Masland and Laurence I. Radway in
Soldiers and Scholars: Military Education and National Policy (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1957, p. 516) have pointed this out: "lt is
striking to note that a majority of our very highest ranking officers were
assigned to duties requiring them to deal vvith the economic, scientific, or
political aspects of military functions, and that only a minority were assigned
to operating units in the field.” They also found that for every general
officer in a nonoperational unit there wrere 6 colonels, 10 lieutenant colonels,
and 10 majois so assigned.
One of the rewards available to olhcers is higher schooling. In the War
College Class of 1960 approximately 80 per cent of the officers attending
were rated. The years 1952 to 1960 show a similar proportion:
Nonrated
Total u s a f officers
Year
0
105
1952
124
16
1953
34
129
1954
27
132
1955
42
131
1956
23
131
1957
18
130
1958
20
130
1959
26
1960
129
Another reward is spot promotions. These are given only in an operational command, s a c . What they might do to boost the retention rate of
technically and scientifically educated officers in a noncombat command lias
never been determined. This is not to argue for spot promotions in other
commands. Other ways would seem more suitable in the long run.
r o t c v$. Academy education. Other evidence of the emphasis on operational activities and on men who can discharge the responsibilities inherent
in them is observable in the manner in which the Air Force has conducted
the k o i c program. At a time when the demand for scientifically and technologically trained men was rising, the Air Force might have used this program
to obtain such men. Instead, by and large, the program in recent years has
been used to recruit candidates for pilot training. The figures for the last
six years are indicative of the postgraduate mix:
Air Force r o t c Graduates
Year
Nonrated
Rated
1953-54
6524
6600
1954-55
8495
2681
1955-56
6352
1453
1956-57
1311
4403
1957-58
3946
1425
1958-59
1725
2349
1959-60
1723
2091
33,244
17,834
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Again it should be pointed out that many of the subsequently rated
r o t c graduates may have scientific or technological education (and also
that the trend toward emphasizing postgraduate pilot training is changing).
If such is the case, this is a happy circumstance rather than a planned
outcome, for the aeronautical rating has been the important factor. Another
consideration is that more rated than nonrated r o t c graduates stay in the
Air Force. Before 1957 the proportion was about two to one. Since 1957,
when rated graduates had to sign up for a five-year tour, surveys indicate
that the proportion is about four to one.
While the Air Force has been relatively unconcerned about what kind
of an education the r o t c graduate has received, this same lack of concern
has not been manifest about the kind of education given at the Air Force
Academy. Over the years the Army has found out how to handle a man
and what kind of courses to give him at West Point to produce operational
commanders and leaders. The Air Force has taken this pattern from the
Army and has applied it to the Air Force Academy, so that the kind of
training and education the cadet receives is rigidly controlled.
This seeming contradiction between the lack of interest in the r o t c
cadet’s education and the tremendous concern over the training and educa
tion of the Academy cadet is explained by the fact that the Academy cadet
is under the control of the Air Force. Once the r o t c graduate enters the Air
Force he is subjected to the same pressures that have been on the Academy
cadet for four years. These pressures and the rewards system are primarily
designed to produce an interest in and a commitment to operational jobs.
It should be emphasized that this system makes sense only when the
primary task is seen as being connectecl with the battlefield and when there
is a relatively simple weapon system. If the factors responsible for proclucing battlefield capability are even equally as important as the battlefield,
this system will have great difficulty coping with those factors, for the men
capable of handling them will have been driven out of the Air Force. Colonel
Schweiger makes somewhat this same point (in the study mentioned earlier)
when he says:
...th e concept of an elite corps of technically [operationally] oriented personnel dom inating
all phases of the Air Force is suffocating to leadership and wasteful of leadership skills which
are needed now in every type and to every degree, and for which the need will grow more
and more acute as time goes by.

The question now is, should this system be continued or should it be
subjected to a complete and thoroughgoing overhaul? That it has been
efficient in doing what it was designed to do is beyond question. It has
produced exceptionally able operational commanders and men who have
been brilliant in their ability to improvise in the operational field. Witness,
for example, the Berlin Airlift and the high State of readiness of the Strategic
Air Command.
It is noteworthy that the system has not produced—because it was not
designed to produce—leaders in the field of weapon development, scientific
and technological discovery, or methods for influencing human behavior.
The kind of leaders needed in these fields and the type of leadership
required have not been sought or developed. This has been pointed out
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bv Colonel Oliver G. Haywood, A F R e s , a former Chief of the Air Force
Office of Scientific Research, in his article '‘Technology and Military Men"
(Air University Quarterly Review. VIII, 1 (Summer 1955)):
. . . in industry . . . more and more engineers are going into m auagem ent beca use tliey are
ueeded in managcmeni more ihan ever before. . . . T he military is trending in the opposite
direction. T he paih to advancement is not through scientific and engineering expericnce
and understanding. There is little place for lechnical men on the military “ m anagement
team ." vet military technology is inherentlv a part of the team 's decisions.

It is most curious that Air Gorps officers were extremely criticai of
the Amiy’s attitude toward aviation, yet adopted the kind of leadership
pattern responsible for producing Army attitudes. The same men who
opposed the airplane also opposed the tank. An indication of the same
kind of trend in the Air Force is the increasing extern to which really
complicated problems of defense and offense, of strategy and tactics, are
farmed out to special organizations for study. Another indication is the
increasing extern to which weapons precede doctrine. Ideally doctrine
precedes weapon development, but this has not been true since before
World War II.
the Air Force problem
Some see these developments as an indication that the Air Force shoulcl
abandon its insistence on operational competence and operational creativity
and concentrate on producing technical experts. This is to mistake the
problem. l he problem is to change the leadership pattern and value system
to produce the climate favorable to the kind of military expert who has
not only operational competence and creativity but also a more general
competence and creativity. Perhaps the nub of the problem can be stated
as follows: In the past the Air Force has relied for leadership on courageous,
brainy men. In the future it must rely on highly educated and trained
courageous, brainy men.
It cannot get this kind of men until the status and reward system is
changed and the attitude toward education is modified. This call for change
was also made in the u s a f Scientific Advisory Board’s "Report of the Working
Group on Scientific and Engineering Officers,” July 1959:
If currem Air Force policies in the procurem ent, training, and utiliration of scientific and
engineering officers are not modified, it may be forecast that the present shortage of such
officers, which is alreadv serious, will grow rapidly over the nexl five to the next ten years,
to truly dangerous proportions.

Since talented, well-educated men will probably always be scarce, the
continued emphasis on rated officers drastically degrades opportunities for
achieving the kind of balanced officer structure needed.
future leadership demands
I he cadet who enters the Air Force Academy or the r o t c program in
the early 1960’s (the two main officer procurement sources) will occupy
decision-making positions in 1980, 1990, and 2000. Shall he be prepared for
his immediate job on graduation or for the decision-making tasks of the
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later years? The best answer seenis to be the latter. In a period of rapid
change and transition it simply does not make sense to train and educate
an individual tor limited specific tasks; preferably his training and education
should be broad and based on fundamentais. The case for this in the field
of Science and technology has been stated well by Dr. Detlev Bronk in his
address entitled “lh e National Problem” presented before the Air Force
Associaiion in February 1957:
I believe in the training situation there is onc desperately im portant thing we need to
do. I refer to the provision of a broader fom idation on which tlie stndent can grow intclleclually in order to deal with the nnseeable problems of the future. Unless we do this, we
are going to be guilty of a trem endous waste of scienlihc and technica! manpower.
I realize that it is easier to train the stndent to do that which is immediately im por
t ant , for which there is an im m ediate niarket, but that is a great ultim ate loss. If a nian has
not enough foundation upon which he can build, ten, fifteen, twenty-five, or thirty years
after his gradnation, when he should be achieving the pinnacle of his career, he will be unable to contribute effectively, beca use the world of Science and technology will have grown
beyond his liinited ability to grow.

Tomorrow’s broader tasks. If we look at both the scientific and political
picture for the decades ahead, the reasons for broad training and education
become even clearer. We are confronted with political, economic, and
ideological revolutions as significant and as world-shaking in their implications as the revolutions in Science and technology. All these create new
problems for the future, a future which must be forecast if we are to cope
with it adequately.
One such long-range forecast, entitled A World in Transition (31 December 1959), was prepared by t e m po (Technical Military Planning Operation) of General Electric Company.
1. lh e incrcasing diffusion of power—politically, cconomjcally, scientihcally, m ilitarily—
arnong the nations of the world, with nations moving from one State of developm ent to a
higher State and some of them em erging to challenge the superior position of today’s leaders, the U nited States and the Soviet Union.
2. International nuclear weapons diffusion—the spread of nuclear weapons capabilities to
France, Com m unist China, and other countries—will increase the probability of nuclear war
—total or lim ited—and increase the difficulty of establishing international Controls over
arm am ents.
3. O utbreaks of limited wars. T he period 1965-1975 will see sporadic outbreaks of lim 
ited war, largeiy of the brushfire variety but not precluding Korean-type conflicts. These
outbreaks will be occasioned not only by direct or proxy aggression by the Russians or the
Chinese but also by nationalist aspirations and political and economic instability in underdeveloped areas.
4. T he increasing industrial and m ilitary capability of Comm unist C hina—resulting in
the rise of a power center of great danger to the peacc of the O rient, in particular, and of
the world, in general. VVhether this threat can be lessened by bringing Red China into the
U nited Nations and thereby exercisíng a restraining influence on that country will be one
of the debated questions of the future.
5. Revival of Soviet and Chinese m ilitary aggression. Central in the basic conflict between the Free W orld and the Comm unist Bloc is the expansionist compulsion inherent in
Comm unism . T here is Iittle evidence to suggest that lasting Solutions, as against short-run
accommodations, will be achieved or that the Com nninists’ leaders will be successful in
extending their control over new territory by non-m ilitary means. Thus, military aggression
can be anticipated from both the Soviet Union and Comm unist China as long as com m u
nism remains the prevailing ideology.

The ability to compete successfully in the kind of world depicted by
these forecasts is a function of broad education, training, and experiente,
as opposed to no or Iittle education and only specialized training and
experiente. As adjustments are made, as they inevitably will have to be, the
man who has not mastered the fundamentais will be lost.
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The continuum of confiict. Events of the past few years and projections of the future indicate that we are confronted with what has been
ealled a spectrum or continuum of confiict. Its significance is that we are
now, and will be in the future, confronted with graduated degrees of
persuasion and violente. For tomorrow the military expert must be able to
devise strategies, taeties, and weapons to work effectively throughout the
continuum. This ability is dependent on a broad, thorough education as
a base on which to build.

The existente oi this continuum of confiict has been much talked about,
but in reality little has been donc to explore its full implications for the
Air Forte and the other armed Services. One effect has already become
apparent—increased professionalization, as opposed to manning a force
with short-term volunteers.
Projessionalism. Volunteers generally Hght w'ell only when tliey are de-

fending their country or are fighting for some other equally meaningful cause.
The Korean \\'ar furnished incidents in example. Initially the Air Force
found that some rated reservists who had been recalled wanted to lie taken
off flight status. Had this country been attatked, it is doubtful that any such
difficulty woulcl have been encountered. The Eighth Army was at one time
in low spirits until General M. B. Ridgway took command and made it a
"professional” army. S. L. A. Marshall destribed the raen of the Eighth
after General Ridgway took over as the “hardest-hitting, most workmanlike
solcliers” he had seen in the tourse of three vvars. These observations about
short-term draftees or volunteers are not meant to disparage the reservists and
draftees who fouglu in Korea and who on the whole did an admirable job;
rather they point out that there is a psychological difference betw'een the reaction of men drafted to fight a limited war and those drafted to defend their
country.
In one sense the Cordiner Pay Biil with its recommended increases for
career men and specialists was a recognition of this need for a professional
fighting force. Even il we were still fighting with relatively simple weapons,
we would in all probability have been forced into increased professionalism
simplv because we were fighting somewhere in the continuum rather than
at the extreme.

This kind of professionalism requires a rather high degree of commitment to the value systern at stake in the continuum of confiict. This commitment depends on awareness and understanding, and these generally are
inculcated through education. The commitment is necessary because, considering the State of technology and the demand for secrecy in clevelopment
and planning, externai Controls are no longer effective over the professional.
lhe Gonstitution sets up certain safeguards, externai Controls, to ensure
that militan forces do not take over the country or dominate polities.
L nder present couditions these Controls are ineffective (as various Secretaries
of Defense have discovered), not by any design on the part of military
ofhcers, but simplv because the nature of the problem is such that it cannot
be handled frorn the outside. Internai Controls are the only effective
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Controls in this situation. (T his development alone argues against indifference over the kind of education received by r o t c and ocs candidates.)
The Secretary of Defense, unless he has been in the Defense Department
for a good many years, can best control through policy decisions rather than
through attempting to actually manage the armed forces.
Another implication of the continuum of conllict is that the primary
mission of the armed forces is not to deter general nuclear war but ultimately to help create the conditions which will resolve the conhict in
favor of the value system of the United States and the Free World. This
is the larger Creative task mentioned earlier and the difterent kind of
creativity needed by the future military expert. As long as chief emphasis
is placed on the need to deter a major exchange of nuclear weapons, the
problem will not be considered in its proper perspective and needed
abilities will not be developed. This is not to argue against the necessity
for a capability to deter. Sueli a capability remains indispensable.
Problems of organized complexity. Part of the ability to be Creative
in this area is related to a relatively recent development in the physical and
behavioral Sciences—attempts to handle problems of organized complexity.
Before 1900 scientists worked on problems with only one or two
variables. Experimental and analytical techniques were developed to deter
mine how, for example, gas pressure varied with the volume of gas. Around
1900 scientists began working on problems of unorganized complexity, that
is, problems with thousands of variables each with random characteristics.
By the use of statistical and mathematical techniques it was possible to
arrive at averages and means. W ith these the scientist and engineer could
predict and control as never before. One example was in the development
of the atomic bomb.
In reccnt years attention has been directed to problems of organized
complexity both in the physical and human world. The tools for this are
found in electron microscopes and other electronic instruments, especially
automatic data-processing machines. The techniques lie in mathematics,
in statisties, and in system studies. The concepts lie in the idea of organization and purpose in the universe, based on the assumption that wre can
identify functions of an interrelated whole.
These tools, techniques, and concepts provide a means to organize systematically for innovation. Where yesterday we stumbled on inventions and
discoveries, today and tomorrow we can invent and discover on purpose.
We can visualize what we want, determine what is lacking, and set a
development program on its way. This also requires a commitment to and
an understanding of the value system being defended. The ability to innovate
raises ethical and moral questions that are not present when inventions
come by accident.
The ability to innovate requires an enormous store of knowledge from
which to draw. Fortunately this has been increasing at a rapid rate. The
editor of the Christian Science M onitor, Mr. Erwin D. Canham. points
out—“The greatest fact of our century, surely, is not atomic fission, nor
great wars, nor power rivalries between two portentous systems, nor even
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lhe awakening of peoples. lt is the growth of knowledge—the fantastic
pyramiding of knowledge.”
Ai the higher leveis in the Air Force in the future, officers must be
able to deal effectively with the organized complexities which exist in the
defense structure and in the continuum of conflict. They must be able to
conceptualize and describe the entities which exist and to identify functions
of the entities. And they must be able to organize and manage to best
satisfy the requirements of these entities. At the lower leveis officers must be
able to develop organizations and means for contributing effectively to the
purposes for which the Air Force is organized. They must be able to innovate
and to supervise innovation. They must be able to lead in operational
situations.
Perhaps an exposition of the previous paragraph will make the meaning
clearer.
The Air Force today is an organized complexity. Supposedly a significam
action at the top or within the organization should have its effect on the
rest of the organization. W ithin limits, this effect can be controlled; but
how can we set these limits intelligently without having some idea of the
actual and ideal relationships between functions and without a clear
concept of what we wish to accomplish in both the short run and long
run? Since these kinds of ideas and concepts are not usually available, cuts
in appropriations and increases in appropriations are frequently made across
the boarcl. This assumes that all activities are of the same relative or absolute
importante; but intuitively we know this is not so.
If a change in strategy is orclered, it would be desirable to effect such
changes in functions and allocations of resources as will achieve maximum
results in a minimum of time. But who today in the higher leveis of the
Air Force can determine what these changes should be, especially with any
certainty? And who at the lower leveis can be put to work creating organi
zations and weapons to support the change of strategy?
No one can say with certainty that twenty or thirty years from now
such problems can be solved with scientific dispatch. But it does seem safe
to say that within the next fifteen to twenty years such problems can be
solved with more scientific exactitude than is now possible. W hether the
Air Force will have the people competent to deal with them is dependem
on the kind of action that the Air Force takes now.
To solve successfuliy the kinds of problems that organized complexity
presents, several skills are required:
• The ability to learn rapidly and to teach one’s self.
• l he ability to theorize and construct modcls, not only of natural
phenomena but also of human phcnomena. Creativity generally
springs more from synthesis than from analysis.
• The ability to use analytical approaches, such as mathematical
programing. This sharpens the perception of criticai variables in
decision making and points to the need for objective, quantitative
information.
• Fhe ability to communicate effectively.
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T o d a y ’s military expert reaches a position of authority by climb-

ing the operational laclder. Some recognition exists that this pattern is out
o£ joint with the times, but no comprehensive program exists for a radical
change. T he path to preferment is still through operations, and the
value system in the Air Force is oricnted toward selecting, training, and
retaining individuais who show capacity for operational leadership. This
emphasis stems from an outmoded conception of war and is based on the
assumption that the objective is to be able to win a military victory or to
clestroy an enemy’s will to fight. This conception is no longer valid, for
the objective of the use of power or force is to achieve political stability
or change in the world.
T he military expert of the future must be a specialized generalist,
specialized in the sense that he is concerned with the continuum or spectrum of conílict, and generalist in the sense that he is concerned with the
full range of knowledge, skills, and activities required to funetion effectively
in any and all areas of the continuum. His substantive area—the discipline
with which he is concerned—is that of developing stratcgies and means
for influencing human behavior. It follows that his basic education and
training should not be aimed at making him primarily a physical scientist,
an engineer, or a behavioral scientist. Instead it should be aimed at giving
him from all of these fields the knowledge, concepts, and techniques that
will be useful in his substantive area.
Putting this concept into effect may turn out men who are overeducated
for the first jobs they have to perform. But this will not be as true in the
future as in the past because of the rapiclity of change and the accumulation
of knowledge. The men who receive this kind of education will be more
educable than those with a narrow, specialized education.
Broacl education and training are better calculated to produce men
who lead in developing and using means (psychological or physical, violent
or nonviolent) for influencing human behavior; who lead in identifying
areas that need research and in managing and coordinating rcsearch
projects; who lead in evaluating the content and methodology of the
research of others; and who lead in doing and inspiring research aimed
at form ulating concepts for strategy and tactics.
This latter research, especially as it relates to strategy, is probably the
most im portant area of research facing the military expert of today and
tomorrow. And yet it is an area which none of the armed Services has
shown a disposition to tackle. Nor have they encouraged individuais or
organizations to be Creative in this area. Yet high-level strategy is the
founclation stone on which the whole defense edifice rests. It is either the
greatest inhibiting force or the greatest vitalizing force in our posture.
Research Studies Institute, Air University
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85th Congress, by Public Law 85-861, 2 September 1958, completed
the gigantic codification project of the Department of Defense. This
codification involved the restatement, within a single law or code in subjectmatter groupings in accordance with a carefully determined outline, of
some 1000 separate prior statutes relating to the armed forces (Army,
Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard) that had been enacted
from 1789 to 1958. Minor supplemental codification bilis will be introduced
at the beginning of a Congress, if necessary, to bring within the code the
pertinent legislation enacted by the prior Congress without reference to
the code.
The initial codification bill, enacted as Public Law 1028 by the 84th
Congress on 10 August 1956, had codified the statutes enacted through
31 March 1955. It was perhaps the largest bill ever introduced and enacted
into law, and certainly was the best-drafted codification ever presented for
enactment. It gave the Air Force its first clearly defined set of laws specifically
applicable to it. The Air Force, born as an offspring of the Army under
the National Security Act of 1947, inherited the statutes generally applicable
to its parent. Much of this legislation, while applicable to the Air Force,
retited the vesting of authority in named statutory chiefs of branches within
the Army, such as the Quartermaster General or the Chief of Engineers.
These statutory offices do not exist in the Air Force.
Further difficulty arose in sorting out all the Army legislation that
related to functions transferred to the Air Force under the National
Security Act of 1917. Congress had provided that on a transfer by directive
of the Secretary of Defense of functions, personnel, projects, activities, or
other things from the Army to the Air force, the law applicable to that
which was transferred would continue to apply. The statutory duty to carry
out the law relative to the items thus transferred would then vest in the
Secretary of the Air Force and the Department of the Air Force. Imagine
the legal researchers' problem in determining and finding the statutes
involved by l ransfer Order No. 6 ol the Secretary of Defense issued under
the National Security Act of 1947. This order directed the transfer to the
Secretary of the Air Force and the Department of the Air Force of

T

he

. . . jo much of ihe functions, powers, and dutics of lhe Secretary of the Army and the De
partm ent of the Army as arr nrcrssary tu accomplish the following pttrposes: . . . Procurement of such items of m atericl, supply, and Services as heretofore have been assigoed to the
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Array Air Forces or the D epartm ent of the Air Force for procurem ent by directives of the
W ar D epartm ent or the D epartm ent of the Army, or pursuant to the National Security Act
of 1947, or rnay hereajter be assigned to the D epartm ent of the Air Force for procurem ent
pursuant to the National Security Act of 1947, or olherwise, togelher with all matters relating or incident lo such procurem ent; and industrial mobilization planning with respect
to such items as m enlioned above, including matters related therelo. [Italic supplied.]

VVe in the Air Force should be particularly happy to now have the express
restatement of the law applicable to us.
As persons directly concerned, we in the armed forces should know
about this codiftcation and its general content. Such knowledge may give
us another tool to help do our jobs better. We realize that behind almost
every official action we undertake in the Services lies a permissive or restrictive statute enacted by the Congress under its Constitutional power to make
rules and regulations governing the armed forces. The new codiftcation
is so well arranged that each staff offtcer can easily gain a working familiarity with the law governing the area of his responsibility. Of course the
staff ofhcer will undoubtedly still have occasion to contact a judge advocate
or law specialist in applying the law to specific problems.
Let us review the background of this composite restatement of the
Congressional enactments relating to our armed forces. The laws contained
therein had been enacted in separate statutes from 1789 through 31
December 1957. The Public Laws of each session of Congress are collected
and published in a single volume as Statutes at Large. As our country
grew older, additional volumes were added for each Congress. In 1878
the permanent laws contained in the 19 volumes then published were
repealed, restated, and re-enactecl as the Revised Statutes. Since 1878 no
similar restatement has been attempted. The laws of the 86th Congress,
first session, comprise volume 73 of the Statutes at Large. While each volume
contains its own index, there is no general index to all volumes. Succeeding
Congresses occasionally enact legislation overlapping in subject matter. Of
course the last statute on a subject is the governing law. Where there exists
prior unrepealed legislation on the same subject, that too is still the law
to the extern that it is not inconsistent with the later statute. A legal
researcher must first finei the various applicable statutes and then compare
one against the other to determine the present law before attempting its
application to a given situation.
In 1926 Congress enacted the United States Code. Unlike the Revised
Statutes of 1878, this code dicl not repeal and replace the prior law;
rather Congress stated that the United States Code would be only “primafacie,” or “presumptive,” evidence of the existing law. This code divided
the law contained in the Revised Statutes and in the Statutes at Large of
a general and permanent character into 50 subject-matter titles. For example,
title 5 relates to Executive departments, title 10 to the Army, title 14 to
the Coast Guard, title 18 to the Federal criminal laws, title 32 to the
National Guard, title 34 to the Navy, title 37 to pay and allowances, title
41 to public contracts, title 50 to war. The editors of the United States
Code were given license to restate the law and distribute it as they
deemed appropriate within the 50 titles. Where the public law on enactment
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expressly amended a prior law, the pertinent section of the code was rewritten
by the editors of the code to reflect the law as amended.
The United States Code was a great advance in reducing the time
it took to research the law -for a while. But soon some of the law relating
to the militar)' Services for various reasons was placed in other than the
titles of the military departments. New legislation frequently did not
expressly repeal or amend older legislation, although the new legislation
covered the same subject matter as legislation already on the books. As
no repeal or amendment was expressly stated, both the old and the new
statutes were then carried in the United States Code even though they
sometimes were inconsistent with one another. Policy concepts concerning
the anned forces also changed, leaving much deadwood on the books.
This situation was pointed up in the “W ar Department Haislip Board
Report” of August 1947. This board had reviewed the tangled gamut of
laws relating to the Army and concluded:
. . . Many of these laws are archaic and have been am ended so many times that extensive
legal research is often required to seule even a relatively m inor question of statutory interpretation. During the war this fact was not a great deterrenl because of the broad powers
granted in the W ar Powers Act, but, upon expiration of the emergency, these archaic laws
will return to plague lhe Army. Therefore, it would appear advisable to commence a project with the goal of fram ing a com plete restatem ent and recodification of the m ilitary laws
of the U nited States.

This recodification was initiated by the Army and ultimately became a
triservice project monitored by the Department of Defense. The aim of
the codification was to restate the existing laws relating directly to the
armed forces in clear, modern, and easily understood language. Instead
of being only presumptive evidence of the law as was the prior United
States Code, the new restatement was to be enacted as “positive law” by
the Congress, with an express repeal of the prior legislation concerned.
Thus it would have the status of and could be cited as the law itself, just
as other statutes in the Statutes at Large. This restatement was to be
enacted as title 10 of the United States Code and entitled “Armed Forces.”
The drafting of the new title 10 was an immense undertaking. Initially
all law within the purview of the codification was literally cut out of a
set of the Statutes at Large and of the United States Code. Court and
Comptroller General decisions and opinions of the Attorney General of
the United States and the Judge Advocates General of the armed forces
construing these laws were researched. These cut-out provisions of laws
and digests of reported rulings and opinions were assembled on various
colored cards. About 100,000 cards were collated and arranged into about
5000 groupings, each dealing with a provision of law. These units were then
distributed to the attorneys working on the project. Their task was to study
and rewrite each provision in light of its past reported legislative history
and judicial or other construction.
l he new title 10 extracts provisions from 23 titles of the United States
Code. I his included all of the prior title 10 relating to the Army and
Air Force, all of title 34 relating to the Navy, and so much of title 32
as related to the National Guard of the United States as a reserve component
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of the Army and Air Force. The law relating to the National Guard in
its State capacity remained in title 32, which was also codified and enacted
in its code form at this same time. Provisions of the United States Code
relating to the military departments only by reason of broader application
to the Government generally, such as the laws governing the civil service,
were not included in our codification but left undisturbed in their place
within the United States Code. The law governing pay and allowances was
not included and remains in title 37, United States Code, as it applies also
to the Public Health Service and Coast and Geodetic Survey. The few
provisions of law relating to the Department of Defense as an Executive
departm ent were also omitted and remain in title 5, United States Code,
as that title contains the organizational statutes of the Executive Department
of the Government. Projects are now under way for the codification of
titles 5 and 37 which will result in a redistribution of some of the provisions
of these two titles to title 10. During the drafting of title 10, liaison was
maintained with the Committee on the Judiciary of the House of Repre
sentai ives.
As the statutes being codified had been enacted through the years from
1780 on, the terminology used in one statute frequently had a different
meaning than wlien used in another setting years later. In restating both
laws, the different uses of the same term had to be reconciled so that
throughout the title the same term had the same meaning. For example,
in some settings the word “officer” included both warrant and commissioned
officers and in others solely a commissioned ofFicer. As the new title itself
was to become a single statute, consistem usage of the term “officer” was
necessary after defining it in the initial definition section of the title.
As many attorneys were engaged from time to time in the drafting of
the title, a “drafting guide” was prepared so that all of them would use
similar arrangement of subject matters and identical wording for similar
concepts. The guide suggested simplified, modern language to remove
ambiguities and present a clear text. Some of the instructions were:
Use the present tense.
Use the active voice.
Use positive rather than ncgative expression.
Use the same words when expressíng the same concept.
Avoid phraseology like "aforesaid” and “ whatsoever.”
Avoid pairs having the same m eaning, like “ null and void,” “order and direct,” “ final
and conclusive.”
Norm ally, instead of the phrase, “ It shall be lawful for the Secretary to . . . ,” say
“ T he Secretary may.“
Instead of the phrase "u n d er the provisions of,” say “ under.”
Avoid provisos altogether. T o introducc an exception or lim itation say “except that,"
“ b u t,” or “ however,” or simply start a new sentence.
Instead of "from 1 February 1959” say "after 31 Jahuary 1959.”

This last example removes the ambiguity as to whether 1 February is
intended to be included. There were many further examples and rules as
to choice of language, general approach, and typography.
The codifiers arranged the law within each subtitle in a simplified
systeni corresponcling generally to the division of staff responsibilities
within each of the armed forces. Title 10, Armed lorces, is divided into
four major subtitles:
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A. General Military Law
B. Army
C. Navy and Marine Corps
D. Air Force
Under subiitle “A” is the law that relates to the military departinents
generally, as well as some laws applicable to the Coast Guard: for example,
provisions for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Armed Forces Personnel Council,
the Uniform Code of Military Justice, and what previously had been the
Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947. If a statute is applicable only
to one or two Services but not to all, it is not carried in subtitle “A” but
is separately stated under each of the subtitles for the service to which
applicable. As the Coast Guard had its laws separately codified previously
in title 14 of the United States Code, Coast Guard law is contained in
the title 10 codification only to the extern that it falis witliin the purview
of subtitle “A," i.e., the law that is applicable to all the armed forces. An
exception is made in the case of a statute of general application to all
Services where the subject matter concerns a larger body of law that is
not yet of general application. In such cases the statute is restated for each
service rather than having a single statement in subtitle “A."
Each of the service subtitles is broken down into parts comparable
generally to military staff organization. For example, subtitle “D” relating
to the Air Force is divided into Part I—Organization, Part II—Personnel,
Part III—Training, and Part IV—Service, Supply and Procurement. The
subtitle breakdowns for the Army and for the Navy and Marine Corps
are generally similar. The parts are broken down into chapters, each
concerning a major subject or category of law within the part. For example,
Part II—Personnel—is subdivided into chapters:
Chapter
831. Strength
833. Enlistments
835. Appointments in the Regular Air Force
837. Appointments as Reserve Officers
839. Temporary Appointments
841. Active Duty
843. Special Appointments, Assignments, Details and Duties
845. Rank and Command
847. The Uniform
849. Miscellancous Prohibitions and Penalties
851. United States Disciplinary Barracks
853. Miscellaneous Rights and Bcnefits
855. Hospitalization
857. Decorations and Awards
859. Separation from Regular Air Force for Failure to Meet
Standards
861. Separation for Various Reasons
863. Separation or Transfer to Retired Reserve
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865. Retirement for Age
867. Retirement for Length of Service
869. Retired Grade
871. Computation of Retired Pay
873. Civilian Employees
Each chapter is subdivided into sections, the final breakdown of the
format in the codification. Eor example, Chapter 833—Enlistments—has
the following sections:
8251. Definition
8252. Temporary enlistments
8253. Air Force: persons not qualified
8254. Air Force: during war or emergency
8255. Regular Air Force: recruiting campaigns
8256. Regular Air Force: qualifications, term, grade
8257. Regular Air Force: aviation cadets; qualifications.
grade, limitations
8258. Regular Air Force: reenlistment after service as an
officer
8259. Air Force Reserve: transfer from Air National Guard of
United States
8260. Air Force Reserve: transfer to upon withdrawal as member
of Air National Guard
8261. Air National Guard of United States: enlistment
8262. Extension of enlistment for members needing medicai
care or hospitalization
As the majority of Air Force law is inherited from the Army, similar
arrangement was made of the law of the two Services. To find the Army
law corresponding to an Air Force section, one subtracts 5000 from the
section number as in the example just given. There is no Army section
3257 comparable to the Air Force section 8257. This gap is purposely
made to permit the retention of the Army and Air Force parallel numbering
where one of the two Services has a provision of law not common to the
other service. In this case, the Air Force section 8257 concerns the enlistment
of an aviation cadet, which grade the Army does not have. Each of the
sections contains the text of the law concerned. For example, the last
section in the chapter on enlistments—section 8262—appears as follows in
the new title 10:
50

8262. Extension of enlistm ent for members needing medicai care or hospitalization
(a) An enlisted m em ber of the Air Force on active duty whose term of enlistm ent
expires while he is suffering from disease or injury incident to service and not due to his
m isconduct, and who needs medicai care or hospitalization, may be retained on active duty,
with his consent, until he recovers to the extent that he is able to meet the physical requirements for reenlistm ent, or it is determ ined that recovery to that extent is impossible.
(b) T his section does not prevent the retention in service, w ithout his consent, of
an enlisted m em ber of the Air Force under section 8638 of this title.

T he Army section of like import is section 3262 (8262 less 5000). It is
identical in wording except for reference to “Army” instead of “Air Force”
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and for die reference to section 3638 in (b) above instead of section 8638.
A similar section of the Navy and Marine Corps is section 5537. Section
8262 quoted above may be compared with the section of law it restated to
note the general improvement made by the codification. Th is law previously
was contained in volume 63, Statutes at Large, at page 560 and, as set out
in section 628a of the prior title 10 of the United States Code, it read:
628a. H ereafter any enlisted man of the Army of the United States in the active Serv
ice, whose term of enlisitnent shall expire while he is suffering disease or injury incidenl to
Service and not due to misconduct, and who is in need of medicai care or hospitalization,
mav, with his consent, be retained in such Service beyond the expiration of his term of enlistment, and any such enlisted man shall be entitled to receive at Governm ent expense
medicai care or hospitalization and his pay and allowances (including expense money authorized by law and credit for longevity) until he shall have recovered to such extern as
would enable him to meet the physical requirem ents for rcenlístm ent, or until it shall have
been ascertained by com petent authority of the service concerned that the disease or injury
is of a character that recovery to such an extern would be impossible, whichever is earlier:
Proiided, T hat any enlisted man whose enlistm cnt is extended as provided herein shall be
subject to forfeiture in the same m anner and to the same extern as if his term of enlistmenc had not expired, and nothing contained in this section shall prevent any enlisted man
of the Army from being held in the Service w ithout his consent under the provisions of sec
tion 629 of this title.

Source notes, entitled “Historical and Revision Notes,” for each section
of the new title 10 are contained in the Congressional committee reports on
the bilis by which the present title 10 was enacted into law. The new
1959 permanent edition of title 10 of the United States Code Annotated
(published by Edward Thompson Company, Brooklyn, New York, February
1959) also contains revision notes showing the statutory source for each
new section. The reasons for deletions, additions, or changes in wording are
also given in these revision notes.
These committee reports also have tables containing much useful
material. They are the most comprehensive ever developed in a codification.
By these tables the researcher can easily trace the old law to the new title
10 or be advised of its omission or transfer to other titles of the United
States Code, together with the reasons therefor. Table 3 gives the basis
of applicability to the Air Force of each provision of law restated in the
new title 10 for the Air Force that was not previously expressly applicable
by its own terminology.
apparent that the armed forces are now clothed in statutes of more
modern dress. The codification has eliminated as obsolete or has impliedly
repealed about forty per cent of the law previously carried on the statute
rolls. Consolidation of related laws has effected a further ten-per-cent
reduction. A studied and controlled restatement of the language of the
law has given us a more readable, accurate, understandable, and findable
body of law, arranged for the convenience of the persons charged with its
administration. We in the Air Force for the first time have "our own” laws.
This codification was not a revision but a restatement of the law. It
effected changes of form but not of substance. W ith our statutes thus set
forth. existing defects and deficicncies become more readily apparent. These
may now be studied with a view to improving the substance and effecting
greater uniformity of the laws relating to our armed forces.
Federal Aviation Agency
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The Questwn
of
National Defense Organization
A Q u a r te r ly R e v ie w S tu ã y
The pressures of missions, technology, and economics of national and Free
W o rld defense have once again made the organization of the defense forces
of the United States a subject of investigation and political debate. W ithin
the last íew years we have observed an increasing number of journalists,
university professors, political leaders, and professional people writing upon
the subject of defense organization. In addition, within the 1960 session of
Congress five separate bilis have been introduced calling for reorganization
of the Department of Defense.
The enormous complexity of the proposals involved and the ramifications
of special viewpoints and interests make a meaningful proposal fo r reorganization a worthy subject of discussion, debate, and penetrating analysis. M oreover such discussions, debates, and analyses require a systematic approach to
the issue of defense reorganization. All such investigations must attempt to
assess and identify the requirements of an effective defense organization in
terms of future national and international requirements, rather than being
confined to existing problems or traditional concerns.
The following series of articles dealing with the more important elements
of national defense organization were written by members of Research Studies
Institute. It must be emphasized that the views they have expressed are strictly
their own and do not represent official indorsement by any element of the
A ir Force or any other official agency. The first article is a proposal for
reorganizing the defense structure. The five articles that follow discuss criticai
aspects that would be involved in any systematic investigation of defense
organization. The titles of the six articles are as follow s:
"A Proposal fo r the N e xt Step in Defense Reorganization"
"C iv ilia n -M ilita ry Balance in the Defense Establishment"
"Th e Case fo r Genuine National M ilita ry Planning"
"Arguments fo r Unified Combat and Support Commands"
"Some Reflections on the General Staff"
"A Survey of Selected Reorganizational Proposals"
For readers interested in pursuing the subject beyond the limited space available here, the authors conclude their presentation with a selected bibliography
of recent studies and writings on defense organization.
— The Editors

A Proposal for tlie N ext Step
in D efense R eorganization
COLONEL ARCHIE J. Kn i GHT
CoLONEL ALLEN F. H e RZBERG
reorganize! This cry lias been heard with increasing frequency of
LETS
l late with regard to the Department of Defense. In September 1959

the Committee on Government Operations, U.S. House of Representatives,
urged an Army—Air Force merger as a beginning to "end waste and confusion”
in the Pentagon. Since then the press and individual members of Congress have continued to point out many of the current problems in the De
partment of Defense and the need for correction. Pending before Congress
now are three bilis calling for complete merger of the separate Services,
one of them introduced by Senator Stuart Symington, a former Secretary
of the Air Forte, a member of the Senate Committee on Armed Services,
and an acknowledged expert on the Department of Defense. Despite the
fact that the last major reorganization of the Department of Defense
involving legislation was as recent as 1958, this new push from outside the
Department indicates it is time to look again at the adequacy of the
organizational structure of national defense.
C u rre n t S ta tu s and H o w It G o t T lia t W a y

The problem of the over-all organization of the armed forces lias been
of grave concern for many years. During World War II the Army, the Navy,
and the semi-independent Army Air Forces eacli found itself working with
another Service as often as or more often than it worked alone. Following
that exptrience, “unification" of the Services under a single Secretary of
Defense was accomplished in 1947 to centralize control of the land, sea,
and air forces. In 1919, after a study by lhe Hoover Commission, additional
steps were taken loward "unification." )ust as the 1949 amendments were
based largely on the Hoover Commission report, so Reorganization Plan
No. 6, effective in 1953, closely followed recommendations made by the
Rockefeller Committee. Subsequently another effort was made in 1958, wlien
a Reorganization Act strengthened the “authority and control” of the
Secretary of Defense over the three seçvices.

T h e S ta tu s
Previous Steps toward Unificalion
1 9 4 7 — Estoblished a federation of the three Services, with a single civilian Secretary of
D efense at the head. M a n y sa fe g u a rd s incorporated to ensure the individual
“rights" of the se p a rate Services.
1 9 4 9 — Eliminated the C ab in e t status of the Service Secretaries, enhanced the position
of the Secretary of Defense, increased the size of the Joint Staff, and created
the position of C hairm an of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
1 9 5 3 — Increased the status and pow ers of the C hairm an o f the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

S te p s ISot T a k e n

Requiring Congressional action:

Merge the Services. This would create a one-service organization of the D epartm ent
of Defense and would include all lesser item s on the üst th at are not based on retaining
the separate Services. This action would provide unity of m ilitary direction and eliminate duplication and competition based on Service distinctions.
Authorize a single military Chief of Staff. I liis would provide unity of m ilitary
direction in the top m ilitary council (the Joint Chiefs of Staff) instead of the present
com m ittee action.
Separate the Joint Chiefs of Staff from their Services. To end noncompatible, dual
responsibilities.
Establisli a "National Defense” Service. To provide a recognized separate Service
for "career” national defense officers whose responsibilities should be independent of
special land, sea, or air affiliation. This new service could also provide the base for an
expansion to include all m ilitary personnel if a rnerger of the Services is eventually
decided to be desirable.
Remove the ceiling on the size of the Joint Staff. To provide for increased functions.
Could be coupled to com m ensurate reductions in Service staffs.
Consolidate all military personnel laivs. To provide a uniform basis for appointm ent,
prom otion, retirem ent, and adm inistration of m ilitary personnel. Would facilitate
assignments, utilization, and adm inistration.
Eliminate the service Secretaries or redesignate lhem as L nder Secretaries of Defense.
W ould concentrate civilian control at one levei instead of two in the D epartm ent of
Defense. Would rcduce coordination layers and would facilitate eífective civilian control
of defense policy, as distinct from operations.

Requiring Presidential action:

Establish a unified Strategic Command. To provide single operational control of all
strategic forces. Would absorb the present single-service Strategic Air Command.
Establish a unified Taciical Command. To consolidate unassigned limited-w ar forces
in a unified com m and. This action would complete the assignment of all com bat forces
to a unified comm and, a stated Presidential objective.

o f U n ific a tio n
Consolidated se p a rate b o a rd s directly into the O ffice o í fh« Secretary of
and increased the num ber o f supervisory positions in OSD.
Defense
1 9 5 8 — Further strengthened and clarified the direction, authority, and control of the
Secretary of Defense over the Departm ent of Defense. M a d e the unified comm ands directly responsible to the Secretary of Defense through the Joint Chiefs
o f Staff, eliminating the service departm ents from the chain of command. M a d e
JCS work the prim ary duty o f the service chiefs. Further increased the authorized

(osc)

strength of the Joint Staff.

Establish unified Support Commands. To provide for Consolidated field activities
in such support areas as research and developm ent, logistics, intelligence, and personnel and training.

Requiring Secretary of Defense action

(The list would be endless; only actions with significam unification im plications
are given as examples.)
Recognize that in fact the Chairman, JC S, is the principal rnilitary assistarit of the
Secretary of Defense. Tbis would increase the iníluence of the Chairm an to the extern
th at unitv of militarv direction might approach th at under a single chief of staff.
Require unified commands to submit force and iveapon requirernents to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. This would force the JCS to provide m eaningful, unified guidance to the unified
com m ands, would reduce service influence in controversial areas, and would facilitate
jcs force determ inations and adjustm ents to outside limitations.
Establish cornmon form s and procedures for officer effectiveness reports. To provide a
comrnon basis for promotions in all Services and to facilitate comparisons between

Services.

Establish a cornmon job-classification system fo r all rnilitary personnel. To facilitate
interassignm ent and control of all rnilitary personnel.
Establish cornmon administrative procedures.
Facilitate the intersenice transfer of officers. T o facilitate the career utilization of
special skills for which the dem and fluctuates among the Services (e.g., pilots).

Consolidate and align the continental administrative areas of the several Services so

that they coincide. To realize savings through the consolidation of headcpiarters, Com
munications, facilities, etc., at single locations or at a reduced num ber of locaticns.
Integrate the operation of the sênior officer professional schools down through the
Command and Staff School levei. W ould provide greater interservice understanding
and know ledge.
Integrate and consolidate the operation of r o t c . Essentially an economy measure
through the elimination of duplicating detachm ents at colleges. Certain actions could
be taken by the Secretary of Defense. O thers would require legislative changes to
existing laws.

The Deparlnienl of Defense

Each of these four major reorganizations since W orld W ar II has
moved the Department of Defense further along the path of unification.
This trend, if continued, must eventually result in a single-service type of
organization of the Department of Defense.
What these previous actions have not provided in the direction of
unification can best be summarized from the státement of intent by Congress
itself in the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. This says
there shall be
no single chief of staff over the armed Services,
no general staíf of the armed Services,
no nierger of the military Services.
A further feel for where the Department of Defense stands today
as regards a unified organization can be gotten from a typical list of
reorganization possibi 1íties for the future. This list is not exhaustive. Some
items are relatively minor. Othcrs are sweeping and controversial and
would necessarily carry many lesser items with them.
Thèse areas for future action should give the reader some apprcciation
of what the Department of Defense does not have in the way of complete

unification. Most of the discussion and arguments heard today center around
one or more of these points.
the concern over organization

The present organization of the Department of Defense consists of four
distinct and separable components. The Office of the Secretary of Defense
(o sd ) consists of the civilian appointee heacls of the structure—the Secretary
of Defense and his assistants, íncluding the Director of Defense Research
and fcngineering. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (jes) is the top military levei in
the Department of Defense, and its members are, by law, the principal
military advisers to the Secretary of Defense, the National Security Council,
and the Presidem. The jes consists of the Joint Chiefs and the Joint Staff
that serves them. Under the Secretary of Defense and the jes are the
unified commands, the combat forces of the Department of Defense, consisting of components furnished by the various Services according to the mission
and needs of a particular unified command. One noncombat element included here is the Defense Atomic Support Agency (formerly the Armed
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Forces Special Weapons Project). The Services, considered together, constitute the fourth division of d o d . Each of the three Services is headed b y an
appointed, civilian Secretary.
Why the concern over the organization of the Department of Defense?
Probably because in today’s special situation our defense is so criticai to
us that no eleinent capablc of irnprovement can be neglected. In the
past the United States has always had time to get ready for a possible
conllict alter the necessity to do so became obvious. As a result peacetime
forces were small and unready, little money was made available, and
differing—even competing—inilitary thoughts on fighting a war were encouraged, on the basis that war itself coulcl prove which was best or which
constituted a winning combination. Only then were expensive amounts of
resources committed.
No sutil luxurious procedure is possible today. In any general war the
U.S. must be right in its concepts before the war starts, and its ready
forces must be suíficient to carry out the concept. The country will not
get a second chance. Neither does the U.S. appear able to afford the
insurance of fully backing two or more competing concepts simultaneously
as a shotgun prescription to cover what is right and best. Rather, under
what appears to be a fixed budget available for military preparedness, a
number of unresolved, competing military concepts are given some proportionate share ol the available money. No one concept is completely
supported; none is completely thrown out. The unintended result is a
mixecl concept for the defense of the country, which tends to defy evaluation.
There is a second, theoretical possibility. Assuming that a truly integrated concept can be determined, we could take reductions and then
either accommodate them or know and be able to substantiate that the re
sources are no ionger suíficient to give the concept a reasonable chance of
working.
The prcsent organization of the Department of Defense does not
appear to allow for following th is second course of action. In a situation
where there is neither so little money that it doesn’t much inatter what
you do, nor so much that everyone can have what he thinks he needs,
many feel that the key to providing the best possible defense for the
United States—and to knowing whether it is adequate after we get it—lies
in optimum organization of the Department of Defense.
uttitudes tozvard further unification

Before going into an analysis of the recognized current deficiencies
and troubles of the Department of Defense, it might be well to identify
the attitudes of certain key groups toward any reorganization of the Depart
ment of Defense.
Congress is the key to any fundamental changes in the Department of
Defense, sincc its approval must be secured. Individuais in Congress have
been outspoken and well-publicized champions of complete unification;
but, as a whole, Congress has traditionally been slow to approve greater
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centraliza tio n of authority, particularly military authority, in lhe Depart
ment of Defense. This cautious attitude is a penalty d o d pays for its size
and importance. Congress must preserve the checks and balances in tlie
Government. Coupled to this is a concern that too much one-man military
authority in d o u might mean too much dependence on the infallibility of
judgment of one man or might create a potentially dangerous concentration
of power. W ith these thoughts in the background and confronted with a
lack of military agreeinent among the Services as to what is best for national
defense, Congress understandably adopts this cautious approach. Only the
pressures of current difficulties calling for correction, of the cost of defense,
and of the obvious march of technology have caused such changes as have
been approvecl. Congress still finds itself frequently in the uncomfortable
position of influencing military decisions aífecting the security of the
country from among unresolved and conflicting military recommendations
presented to it. This can be a tight shoe to wear at times and argues as
much as anything else for continued adjustments in organization toward
greater unification.
As for the Services, many Navy and Marine Corps spokesmen have been
consistently opposed to any further unification. The roots of this opposition
probablv lie in a fear that their role might be lessened and that they
might be subjugated to strategic philosophies they consider erroneous. They
already enjoy rather complete control of the resources necessary to their
varied missions, contrasted to the more interdependent position of the
Army.
Many Air Force and Army spokesmen have consistently favored further

Overlapping Areas
among the Services
sea forces
USN

land forces
U SA

tactical

a ir forces
U SAF
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unification, a position based on conviction and probably also on a feeling
that their concepts will not suffer in the process.
The public and particularly its vocal element, the press, have consistently favored further unification. Spared the final-decision responsibility
carried by Gongress and free of the personal involvements of the Services,
informed public opinion has stressed changes that will be in keeping with
accepted principies of management, that will end Service squabbles, and
tliat promise more adequate defense for dollars expended.
difficulties in the Department of Defense
The past fifteen years have witnessed a revolution in weapons and the
systems associated with them but have not seen a comparable revolution in
the organization to handle these weapons and systems. Since the Department
of Defense was established in 1917, im portant organizational and procedural
changes have been made. Yet traditional concepts and ways of doing business
now may jeopardize our ability to take advantage of the technological
advancements available, to plan for those that will be available in the
future, and to use our resources in an optimum manner. Patterns from the
past perhaps have continued to iniluence national defense policy unduly at
a time when weapons and weapon systems far outpace the ordinary imagination.
Not all major problems in the Department of Defense can be attributed
to the organization of the military forces themselves. Other iníluences outside the military chain of command play a decisive part in providing
effective defense. When military planning, thinking, and imagination come
into contact with the Governmental machinery designed for decision making,
it is possible that the ponderousness of th is machinery may in itself retarcl
our national ability to respond to the challenges of the mach-15 missile era.
The following major problems are believecl to be inherent in the present
organization of the Department of Defense:
The Secretary of Defense is not able to function as envisioned. The
Secretary of Defense has “direction, authority, and control over the Depart
ment of Defense.” To determine direction of development and to exercise
control, he needs clcar guidance from above and below and time to consider the guidance he gets.
The Secretary of Defense should be concerned constantly to obtain,
for military use, clear statements of national objectives, policies, and strategies. "The root of our troubles,” says Major George Fielding Eliot, "is not
lack of strategic planning, but lack of a defined and accepted national
objective toward which strategy can be oriented.”
From below, the Secretary of Defense lacks the clear statements of
agreement that he needs to participate effectively in national planning.
Antiquated roles and missions, statutory responsibilities of the Chiefs of
Staff, and the absence of a truly national defense doctrine all combine to
deny the Secretary of Defense the type of military guidance he needs. 1 he
failure of the Joint Chiefs to agree among themselves forces the Secretary
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oí Defense either to make the decisions tliey should make or to arbitrate
tlieir differences. Time speat in evaluating service differences oí opinion,
in settliug service squabbles, and in apportioning weapon systems might be
used better in other ways.
The respeclive roles of military and civilian officials need clarification.
Although there is no question about civilian control over the military and
civilian responsibility for the direction and control of military aflairs, one
big question necds answering: Are the military people to run the Depart
ment uncler civilian control, or are the civilians to run the Department with
military advice? ít is clear that the President, the National Security Council,
the Secretary of Defense, and other agencies of the Government must have
proper military advice. On the other hand it is certainly not custom, nor
the intent of law, that civilian officials and agencies should attempt to
çonduct military operations.
Legàlly and logically, civilian priinacy in the Defense Department
cannot be disputed. But civilian occupancy of key positions, civilian staffing,
and the detailed supervision of military activities by civilians are increasing.
Civilians are increasingly used in other than policy positions, positions
which in fact enter the realm of purely military business. Professional
ofhcers not unnaturally object to civilian judgment on questions of weapons
and tlieir use, tactics, strategy, and the forces and leveis of support where
these questions are within military competence. This situation lias arisen
in part bccause professional ofíicers have not presented fully reconciled
military recommendations for civilian consideration.
Although it is no longer possible at higher leveis to separate aflairs
into purely “political” and purely “military,” this does not obviate tlie need
for a better working arrangement between civilian and military authorities
than now exists. Some vvay must be founcl to continue the principie and
actuality of civilian control while providing for proper use of the military
and the advice of professional ofhcers.
The Joinl Chiefs of Staff are not filling their expected roles. Although
the mcmbers of this body by law are the “principal military advisers to the
President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense,”
tliey are also charged with the responsibility for preparing strategic and
logistic plans, reviewing major material and personnel necds of the Services,
and giving strategic direction to the military forces. These latter responsibilities generally produce inost of the service pressures on lhe Joint
Chiefs. These pressures force the Joint Chiefs into the role of “a committee
°í partisan advc-rsaries cngaged in advancing service strategic plans and compromising service differences.” This in turn permits “too little . . . time and
opportunity to think spontaneously or comprehensively about over-all stra
tegic problems.”*
Except for the Chainnan, the mcmbers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are
the sênior ofhcers of the military Services—Air Force, Army, and Navy, and
the Marinc Corjis in the event business relating to the Marine Corps is to
•Intrrnational Security—The M ilitary Aij>erl, Spccial Studics R eporl II of Rotkcfcllcr Brothers
I u ik I, Doublcday and Co., Iric., New York. 1958, p. 29.
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be discussed. This dual allegiance and responsibility given die Joint Chiefs
make it doubly hard for them to function effectively in either capacity. With
two responsibilities, they cannot slijrk the one because of the other. As
long as thcy have statutory obligations to their service they are not free
agents. Advice on national defense problems, given as members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, must always be tempered or adjusted to service obligations
and responsibilities, no matter how “unbiased” they may wish to be.
The roles and missions of the Services are not compatible with modem
technology. A review of all the recent defense organizations and concepts

of operations reveals a persistent rigidity in the roles and missions of the
three Services. Despite the trcmendous revolution in weapons producecl by
modem technology, neither basic legislation on the functions of the anned
Services nor the Key West, Newport, and subsequent agreements and
decisions have brought substantial change in the roles and missions of the
Services. Undoubtedly the range, speed, and destructiveness of modern
weapons have created an overlap of the traditional boundaries between the
three Services. This has in turn produced interservice rivalry, which hindersl
the creation of an integrated national strategic plan.

Service differences over roles and missions cannot be resolved by ancient
methods. Since future conílicts will call for combined operations, the capability for making llexible, sensible adjustments of established roles and
missions must be forced. So far the seriousness of the situation seems to
have led to increased rigidity rather than to flexibility.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff cannot solve military problems because the
Services, in their zest for retaining their separate entities, force purely
military problems onto the political stage, where they must be solved by
the Secretary of Defense, the President, or the Congress. Each service, by a
natural rationalization tempered with service pride, precedent, and experience, views the proper balance of forces to be the one that will maximize
its own role and ensure continued existence. Naturally the full benefit
from our military expenditures cannot be realized when there is a duplication of weapon systems, wastage of scientific talent, and needless expenditures
on facilities, resources, and manpower.
It is generally admitted that the current definition of roles and missions
bears little relevance to the actualities of war. The roles and missions were
drafted before the technological revolution in weaponry was recognized. Thei
result is that new weapons are being placed in a strait jacket of obsolescent
missions instead of being given missions that conform to an evolving'
technology and current and future military problems.
The method of transportation for a weapon system—whether by aircraft,
by submarine, or by jeep—should not necessarily determine which service;
Controls the weapon. W ith the coming of ballistic missiles, the connection
between delivery vehicle and service function is almost completely elimi-:
nated. Thus the assignment of a new weapon system to an individual
service becomes more and more arbitrary. When the Services cannot reach
agreement among themselves they set the stage for either the Secretary ol
Defense, the President, or the Congress to settle the dispute.
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The conclusion is that roles and missions are competitive rather than
complementary. It is not a question of one service attempting to encroach
upon another service’s functions. it is rather a characteristic of modem
weaponry.
Duplication of efforl in the Department of Defense is difficult to discern
and stop. With each service constantly developing new weapons and new
concepts for using these weapons, certain duplication of effort takes place.
This duplication is not always in the national interest because the various
service programs are basically unilateral. Each service, in carrying out its
roles and missions, naturally tries to get weapon systems that are the best
obtainable for the job to be done. Each service is interested in getting as
great a share of the total firepower as it can. These factors, combinecl with
the astronomical advance in technology, have created areas of conflict relatêd
to service roles and missions and have resulted in wastage of national resources.
Although extensive reorganization has led to the formation of various
agencies designed to prevent unilateral and independent research and
development, the fact rèmains that the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (n a sa ) , the Advanced Research Projects Agency (a r pa ) ,
and the Office of the Director, Defense Research and Engineering, have not
yet succeeded in completely solving this problem.
goals and objectives

Any listing of objectives to be met in planning a reorganization of the
Department of Defense, when stated in general terms, is usually accepted
as noncontroversial. Such a list of objectives is essential to provide a frame
within which specihc proposals can be placed, related to one another, and
made to form a cohesive total. It is when one considers the possible means
by which these objectives can best be met that honest and often wide differences of opinion arise.
Textbook principies and criteria of organization apply to the Depart
ment of Defense as to any organization, but in addition there are criteria
unique to the Department of Defense as a powerful, nonprofit, Governmental
agency responsible for the security of the country. Difficulty arises from the
fact that the security of the country is an item not susceptible to positive
proof as to its validity at any given time. It has been said that nothing
succeeds like success. It might also be said that nothing creates controversy
like the inability to be positive as to what will be a success.
Not all the criteria peculiar to the Department of Defense as a military
or Governmental agency are in the nature of additions or amplifications to
textbook principies. Some are antagonistic to accepted management prin
cipies. I hey must be accommodated in a way that does the least damage
possible to accepted management principies while still being satisfied themselves. The general United States Governmental system of checks and
balances, which has been applied with especial vigor in the case of the
Department of Defense, is an example.

A u th o rita tiv e S ta te m e n ts
Presidential S tatem en ts

Presidem Ei senho wer, on 3 April 1958, in his message to Congress on the reorganization
of the D epartm ent of Defense, enunciated the following points:
Separate ground, sea, and air warfare is gone forever.
Vie mu st free ourselves of emotional attachm enls to Service systems of an
era th at is no more.
There must be complete unity in our strategic planning and basic operational direction.
The tendency toward service rivalry and controversy m ust be sharplv
reduced.
Service rivalries have been made inevitable by the laws governing our de
fense organiza tion.
We need to m aintain an effective deterrent to war.
fighting forces m ust be organized into operational commands th at are
truly unified, and each must be assigned a mission in fuU accord with our over-all
m ilitary objectives.
Prom pt decisions and the elimination of wasteful activities m ust be prim ary goals.
The authority of the Secretary of Defense m ust be clear and direct.
Vv hen military responsibility is unclear, civilian control is uncertain.
W e m ust adjust to the technological revolution in weapons of war.

D epartm en t of Defense S ta tem en ts

I he Secretary of Defense and members of the m ilitary, in testifying before Congress
on the Reorganization Act of 1958, substantialed the President’s statem ents and
emphasized or added the followdng:
Unified com m ands m ust meet today’s need for quick decisions and greatlv
increased capability for rapid reaction. They m ust assure full comcentration of our
available power and the best potential use of our newest weapons.” (Secretary of
Defense Neil M cElroy)
"Provision m ust be m ade to make certain th a t tbe Secretary of Defense w ill
get the m ost able m ilitary advice th at can be oblained, both for strategic planning
and for operation of the com batant forces.” (Secretary M cElroy)
"T here m ust be unified direction of the research and the developm ent programs of all the Services.” (Secretary M cElroy)
"Responsible decentralization is required in an organization as large and
as complex as the D epartm ent of Defense.” (Secretary M cElroy)
"T he Army should continue to train prim arily for land warfare, the Navy
prim arily for sea warfare, and the Air Force prim arily for air wrarfare.” (Secretary
M cElroy)
"Changes in funclions m ust be made as necessary to keep up with the
progress of technology and new weapons.” (Secretary M cElroy)
"W e m ust establish a peacetim e organization which can meet wartime
requirem ents.” (General Thom as W hite)
"W e m ust provide a svstem which will better enable the Joint Chiefs of
StaIT to act with corporate responsibilities and corporate views.” (General W hite)
"T he organization m ust provide the best of the spirit and devotion of the
people in it. These are best engendered in the Services.” (Admirai Arleigh Burke)

o f P rin c ip ie s and C r ite ria
"T he organization nnial he ready to respond to a greal variety of threats."
(Admirai Burke)
"A t the top there should be planncrs who are completely familiar with the
qualities of the components." (Admirai Burke)
"There must he provision for the proper separation of powers between
Congress and the Executive. We must avoid more power, more centralization, and less
speeific accountability b y the m ilitarv to Congress.” (General Clifton Cates, u s m c ,
Ret.)
"Unified direction of strategic planning and unity of m ilitary command are
essential." (General Maxwell Taylor)
"There must be a Joint StafT so organized and manned as to provide the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the necessary professional
assistaoce." (General Taylor)
"The joint staff should approach high-level problems on the basis of national
rather than Service viewpoint and interest.” (General Carl Spaatz, u s a f , Ret.)

C.ongressional S ta tem en ts
Congress, m otivated in varying degrees by its concern to provide for the defense of the
country, to m ainlain Service traditions and distinctions, to prevent a situation conducive to political dominance by the m ilitary, and to m aintain control over the discharge of its own responsibilities, has expressed the following:
"There is no intent to enjoin the Services to fight separate wars.” (Senator
Richard Russell, Chairm an, Senate Coihm ittee on Armed Services)
"Lnification is the unification of effort to achieve the most effective use of
manpower and material to provide for the defense of the nation." (Senator Russell)
" It is our intent to provide the President and the Secretary of Defense with
the authority dem onstrated to be required for effective adm inistration of the D epart
m ent." (Senator Russell)
e must be able to retaliate instantly against any threatened aggression.”
(Senator Russell)
There shall be: (a) no single chief of staff of the arm ed Services, (b) no gen
eral staff of the armed Services, and (c) no merger of the m ilitary Services. (Statem ent
of Intent, Reorganization Act of 1958.)

Roekefeller R eport S ta te m en ts
The Roekefeller Report on the D epartm ent of Defense, published in 1958, made recom m endations coneerning changes in the D epartm ent. All its recom m endations except
those involving the Joint Chiefs of Staff were incorporated in essence in the Reorganization Act of 1958. l he R eport m ade three m ajor criticisms of the D epartm ent of D e
fense. which can be restated in the form of principies:
Functions assigned the Services should be com plem entary rather than
competitive. Competition has been brought about by weapon technology and by the
nature of the m ajor threats facing this country.
The organization m ust provide for the developm ent of a coinprehensive and
coherent strategic doctrine for the United States.
í he Secretary of Defense m ust be free to devote attention to the irii tia tion
and development of high m ilitary policy, instead of being burdened with the negative
task of arbitration.
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It must be stated here that the creation of an organizational structure
and its related functions is not sufficient in itself to determine the success
of any organization. People and procedures are equally essential. Qualified
and willing personnel can make some very awkward organizational structures
work, but this is not to say that they would not function better within a
more logical organizational structure. The problem still remains of determining the best possible structure, irrespective of manning, that will
make the greatest contribution to the goals of the organization.
In considering an organization for the Department of Defense and the
principies which must be kept in mind, we see that certain ones are more
pertinent than others because they relate directly to deficiencies or difficulties that have arisen or they retlect new developments impinging upcn
the military. These principies, the observance of which is or has been
subject to question, are the ones we are concerned with finding. In this
search we have compiled some recent authoritative opinions that are helpful.
principies and criteria
The examples we have given are only a small sample of the principies
and criteria available on the subject of reorganization of the Department
of Defense. It is believed, however, they fairly represent the field of
knowledgeable current thinking on this matter. Taking these into account
and broadening our horizon to look beyond current interests, concerns, and
proposals toward an ultimate end position, we can arrive at a Consolidated
list of principies and criteria that should be met by any proposed organiza
tion of the Department of Defense:
Provide for civilian control. This criterion has been interpreted by
Congress to require that, in addition to the civilian control exercised by
Congress and the President, the operating heads of the Department of
Defense and of the three Services will be civilians. In addition to this, some
of the Congressional fervor in maintaining separate Services is undoubtedly
based on providing ensurance that civilian control will not be circumvented
or converted to backing a monolithic military position.
This criterion is not always easy to reconcile with accepted management
principies of professionalism and continuity.
Be capable of immediate reaction in an emergency. This criterion has
been accepted or forced upon everyone today because of the intercontinental
atomic forces-in-being poised facing each other from opposite halves of
the world. It has resulted in the first moves toward truly unified organizations
of practically all combat-capable forces, removed from the operational
control of their parent service and grouped into functional or geographic
commands according to national military tasks.
Encourage and adjust to technological developments. Technological de
velopments and the urgency of the threats facing the country today are the
two factors exerting constant pressure on the Congress and on the Depart
ment of Defense as to its organizational fitness. Missiles and other develop-
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ments refuse to fit into neat service categories based on the médium of
operation of each service—the present basis of the division of functions
between the Services.
Provide for a flexible, functional grouping of combat forces. The nature
of the threats facing this country and their relative iniportance are subject
to change. Combat-force organizations must be grouped to correspond with
the threats that exist at any time and the tasks associated with them.
Provide complete unity in our strategic planning and basic operational
direction. Every authority advances or supports this point in some fashion
or other. It is also the most criticized lack in the Department of Defense
today, but there is extreme diversity of opinion as to the cause or causes
and the proper corrective action. Some of the stated possible causes include:
(a) failure of the Secretary of Defense to exercise the authority he has and
to máke military decisions when required; (b) lack of a single chief of
staff with a supporting military general staff; (c) conHict of interests of
those assigned as Joint Chiefs of Staff or to the Joint Staff; and (d) lack
of effort or willingness to make the jcs function properly.
There is not much question that a single military chief of staff of the
armed Services, with an adequate staff, would produce decisions, strategic
planning, and unified military guidance for the Department of Defense.
This would be a difficult organizational change to bring about. It may also
be questioned whether arbitrarv decisions for the sake of clecision would be
better than the present system of decisions by compromise, negotiation, and
lack of action. There is no question, however, that a method must be found
for articulating and bringing together in an adequate decision-making
process all the divergem points of view and the expert knowledge of the
specialists.
Functions assigned the sewices or other components of the Department
of Defense should be complementary rather than competitive. There is
already a trend toward applying the distinctions between Services to assignment of support functions rather than to combat-operations functions. This
should help reduce the built-in competitive aspects of the functional assignments contained in the present roles and missions of the Services.
Provide rnaximum cost efficiency. This rule applies where it does not
run counter to some requirement more important than economy. No one
has argued or is likely to argue that three Services are more economical than
a single service would be. Other reasons, considered more important as of
now, are controlling in this case and in similar requirements laid down
by the laws governing the Department of Defense.
Maintain personnel motivation and morale. This criterion is often advanced to justify the separate Services. It must be served, and the scope and
pace of organizational changes must take this into account.
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organizational concept illustrated in the proposecl organizational chart
provides an organization that will overcome the dehciencies that have
been noted without violating any fundamental principies inherent in the
management of the military establishment of the United States.
Two basic principies are incorporated in the proposed organization:
civilian control, and unity of command. Civilian control, both in principie
and actuality, is an essential element in our philosophy of government. The
arrangement recommended places civilians at the Secretary and Assistam
Secretary levei to make top policy and administrative decisions, and it
provides a military chief, with staff, to execute the civilian decisions and
to advise on military matters.
Io ensure unity of command, the traditional line-and-staíf type of
organizational structure is planned íor top management within the military
establishment. Th is structure will eliminate management by committee, by
majority vote, by forced compromise, by irresolution, or by default. It will
provide for decisions based on the best interpretation of facts and information available. It will resolve the conílict between those who fear too
much concentration of power at the top leveis and those who fear the
absence of ability to make intelligent decisions quickly.
h e
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The simplified chart suggests how the two principies of civilian control
and unity of command are incorporated in lhe organization of the Depart
ment of Defense and the military establishment.
The statutory role of the Secretary of Defense is not changed. He is
the chief executive agent of the Commander in Chief of the military
forces, the President. He will receive better national military advice because
he will have a professionally competent staff whose members will make
decisions based on national rather than conílicting Service interests.
The Assistant Secretaries of Defense and the Assistants to the Secretary
of Defense constitute civilian “check and balance” in the Department of
Defense. They assist the Secretary in meeting the requirements of the Exetutive and Legislative branches of the Government. T heir activities are
directed to areas outside the purview of the Chief of Staff, normally such
matters as the budget. procurement, and installations and national policies
pertaining to mobilization, manpower usage, legislative pressures, and related
problems.
A single chief of staff in the chain of military command is absolutely
essential to a properly run military establishment. He is subordinate to the
Secretary of Defense in all matters of policy and administration.
A National Military Council is provided to function as the top military
advisory group for strategic planning and related matters. It replaces the
present Joint Chiefs of Staff. It acts as a review agency for the activities
of the National Military Staff. Its members make suggestions and recommendations regarding their own activities to the Chief of Staff. They assist the
Chief of Staff in providing guidance to the National Military Staff and in
reviewing for him the strategic plans submitted by the National Military
Staff.
The National Military Staff prepares the emergency war plans, longrange objettives plans, logistic and weapon requirements, budgetary estimates, and personnel plans. It programs the needs of the support, deterrent,
and tactical forces so that all support and research and development activities
are timed to coincide with the implementation of the plans that are
developed.
Perhaps the most scrious weakness within the present organization of
the Department of Defense and the armed forces lies in the area of planning,
budgeting, and programing. Presently, each service develops its own force
structure. budget, and programs. This leads to waste, inefhciency, delay,
and, worst of all, a less-than-adequate military posture.
The fundamental and unique contribution which the National Military
Staff can make to the military establishment and to national defense is a
truly unified strategic plan based on a single strategic concept. This plan
will be the catalyst which produces unity in military command, unity in the
combat forces, unity in the support of combat forces, and unity in research
and development programs.
a master plan
To produce this unity, the National Military Staff must develop a
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single master plan for the over-all guidance of the armed forces. This master
plan should take the form of a National Strategic Objectives Plan, supported
by appropriate einergency war plans,’ logistic plans, and mobilization plans,
and should outline developments for eight to ten years in the future. It
should translate national policies and objectives into a military strategy
for the armed forces. It should identify the weapon systems and force goals
needecl to maximize the armed forces’ contribution to future national defense
needs; provide guidelines for phasing weapon systems in and out of inven
to ^ ; and define the force composition best suited to weapon systems and
plans. The master plan would:
• Provide a strategic appraisal and concept of present and future
warfare.
• Provide for evaluation of the relationship between advances in
technology and weapon systems and those in strategy. This evaluation should
develop the criteria needed to guide the selection of preferred weapons
from among competitive weapons and should provide broad guidance for
research and development programs.
• Provide a basis for budget estimates for the armed forces.
• Provide broad guidance for logistic support programs.
• Provide basic guidance for personnel and manpower programs.
In essence the master plan should provide the basic guidance to enable the
combat commands to determine their detailed requirements and war plans.
It should provide a basis for the three Services to plan their support and
training requirements. The Services would in no way be involved in
generating force recommendations, since these would come from the combat
commands.
Sueli planning will make new demands on the intelligence input. The
military intelligence community could provide more effective national mili
tary intelligence estimates if all intelligence activities were integrated and
centrally directed by a joint agency or command. A completely integrated
national military intelligence produet could then be supplied up to the
National Military Staft and down to the combat and support commands,
thus eliminating the effort now expended by the Joint Staff and the Services
in arriving at agreed intelligence estimates. A Military Intelligence Agency,
made up originally of the major intelligence and counterintelligence ac
tivities of the three Services, is therefore provided to attain more timely,
economical, and effective inputs for the over-all planning function.
The combat forces must be organized, equipped, and deployed to perform assigned tasks. These will change from time to time as national military
policies and strategic plans change. At present their tasks may be identified as:
deter general war
defend North America
support allies
discourage or defeat small-scale attacks.
Forces to perform assigned tasks should be organized functionally.
This will preserve the principie of unity of command and ensure that there
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is no break in the chain of command between the Chiei oi Staff and the
Presidem. Functional commands will present their programs and requirements to the National Military Staff, which will effect coordination with
other functional commands and with support agencies.
A minimum of five unihed combat commands will be required: a United
States Strategic Command, a U.S. Mobile Strike Command, a Continental
U.S. Defense Command, an Atlantic Command, and a Pacific Command. The
present Alaskan and Caribbean Commands will be absorbed by the Con
tinental U.S. Defense Command, and lhe European Command will ultimately
be absorbed by the Atlantic Command. Additions to or changes in these
commands may be required as externai threats develop in the future.
These unified combat commands can all be identified with existing
unified commands except the U.S. Mobile Strike Command. The creation of
this command will complete the process of assigning all operational forces
to a unified command. Its mission will be to discourage small-scale attacks
by providing unified task groups, organized and ready to support United
States policy and strategy in the event of limited or peripheral actions short
of the need for deterrent forces. It is visualized that this command will be
primarily U.S.-based, highly mobile, and ready to reinforce any unified area
command or to operate independently. It must be prepared for conventional
warfare or for limited atomic operations in combined land-sea-air actions,
or in any lesser combinations, or singly.
The present military Services will be retained for an indefinite period
to provide for personnel and training activities. Eventually the Services
will be replaced by functionally organized support commands. As now
visualized, support missions will include materiel logistics, personnel logistics,
Communications, and transportation. These may be grouped as functions of
a single support command.
functions
Any successful organization must ensure that all functions essential to
its mission are performed and properly coordinated. The Department of
Defense must provide for functions found in any organization, plus some
that are peculiar to military organizations. The essential functions include:
planning
liaison and public relations
intelligence
inspection
programing
evaluation of
comptroller
combat capabilities
military operations
weapons and materiel
research and development
plans and programs
procurement and supply
research and development
personnel and training
personnel and training
Communications
security
I he proposed method of operation provides that functions common to
and peculiar to the armed forces be planned and developed by the National
Military Staff and reviewed by the National Military Council, the Chief of

Major Unified
Combat Commands

Atlantic Commafid

Pacific Command

Command

U.S. Mobile Strike Command

Continental U.S. Defense Command
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Staft, and the Secretary of Defense. It is essential that national military
policy and national military doctrine be formally stated so that realistic
strategic plans can be prepared from them. Once strategic plans are
prepared, a truly national force structure can be programed and war plans
and programs can be developed accordingly. The military-establishment
budget can be simplified and more readily explained to the Congress. Better
guidance for materiel procurement, personnel procurement, and research
and development can be obtained. The influence of vested interests both
in and out of the military establishment can be reduced. Military problems
can be resolved by professional military officers. If military policy and
doctrine can be enunciated by one staff, the management of the Department
of Defense will be infinitely easier. Control of policy and doctrine is the
key to control of the military establishment.
A serious prohlem facing the Department of Defense is that of making
intelligent provision for research and development. Serious deficiencies have
existed in the management of r &d , particularly in planning, in overlap of
programs, and in deciding when to initiate, curtail, expedite, or abolish
a specific project.
A unified Research and Development Command, directly under the
Chief of Staff, is provided for in the proposed reorganization. Under this
organization the Commander of the Research and Development Command
answers directly to the Chief of Staff and receives his guidance from the
National Military Staff. Requirements for basic research, applied research,
developmental research, and research support come from the Research and
Development Staff of the National Military Staff and from the respective
commanders of the support forces and unified commands.
The Director of Defense Research and Engineering, in addition to
advising the Secretary of Defense, functions as a high-level officer who
coordinates requirements with such agencies as National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (n a s a ) , Atomic Energy Commission (a e c ) , and similar
agencies. No requirement for the Advanced Research Projects Agency is seen.
Initially logistic support for the unified commands will come from the
separate Services. As requirements are standardized it should be possible
to organize a unified Logistics Command with the mission of providing
logistic support for the military establishment, including the unified or combat commands.
Ultimately tliere should be a single promotion list and a single uniform.
These are essential to the creation of a single military service. Oíficers
assigned to the Department of Defense and the commanders of unified
commands and their staffs will be placed on a single promotion list and
will wear a distinctive uniform. This uniform will be retained when they
return to one of the supporting Services. Interservice transfer should be
encouraged during the period in which unification has not been realized.
One of the most important functions in a large complicated organization
is that of evaluation (as distinguished from inspection). A National Military
Evaluation Board is recommended to evaluate the effectiveness of the military
establishment. This board supplants the present W eapon Systems Evaluation
Group and acts as a reviewing agent for the Chief of Staff, much as the
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National Security Council acts in reviewing for the Presidem. It ensures
that all responsibilities assigned by the Chiei oi Staíí are discharged satisíactorily and are in harmony with national military plans. The board’s
review is designed to ensure that the plans made tor organizing, training,
deploying, and supporting torces are adequate íor implementing national
strategic plans. It reviews the activities oi the National Military Staff and
all allied activities under the Chiei oi Staff which, it not íunctioning
properly or phased appropriately, detract from the effectiveness oi the
military program oí the Chiei oi Staff. Board reviews are broad in scope
and encompass the whole spectrum oi activities oí the National Military
Staff, the unified conunands, and the Services coinmands.
major changes involved have been discussed only to the extern necessary
to convey clearly the general nature oí what is required. It accepted, the
concepts developed here will provide guidance íor the separate, detailed
studies needed on every segment oí the proposed reorganization. More than
guidance, it is hoped that the organization and responsibilities outlined here
will be the final impetus in improved military planning and accelerated
decision making necessary to better prepare our country to meet any
emergency.
T
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the integration oi the three Services, five major points must

A be recognized:
First, all prospective changes must be weighecl íor their possible shortrange deleterious effect on the combat íorces. Under no circumstances must
change and reorganization occur so rapidly that they will be detrimental
to the combat capabilities, commancl relationships, and current readiness oi
the armecl iorces. The theory oí a ready national iorce must prevail. The
condition and operational capability oí the deterrent iorces must gradually
benefit rather than suffer írom implementation oí the reorganization.
Second, the whole concept and idea oi the need íor a change oí the
military structure must be acceptable to the President, the Congress, the
civilian components oí the Deíense Department, and to the military themselves, so that all personnel directly or indirectly concerned will do their
best to assist in its implementation. They must disregard personal prejuclices,
service interest, and individual positions so that the objective oí doing what
is best for the national interest transcends other considerations.
Third, any reorganization plan must be workable in a practical sense
as well as correct in its principies oí management. It is tempting and
frequently helpful to oversimplify—to ask the question, “If the U.S. had no
deíense establishment at all and it was our responsibility to create one,
what type oí organization would we favor?” Plans based only on this
proposition, while appealing in their simplicity, would founder through
neglect to consider the problems created by such radical reorganization.

Proposed Department of Defense

(1) to eventually be deleted w hen Arm y, N a v y , and A ir Force are unified
(2) to eventually be replaced b y a unified Personnel and Training C om m an d
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Uncler our present organization the careers of many officers are tied to the
use oi outraoded weapon systems. Any reorganization that corrects this State
oi aftairs but does not offer incentives to this group is faced with many
stumbling blocks.
Fourth, while the problem is primarily one not of cost but of increased
com ba t effectiveness, the two are interrelated. It is doubtful that Congress
would authorize additional funds to fill the gap caused by lost effectiveness
during any reorganization.
Fifth, the reorganization must be prograined in such an order and
must proceed at such a pace that the decrease in effectiveness of the activities
being reorganized and unified will be offset by the more efhcient operation
of the whole. it is recognized that any reorganization may cause some
loss in aclministrative effectiveness. Military units are usually granted a year
in which to regai.ii combat readiness after being re-equipped or otherwise
reorganized. Positive efforts can minimize the expected temporary loss of
effectiveness resulting from reorganization of the entire Department of
Defense.
To meet all these conditions will require devotion, systematic and
methodical planning, and a spirit of purposiveness and cooperation that
have not lieretofore prevailed within the Defense Department.
Once the new organization is decided upon, it will behoove the Depart
ment of Defense to obtain all necessary legal authority to complete the
task before taking the first step. Congress may be expected to inspect the
new organization very carefully, and properly so. It would be to the disadvantage of the new organization if the transition were started and then
halted for lack of expected legal authority. Even under ideal conditions the
new organization will have many obstacles to overcome. The first requirement must be the procurement of appropriate legal authority from the
Congress for reorganization of the defense establishment.
Once the necessary laws are passed, the adoption of the suggested
reorganization without additional funds or loss of combat effectiveness requires, first of all, that it be understood by the personnel it affects. This
involves the problem of communication. One method would be to conduct
short courses, service-wide, similar to the management courses that have
been instigated from time to time. These coulcl be supplemented by mandatory reading and extensive publicity. The Department of Defense’s skill
in "putting out the word” coulcl determine to a large extent its success in
obtaining a smooth transition to the new organization.
To get the defense establishment from where it is to where it should
be will not be accomplished quickly or easily. Nevertheless the objective is
not unattainable. This thought should be foremost. The goal can be attained
by prudent men taking prudent actions. The goal neecl not, and for that
raatter should not, be achieved overnight. Let the reorganization be phased
slowly, methodically, with the objective of providing the best possible
defense for the least cost.
The steps proposed here are grouped into five phases: preliminary
phase, activation phase, operational phase, clean-up phase, and final phase.
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preliminary phase

lh e first phase requires lhe establisliment of a Joint Reorganization
Task Forte under the central directio» and management of the Secretary
of Defense. This Joint Reorganization Task Force should ideally be
established by Fresidential decree. It should have as its objective, in addition
to “salesmanship,” the execution of the preliminary phase and participation
in the execution of the activation phase. It would consist of two bodies:
the first, a high-level joint military-civilian body to establish policy and
guidance: the second, a larger statt to implement this policy. The second
bodv would also be of joint military-civilian composition. W ithin this
Task Force should be a legal advisory section.
activation phase

Three separate and distinct actions would create organizational bodies
to plan, program, and direct the various steps of the activation phase.
Step one would be to separate the Joint Chiefs of Statt from their
present service affiliations and use that body as the nucleus of the National
Military Council. l he National Military Council would be a body composed
of the rnost experienced and sênior military personnel. Even personnel
recently retired could be returned to duty by Fresidential action to serve
temporarily on the Council. It would seem logical that the number on the
Council should be more than the present jcs but not so large as to be
unwieldy or unmanageable. Their temporary chairman should be designated
by the Secretary of Defense to serve until the Chief of Statt is appointed.
In any event, the Chief of Statt should probably be appointed within a
few months after the organization of the National Military Council. The
Council will then aid and advise only the Chief of Statt. Its further membership will be nominated by him but will be subject to approval of the
Secretary of Defense. No member should serve more than íour consecutive
years.
Step two would be for the Chief of Statt to direct the National Military
Council to establish and organize the National Military Evaluation Board.
It tan then be formed in time to evaluate and m onitor all forthcoming
reorganizational actions. It should consist of qualihed military and civilian
personnel selected as best capable of meeting the charter and intent of that
body. It too reports directly to the Chief of Statt and has a single Director
nominated by him and approved by the Secretary of Defense.
Step three would be to organize and establish the National Military Statt
under the guidance and direction of the National Military Council. The
National Military Statt will in reality stem from the present Joint Statt
but be expanded in size and be broader in scope of responsibilities and
actions. From it will come the planning necessary to phase the remaining
reorganization actions.
operational phase

Six separate but closely related actions comprise the operational phase
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of the reorganization. Eacli step creates a new unified command of the
military department. l he Services vvouhl eventually be stripped of tombai
forces and tombai responsibility. Once tbese steps are tompleted, each
service is relegated to being a supporting agency for the unified tombai
forces.
United States Stralegic Command. Step one of this phase establishes
and organizes the United States Stralegic Command as the primary deterrent
torce of the Nation. VVithin it will be those forces—formerly of the three
Services—which represem our strategic strength. Once the forces and units
are allocatecl and assigned, their further control and organization are the
prerogative of the commander. The commander’s determinations are based
on the detailed and strategic guidance furnished by the Chief of Stall with
the advite and assistance of his supporting agencies, tlie National Military
Council. the National Military Staft. and the National Military Evaluation
Board. Once forces are assigned to this commander, tliey are completely under
bis command. They are administered. controlled, deployed, further trained,
and held in a readiness status by the unified commander. There should be no
dual allegiance, divided command relationsliips, or conflicting sources of
authority. From then on it is the responsibility of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force to render support to the unified commander for their forces assigned to
him. Support requirements come to the three Services from their former forces,
but are requested by the Commander, United States Strategic Command.
United States Mobile Strike Command. Step two establishes the United
States Mobile Strike Command by integrating appropriate units of the Army,
Navy and Air Force into a single unified command. These forces, when
combined into the Mobile Strike Command, also operate under the guidance
of the broad objectives and planning of the Chief of Staff, with the advice
and assistance of the National Military Council, the National Military Staff,
and the National Military Evaluation Board. As in the United States
Strategic Command, the Commander. U.S. Mobile Strike Command. is the
commandei in every scnse of the word. He organizes, deploys, and readies

to
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liis forces to protect the interests of the United States should localized situations contrary to U.S. interests arise anywhere in the world. The primary
requirements likely to be placed upon him by the Chief of Staff are that he
maintain diversified forces for use in either conventional warfare or limited
atomic actions based upon localized situations or geographical factors.
Continental U.S. Defense Command. Step three organizes the Conti
nental U.S. Defense Command by using the present North American Air
Defense Command ( n o r a d ) as a nucleus and giving to the commander
the same full command authority and responsibility as given to the commanders of the United States Strategic Command and the United States
Mobile Strike Command. In addition, it is suggested that the Caribbean
and Alaskan Commands as presently constituted be absorbed by Continental
U.S. Defense Command. Forces once assigned by the Chief of Staff become
part of th is unified command and divorce themselves from their former
service afhliations, except for predetermined supply and logistical support.
Thus all segments of the military units assigned to the task of defense of
North America will be integrated into a single unified defense command.
That command will have operational and administrative control of the
personnel, equipment, and facilities assigned to it.
Atlantic Command and Pacific Command. Step four regroups the present
geographical unified commands into two area commands, the Atlantic
Command and the Pacific Command. Depending upon the world situation,
other area commands coulcl be organized when necessary. The need for
additional commands would be decided by the Chief of Staff based on
recommendations made to him by the National Strategic Evaluation Board,
the National Military Council, and the National Military Staff. in the
event such a determination is made, new unified commands such as a
Southeast Asian or Middle East Command coulcl come into being as
separate commands similar to those already in existence. Each of the new
commands would obtain its personnel, materiel, and facilities from a regroupment of the other unified commands or from the Army, Navy, and
Air Force support elements. The area unified commands should not be
constrictecl by fixed geographical boundaries but should be able to absorb
or give up units or areas of responsibility in accordance with directives of
the Chief of Staff. This concept would allow for smooth and rapid interchange of resources among the unified area commands. These commands
would thus be able to meet particular threats or conditions as they might
arise anywhere in the world.
The Chief of Staff would determine whether or not the units of the
United States Mobile Strike Command carne under the operational control
of area commanders in the event they were deployed. His decision would
depend upon the circumstances and situation at the time.
Preliminary to the establishinent of unified commands, whether of a
support or combat type, a standard system of administration must be introduced. All unified commands will then operate administratively in a
standard, uniform manner. Obviously this will be desirable w'hen units are
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interchanged or transferred from one unified command lo another. It is
imperative that the standard adrninistrative system be adopted and used
bv all the combat and support commands within thc dcfense structure.
Research and Development Command. Stcp five amalgamates all defense
research and development activities into a single, unified Research and
Development Command ui ’er the Chief of Staff. It vvill initially reorganize
as required by the new organization chart. After its reorganization it will
requisition personnel, facilities, laboratories, etc., from the three Services as
soon as the Commander, r &d , is ready to assume responsibility for a par
ticular function.
The f ir s t s u b c o m m a n d of r &d to be established will be that of missiles.

Following in order will be Communications and electronics, manned vehicles,
armament, and finally national ranges. Sênior r &d officers from all three
Services will be brought into the new organization from the beginning.

After completing activation of the operating commands, the nucleus
for the r &d section of the National Military Staff will be chosen from Headquarters r &d Command.
A major point is that, once the new r &d organization is agreed upon,

successive steps to effect it must follow one after the other.

United States Logistics Command. Step six amounts to probably the
biggest and most complex problem facing the complete amalgamation of
functional responsibilities within the proposed organizational concept of the
armed forces. If consideration is given to the complexities of the logistical,
supply, and distribution fields, it will be all too obvious that dissolution of
the problems is not quick and easy. This is true today and will be even
more markedly true in the future as the technical pace of weapon develop
ment increases. Adding to this factor an extremely large, variable, and
broadly deployed system of military units emphasizes that there will be many
problems involved in the evolution of the logistical structure.
Among the many facets of logistics, some can be adapted to a unified
logistics concept much more readily than others. As long as the concept of
integration implies acceptance of the single Service by gradual indoctrination
and evolution rather than arbitrary command and legislation, the best
approach is to do first what is obvious and accepted as logical. W ith this
step as a beginning, the rest of the pattern can develop in sequence, leaving
the most difficult problems of logistical organization until last.
On this basis the following approach is suggested. First, establish the
unified United States Logistics Command, with the commander and supporting headquarters staff reporting to the Chief of Staff. To begin with, three
subcommands will be assigned to the unified command. The first of these,
a Common Stores Subcommand, will assume the responsibilities and per
sonnel now operating within the single-manager supply concept. The seconcl
subcommand will be Support Services, with responsibility for commissary
operations, exchange and ships Stores operations, theaters, and all morale
and recreational functions. The Facilities Subcommand, the third sub
command, will consist initially of real eslate and transportation activities
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lor all Services. Ii is suggested that a Liaison Division be established at the
outset to provide separate service representation to the unificd logistics
activities. Concurrently with these assignments, all physical facilities which
now store the commodities concernecl with the various subcommands should
be assigned to the unified United States Logistics Command.
Lhe organi/ations and functions just described should be well developed
before any attempt is made to expand the unified United States Logistics
Command into other areas within the field of logistics. In other words the
system must prove itself before further reorganizational steps are taken.
Lhe fourth subcommand will be the Combined Arms Subcommand. A
logical starting point for th is evolutionary step will be to accept weapons
currently in use by the various unified and specified commands then in exist
ente. These weapons. it would seem, coulcl best be managed on a unified
basis and thereby. establish the nucleus for the further development of the
unified United States Logistics Command into the area of “peculiar” items.
Facilities to support such weapon systems could then come under the responsibility and control of the unified United States Logistics Command.
Lhe extension of unified logistics to the unit and base levei would
naturally follow alter some assurance that the new pattern is successfully
working.

clean-up phase
I he next to last phase, aptly called the clean-up phase, will include
the next logical phasing steps toward completion of the proposecl reorganization for the Department of Defense.
Once the steps up through the operational phase have been taken,
most—although probably not all—of the former responsibilities and functions
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force will have been removed from their
respective jurisdictions. Essentially the three Services end up having some
support responsibilities not yet assumed by the unified United States
Logistics Command, but primarily their function at th is period of time will
be one of personnel administration and training.
Army, Navy, and Air Force Commands. It would seem appropriate as
step one of th is phase that the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force be discontinued as departments and reactivated in command capacities
only. Their command responsibilities will assume the functions of limited
logistical supply to the unified commands and the procurement, basic train
ing. perhaps technical training, and supply of personnel to the unified
commands. It is thereíore at th is point in the phasing that the former Services
will lose their identities as departments.
Concurrent with the action of discontinuing the military departments,
lhe Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force will be placed at the
Assistant Secretary of Defense levei, for Army, Navy, and Air Force respectively. Presumably they will serve in th is capacity as long as the Army,
Navy, and Air Force Commands remain intact.
Single uniform. Step two involves the authorized wearing of the single
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uniform by all oíficers assigncd to the various unified staffs oi the entire
military establishment. This vvill intitule personnel assigned to the Oííicc
of the Secretary ol Deiense, all staffs supporting the Chiei oi Stafl, and
the oíficers in the staffs of the unified commancls.
Single proniotion list. Step three, the last step in the tlean-up phase,
will be the integration of all oíficers assigned to the high-level staffs and
to the staffs of the unified conunands into a single proniotion list. This will
result in the complete separation of these oíficers from their former service.
It raises the prestige and increases the incentive among the oíficers of the
unified commands and precludes their careers’ being inalienably tiecl to
outmoded or discontinued weapon systems with which they have been
identifiecl in the past. The single proniotion list will do much to unify
the endeavors of all oíficers.

final phase
I wo steps remain to be taken in the final phase leading to the goal
of a true single-service military establishment for the Nation:
(1) Integrate the Army, Navy, and Air Force into a unified Personnel
and Training Conunand.
(2) Discontinue the offices of Assistam Secretaries of Defense for the
Army, Navy, and Air Force.
With the end of this phase comes the completion of the reorganization task.
It is not the intent here to fi\ a dogmatic method of approach to
phasing. It might be that further study will indicate more logical variations
to phasing steps than those that have been advanced. But only through the
adoption oí a well-defined, consistent plan of action can the new organization task be most expeditiously and eíficiently completed.
There lias been no attempt to cover every segment of the defense
hierarchy. In fact, it woultl be impracticable to attempt to do so. Such
importam functions as the Medicai Services, the Chaplain Corps, Finance,
the Inspettor GeneraFs Department, and the many bureaus, boards, committees, and groups presently existing within the Department of Defense
must be considered separately as the need arises during the reorganization
process.
Also no attempt lias been made to establish the phasing in relation to
time periods. How long it will take to go from one phase or one step to
the next is a matter oí judgment and experience. Wliere the completion of
one step might require only the time for signature on a directive, another
might take several months or longer. 1 lie time w’ould depend upon the
opposition, the necessary planning, and the complexity of the problem.
Fhe important point is that there be a logical sequence or master plan to
follow.
It is appropriate to mention an observation that became obvious from
a review of past reorganizations. One of the major stumbling blocks to be
encountered in establishing a single Chiei of Staff, the National Military
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The action steps recommended in the preceding sections are those believed necessary to realize a trulv unified reorganization of the D epartm ent of Defense th at wUl
overcome the recognized defieiencies of the present organization and also meet the
general goals and objectives which any D epartm ent of Defense should satisfy.
A furthcr question th a t always comes up, and one which we may ask ourselves
with profit, is: Can we elim inate some of the recommended action steps and still meet
our stated objectives? An analysis of tliis point should increase our grasp and undcrstanding of reorganization possihilities and help develop a competence to distinguish
between w hat is essential and contributory and what is diversive, im m aterial, or even
retrogressive.
The objectives stated under "goals and objectives”’ are intended to be inclusive.
Boiled down to maximum conciseness, they may be summarized: "T he guiding objective is to develop an organization of .U.S. m ilitary forces which provides unity of coramand and direction at the top m ilitary levei, with complementary rath erth an competitive
subordinate organizations." This simplification is based on the premise th at the single
m ost im portant missing ingredient in the D epartm ent of Defense today is the lack of
unity of m ilitary control, and th a t when this log jam is hroken, along with certain
legislative restrictions, other requirem ents will fali in line.
As a prelim inary to arriving at a minimum essential list of actions, let us list the
ones already recommended:

JCS-level actions

1. Divorce the jcs from service aííiliation.
2. Create the National M ilitary Council and the N ational M ilitary Evaluation
Board.
3. Appoint a Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces.
4. A ctivate the N ational M ilitary Staff.
5. Approve a distinct uniform for officers assigned to all unified staffs.
6. Integrate officers assigned to unified staffs into one prom otion list.

unified contmand actions
7. A ctivate the United States Strategic Com m and.
8. Activate the United States Mobile Strike Comm and.
9. A ctivate the Continental U.S. Defense Comm and.
10. A ctivate the A tlantic and Pacific Commands.
11. Activate the Research and Developm ent Command.
12. A ctivate the United States Logistics Comm and.
service merger actions
13. Discontinue Services as departm ents; redesignate them as commands: and estahlish an A ssistant Secretary of Defense for each.
14. Integrate Army, N avy, and Air Force into a unified Personnel and Training
Comm and.
15. Discontinue the Assistant Secretaries of Defense for Army, N avy, and Air Force.
Can some of these steps be elim inated? Let"s consider them in reverse and see
how far we can go before we have to gi’'e up any liope of achieving unity of military
command and direction and noncom petitive subordinate organization.
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The last three steps eliminate or merge the separate Services. Prior to this action
thev have already been reduced to personnel and training activities with no respon
sibility for determining major requirem ents or for m aterial procurem ent against these
requirements. A t this point the Services are probably true support agencies and noncompetitive because their tasks are finite and directed from above. T heir later elimination is juslified on the basis of probable economy and the final completion of a true
functional organization of the D epartm ent of Defense. Opposed to this stcp are morale
factors of group identification, tradition, history, and emotional attachm ent, all of
nnlcnown strength by the time this step would actually take place. These last three
hteps are not criticai to lhe objectives to be realized.
Step 12. This step removes materiel procurem ent and logistics from the Services—
the removal of a sizable job. As long as this responsibility is divided among the three
Services, a considerable job of coordination and determ ination of procurem ent responsibilities must be done by a higher echelon of com m and. In itself, logistics responsibility
in the Services need not be productive of internecine strife. Division of producer logistical
tasks based on the médium of locomotion provides as good a functional division as any
method of breakdown—something which cannot be said in regard to com bat missions
and tasks.
Step 11. As a m ajor and criticai task of any m odem inilitarv power, research and
development is tied in directly with the nature of the threats facing a country and the
possibilities of technological advances in dealing w ith these threats. As long as the
research and development task remains divided among the three Services, the coordina
tion and workload requirem ents to monitor Se rv ice assignm ents and recom mendations
will b e terrific. R&D is to o closely related ío com bat, concepts, and the future to adm it
of e a s y m anagement between the Services.
Step 10. This step is a simplification of existing unified com m ands and does not in
itself change the extent of control by unified commands. I t does not, therefore, affect
our criticai organizational objectives.
Steps 9, 8, and 7. Under the phasing proposed in the basic study, these steps achieve
the very ím portant objective of putting all com bat forces under unified commands,
thereby paving the way for taking the present Services out of the com bat-requirem ents
business and eliminating the prim ary source of bitter and nonconstructive com petition
between the Services.
Steps 1 through 6 relate to jcs actions and provide for unity of direction and com 
mand of the armed forces, backed up with a com petent, specialized staff removed from
disruptive "conflict of interest” influences. This m ajor principie m ust be provided. It
is *Jifíicult to see how any of these six steps can be elim inated with any assurance th at
the necessary objectives will be met.
Actions numbered 1 through 8 appear indispensable to provide m ilitary unity of
command and to make the Services into productive team m ates by removing them from
the combat-requirements field. This m ight do the job. Anything less is almost automatically doomed to failure as far as ultim ate goals are concerned.
Of the steps beyond No. 8, some are more im portant than others when considered
from the viewpoint of criticality. No. 11, the establishm ent of a unified Research and
Development Comm and. may be necessary before partisan Service viewpoints achieve
their proper perspective in the context of nationál m ilitary requirem ents. The rem aining
steps can probably be argued and settled prim arily on the basis of the logic involved.
If unity of military direction and decision is provided the armed forces, with com bat
forces and requirem ents removed from Service cognizance, it may not be necessary to
take the final step of elim inating the Services.
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Council, and the National Military Staff is the unfounded fear of a "Prussian
General Staff” and a trend toward military dictatorship. The organization
proposed here should not give rise to that fear. There is little in the way
of similarity. This reasoning will have to be expertly presented to alleviate
the popular fears that currently exist.
The present treatment of this subject is not exhaustive. Further study
will be needed on every segment of the proposed organization to phase it
into the over-all organization. Should the suggested principies and philosophy
be adopted, it is believed the United States will realize a more effective
military organization. That. after all, should be the objective of every
person in a position to participate in the planning for and transition into
the new organization.
88
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hr<HERE is an almost unlimited number of possible reorganizations of the
A Department of Defense. most of which have been already suggested by
one authority or another. Many of thesc proposals are less drastic than those
recommended here. In fact, the history of reorganizations of the Department
ot Defense since World W ar 11 has been a succession of steps that have just
about exhausted all the easy steps. Today we are faced with the situation
that all the little steps have been taken without solving the basic troubles
of the Department of Defense and the giant steps are about all that is left.
Any search for alternatives is probably based on estimates of feasibilities.
The main lines of resistance are best summarized by Congress itself in its
statement of intent in the Reorganization Act of 1958, that there should
be:
no merger of the Services
no single chief of staff
no general staff
These prohibitions are all violated in our recommendations. It would be
difhcult not to do so. There is not much of any place left to go except
head-on through them.
Assessing the strength behind those prohibitions is quite difhcult, depending as it does on the international situation, the cost of defense, and
the nature of the current military problems confronting the Department of
Defense and the Congress. One thing is fairly certain: as long as the clefects
are as troublesome as they are today, Congress will continue to authorize
changes, even at the expense of encroachment on their stated prohibitions,
until some kind of correction is achieved.
The prohibitions are not all of ecjual strength. The hrst is probably
the strongest. if for no other reason than that the other two would automatically go if this one did. T hat is why the merger of the services was
proposed to be the last order of business. Also the existence of the services
does not, per se. violate the achievement of our main goals.
The second prohibition is the next strongest, the last one being obvi-
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ously the weakest of ihe three. It is difiicult to know what exactly is meam
by “no general staff." for we certainly have a sort of one today in lhe
)oint Statf. 7'he present Joint Staff is hedged about by size, composition,
and tenure restrictions. but it functions in the position where a general
statf is called for. It is even organized along general staff lines today.
It is difiicult to find alternatives which avoid the prohibitions against
a single chief of statf. or a general statf, and which still offer some hope
of meeting desired goals. The Rockefeller panei report of 1958 recommended
that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Statf be designated as the prin
cipal military adviser to the Secretary of Defense and the President and that
the Joint Statf be organized on a truly unified basis. The President did not
indude either of these recommendations in his 1958 reorganization request
to Congress.
How those recommendations were expected to work out was not detailed
in the Rockefeller report. Designating the Chairman of the jcs as the
principal military' adviser was evidently intended to take advantage of the
authority of the Secretary of Defense to make decisions. With one primary
military adviser presenting military problems, their pros and cons, and his
recommendations for resolution, there might develop an understanding and
relationship that would in effect give the Chairman of the jcs the same
usefulness and authority as a single chief of staff.
The other recommendation to create a truly unified joint staíf probably
was designed to remove the inhibiting constrictions which now cause
members of the Joint Staff to be negotiators, administrators, and coordinators
rather than national military planners. Supported by a truly unified staff,
the Chairman of the jcs coul.d present to the Secretary of Defense not only
Service positions but also the missing combination of a resolving fourth
position—the anned forces position.
The creation of an acfequate, functional general staff is basic to the
success of a unified Department of Defense. Yet in the past this point seems
to have been submerged while the bigger cjuestions of a single chief of staff
and service mergers were discussed. This was perhaps proper; yet a general
staff is required and can probably be attained if the term “general staff” is
avoided and if the logir of having national military as well as service
specialists is properly presented.
If “less drastic” measures are considered there is always the danger of
achieving less than might have been secured under the prcssures existing
at the time. Then there is the further danger that these less drastic measures
may provide just enough amelioration of symptoms to block later earnest
consideration of a real cure. Whatever is required to ensure a reasonable
chance of success shoulcl be strongly advocated and supported.

T h is study has attempted to do more than present “just another” proposed

reorganization of the Department of Defense. It has also tried to bring
in and consider the real-life complexities surrounding the subject to confuse
and trap the unwary. Even at the possible expense of weakcning its basic
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presentation, it has explorcd the byways of lesser alternatives. It has not
triecl to sell a solution so much as it has tried to present a basic do-it-yourself
kit for the professional in a subject that is approaching its most interesting
phase: real, working unification of the Department of Defense. The question
yet to be answered is not whether there will be further unification but
rather “How soon will the next step take place and how much will it
encompass?”
Research Studies Institute, Air University
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C ivilian-M ilitary Bal ance
in tke D efense E stablishm ent
COLONtL J a c k L. B e n t l e y

1VILIAN control of the Department of Defense is an accepted American
principie o£ government, supported as staunchly by the professional
militar) as by the civilian community. This principie, however, is far more
difficult to achieve in practice than it is to support in theory. In contradistinction to Ciemenceau’s historie dictum that war is too serious to be left
to the generais, it can be said today that the maintenance of peace has
become far too complex to be left solely to politicians. In fact, the everincreasing interaction of military and other national aífairs has posed some
of the most difficult problems our country has had to face since World War II.
When the Founding Fathers provided for civilian control of the
Nations military forces, they were concerned primarily with protecting civil
liberties from military or military-supported tyranny. They recognized that
an autonomous military establishment could constitute a threat to the
economic well-being of the new republic and to the constitutional principies
upon which its government was based. Since then the principie of civilian
control has become a fundamental of our philosophy of political and social
organization. Never once during the past 178 years has that principie been
seriously challenged.

civilian control vs. civilian bureaucracy
Therc appears to be agreement that the division between civilian and
military control within the military forces should be along a line dividing
‘‘policy” from “operations.” This line often is not distinct and has resulted,
upon occasion, in the extension of civilian control itito operations. The
problem has been further complicated by the growth of the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (o s d ) and the increase in its functional offices, each
normally headed by an Assistant Secretary. The Reorganization Act of 1958
further centralized one area of control in o s d by establishing a Director of
Defense Research and Engineering, with special authority in the field of
research and developmcnt of weapon systems.
Where extension of citilian control into “operations” in the Department
of Defense has occurred, it has not been sought by civilian officials as a
group so much as it has been a produet of the necessity for obtaining
common defense positions on a variety of subjects, or through the inability
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oí the Services to achieve a consensus on common problems. Furthermore,
as the requirements for far-reaching decisions on the budget, development,
and procurement matters have increased, so has the interest of top d o d
management turned more and more to how the Services are performing
their tasks. A major complicating factor in achieving eífective military
control of military matters is that certain management processes (or systems)
demonstrate an increasing iníluence upon military operations and the
decisions whith commanders can make. A further complication is that many
military functions do not lend themselves readily to managerial processes
and systems developed for private industry. The Defense Department is not
a business! It is not a money-making organization.
The seeming unwillingness of the Services to agree on even nonessential
military matters results in more and more issues being referred to civilian
authorities for decision. I o make such decisions, civilian authorities require
independem staif assistance. When provided, th is increases the capacity of
the civilian authorities to make even more decisions. As more and more
decisions are made, a need for follow-up procedures develops, which in
turn creates additional demands for even larger staffs. Backlogs occur,
inaction follows, and essential military decisions are not made by military
professionals.
Since the Secretary of Defense is precluded by law from establishing a
“military staff” in o s d , much of his staff assistance is provided by career
civil servants of very high Civil Service ratings. These professional civil
servants constitute an indispensable part of our armed forces. Certain specific
jobs and functions require continuity that cannot be easily obtained by
military personnel who are continuously rotated in and out of new assignments. Certain technical and professional skills can be attained and maintained only through full-time application to their specialized field. W ith Civil
Service positions established for these functions, the military professional is
free for assignment to general military duties.
This philosophy itself is valid. Its application in the defense establishment has certain pitfalls.
The civil servant at the o s d levei is first of all a professional. He has
competente in his specialized field of endeavor; he is an authority in his
chosen specialty. He has been placed in his assignment to advise and
assist the appointed officials in the exercise of political control over national
defense policy. Unfortunately, the tenure of most of our sênior appointed
olhtials in d o d has averaged only slightly more than a year. The consequence
has been a developing situation in which individuais of excellent technical
training and experience in specialized fields (accounting, budgeting, statistical analysis, etc.) have been called upon to render judgments on the
quantitative and qualitative requirements of the armed Services. Many of
the sênior Civil Service positions have developed over the years into “policy
positions themselves, partly as a result of the difficulty in filling such posi
tions with political appointees but also as a result of normal bureaucratic
growth. Also the promotional opportunities in many o sd positions have been
very good for competem, young civil servants. 1 his has meant that many
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sênior military olficers have had to cleal with or work for relativcly young
civilians.
The presence of a large and influential group of civil servants between
the appointed officials and the military may be creating a buffer, reducing
the responsiveness of o s d to the real needs and combat requirements of
the services. This could become a major probleni in obtaining eífective
civilian control vvithout compromising essentially military responsibilities.

basic civilian control safeguards
Reduction of “detailed” civilian control of the military will not
endanger “adequate” civilian control. Control of defense activities at the
top is vested in the legislative authority of Gongress and the authority of
the President as Commander in Ghief. W ithin this authority the Congress,
through its general legislative powers and particularly through its responsibility for budget appropriations, exercises both broad and specific
control of force structure, size and composition, and even force cleployments. The President’s control as Commander in Chief, exercised through
his appointed Secretary of Defense, is further strengthened by his control
of the appropriated money through the Bureau of the Budget and, in turn,
through d o d .
The Secretary of Defense has a statutory responsibility for the direction
and control of the armed forces. This responsibility may be delegated only
in specified instantes. The Joint Chiefs of Stafí may recommend actions (or
implementations) only by the authority and direction of the Secretary of
Defense. The unified and specified commanclers are “responsible to the
President and Secretary of Defense—only.” It is within the internai administration and processes of the Department of Defense that change is needed.
W ithin our form of government the positive, over-all Controls will remain,
regardless of any consolidation or repackaging that might take place within
the armed forces.
Perhaps one solution to this problem is to delegate more authority to
the unified commanders and to the Joint Staíf, as well as to the military
departments. Such authority should be limited to making and enforcing
those decisions involved in administration of over-all defense policy developed
in o s d . Civilian control would still be overriding by means of veto power
over decisions made by the military. Civilian control would be overriding
also because the civilian electees and appointecs would reserve to themselves
decisions involving national objectives, over-all policy, force structure limits,
and over-all budget decisions.
Besicles the direct method of broad direction and control, the Secretary'
of Defense exercises several other means of exact control:
• The review and approval of budget programs prior to their presentation to Congress. This tool lends itself to very positive and detailed
control.
• Control of the apportionment of the money within o s d that has
been appropriated.
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• Approvai or disapproval oí projects, particularly of weapons and
weapon Systems. This monitorship is done in the interest of
preventing overlap, veriíying feasibility, and ensuring compliance
with roles, missions, and policies.

As long as tliese basic Controls reinain—and they are not in question—civilian

control of the military can never be in serious doubt. Beyond that, the
degree of control exercised and its source are questions to be answered
solely on the* basis of what will contribute most to an efficient, responsive,
and adequate organization.

Overc ivilianization of control positions and functions in the Department
of Defense is in large pari a result of the lack of agreement among the
Services on a variety of issues and the absence of the unity of military staft
direction over all. military planning eíforts. Once started, civilian substitution may become self-generating and self-perpetuating. This trend might
jeopardize national security. The continued referral of essentially military
issues to civilian leadership for decision is symptomatic of an organizational and procedural problem. In some cases it appears that the military
services may liave placed parochial Service considerations ahead of the
national interest. In others, it appears that approved national security policies
are not being honestly supported. In still others it appears that, in the
absence of a common strategic “outlook” directed by a responsible militar)'
head, the military is well on the road to surrendering its historie mandate
through its refusal to act decisively on military questions. One effective
solution to these problems lies in a reorganization of the Department of
Defense that ensures professional military decisions on essential military
matters and common military aclvice to civilian leadership.
The present organization has created real problems in the relationship
between the civilian and military that must be solved in a new organization.
The basic principies guiding these relationships stem directly from our
Constitution and from precedent. The historical control of the civilian
over the military must be maintained. It is one of the cornerstones of our
free and democratic Government. It must be kept foremost in the mind
of the planners when they reorganize the national defense establishment.
An effective civilian-military balance must be obtained.
Research Studies Institute, Air University

The Case for
G enuine N ational M ilitary Planning
COLONEL L e ONARD F. DOW

ATIONAL military' planning must implement the national objectives
of the United States by the most direct, unified, and economical means
possible. Military plans and postures must be so fonned that at any given
time they can support the national objectives. Anything less places the
security of the Nation in jeopardy.
To make sure that military planning is genuinely national and completely unified in support of the national objectives of the United States,
two conditions of paramount importance must prevail:
• Firm national objectives must be established and constantly reevaluated and made known to the military.
• The internai organization of the Department of Defense must be
such that it can readily support the established national objectives
and still be flexible enough to adjust to changes of these national
objectives.
Onlv when these two conditions are met in entirety can there be genuine
national military planning.
General Taylor. in his book The Uncertain Trum pet, suggested that in
the existing planning process there is neither a clear statement of national
objectives nor a defense organization capable of developing truly national
military plans. Furthermore General Taylor suggested that although the
desire and intent exist to plan nationally, the nature of the existing organi
zation precludes the “integration” of service interests and consequently the
achievement of genuine national military planning.
This situation is not new. Many attempts have been made to remedy
it. The over-all reorganization of the national military establishment has
been a priority subject of great concern for many years. The valiant eífort
in 1947 to unify the Services under a single Secretary of Defense was a
major step. It was hoped to centralize control of the land, sea, and air forces
and, by so doing, to establish a focal point where adequate time and efTort
could be given to all military planning and subsequent organization and
operations. Again in 1919, in 1953, and in 1958 official steps were taken
to achieve greater unification and centralized control.
lh e 1958 defense reorganization legislation charged the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, supported by the Joint Staff, with "national” military planning.
Strangely enough, prior to 1958 both the Army and the Air Force had in
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their respective Service charters a legal basis for conducting “national”
military planning. The 1958 legislation, however, did not eliminate the
influente of the individual Services on national military planning; the Services
continue to plan unilaterally and attempt to develop national plans through
compromise.
Genuine national military plans may be defined as those firm, agreedupon, over-all. strategic plans, with their necessary supporting plans (logistics,
mobilization, intelligence, etc.), that could support the national objectives
if translated into military action at any time, anywhere, under any conceivable combination of circumstances, from a military show of force to general
war.
One of the functions prescribed for the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the Act
of 1947, and as amended, was to “prepare strategic plans and provide for
the strategic clirection of the Armed Forces. . . These laws further provided
a staff (now limited to 400) to assist the jcs in performing this function.
In providing strategic plans and direction to the armed Services subject to
approval of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Joint Staff present their draft plans and programs to the individual military
Services for comment, review, and concurrence. The results of this procedure
generally represent the lowest common denominator upon which all the
Services can reach agreement. Sometimes even a lowest common denominator
cannot be found and the paper is “split” two, three, or even four ways.
This makes—it encourages—“political” intervention in the military decisionmaking process. Compromised “joint” positions based on the lowest common
denominator, or plans resulting from “split” papers, may not always yield
the best national strategic plans obtainable.
roles and missions
In the contemporary cold-war era, with its concurrent technological
advancement, many optimum strategies might require major changes in the
present organization of the scrvices and particularly in the assignment of
current military roles and missions. The roles and missions of the three
Services are still essentially based on the 1947 Key West Gonference Agreements; they have not been materially changed since that time. Initially
these roles and missions were based upon a conception of the relative
capabilities of the three Services, each relegated to the physical médium in
which it could most efficiently operate according to its experience and
assigned weapon systems. W ith the rapid changes that have taken place
in weapon systems, political strategy, and military tactics, it appears to
many observers that the classical or traditional breakout of military functions
along lines of land, sea, and air may become increasingly diffkult. President
Eisenhower has said that separate land, sea, and air warfare is gone forever.
A new agreement as to the respective roles and missions of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force is almost impossible in light of the present arsenais
of the three Services. Especially is this true if the agreement were negotiated
in the shadow of the old concepts of definitivo spheres of operations. T he
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Army was associated with the land, the Navy with the sea, and the Air
Force with the air. That was a logical association when the weapons consisted
primarily of conventional rifles, ships, and airplanes. Now with missile
artilJery, missile submarines, megaton bombs, and a myriad of other innovations, the old breakdown of land, sea, and air must be relegated to
history. No amount of wishful thinking, imagination, or intent can cleanly
divide specific roles and missions among the Services in the future.
The fact that the three Services cannot logically have roles and missions
which will eliminate interservice competition and allow each a specialty
that complements and supports the others is a major contributing factor
that weakens our national military planning. Service interests may sometimes
transcend national interests. And there is no answer if the defined roles
and missions attempt to follow the old practice of giving to the three
Services their respective responsibilities based upon a land, sea, and air
division of operations. General Maxwell Taylor in his recent book, The
Uncertain Trumpet, attempts just such a definition which is as antiquated as
the battleship:
I would define lhe Army, Navy and Air Force in funclional terms as those Services
within the dod charged respectivelv with providing the m ilitary forces necessary for the successful prosecution of sustained combat operations in a land, sea, and air environm ent.

General Taylor goes on to define the Army land environment:
In the case of the Army, the land environm ent would be defined as including the land
itself and the contiguous layers of air and sea necessary for use in ground operations.

Such a definition is tantamount to saying simply that the Army must have
any and all weapons it deems necessary to perform its mission. It would
include ships and related weapons for the contiguous sea areas, aircraft of
various types for the contiguous layers of air, and all types of missiles to
counteract any threats to its ground operations.
Such thinking applied to all three services would only further hinder
successful unified national military planning. Definitions of roles and
missions cannot be drawn to guarantee that any one of the three services
will not encroach upon the others’ sphere of operations. Technological
advancements in weaponry since the Key West Agreements are responsible
for these encroachments. They are not the product of a particular service
attentpting to take over another service’s function; they are a product of
modern weaponry.
Service interests
It is understandable that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are constantly pressured
by service interests. These pressures in turn force the Joint Chiefs to play
a role never intended by law. They have a dual allegiance and responsibility that perhaps are not coinpatible. They must uphold service interests
based upon roles and missions, and they must attempt to arrive at national
planning objectives. Thoughts and decisions toward national military plans
are inevitably tempered by service obligations and loyalties.
I he day-to-day administrative problems which characterize the process
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by which tonsensus is obtainecl in joint planning are so great that the Joint
Staíf is perhaps engagecl more in “administrative” and “coordinative” functions than in true "national” military planning. Some Joint Staíf planners
have indicated that they are not actually doing the planning for the Joint
Chieis. Nor is the Joint Staíf normally charged with briefing the Joint Chiefs
on agenda items. Even the “staffing” of jcs papers is primarily a service
function. Such conditions may result in less-than-desired genuine national
military planning.
W ithout a modus vivendi by which service conflicts may easily be
resolved in the national interest by the jcs-Joint Staíf arrangement, many
jcs decisions are based on past jcs agreements. Past agreements thus seem
to take on an unnatural permanency and importance. In military planning
where objectivity and decisiveness are paramount, precedents may cause
overly cautious phrns not suitable to forward-looking national policy or
to full exploitation of modem weapons.
98

As long as service inlluence remains dominant in formulating joint
plans, the agreed-upon strategic plans may reject desirable changes because
one military department would be inordinately affected. At the national
levei it is imperative that the sênior military staíf be able to prepare
national strategic plans unhampered by precedents or by tumultuous administrative and coordinative procedures. Ultimate national military plans
must consider service views but never be limited by them. Once a nonpartisan national military plan is agreed upon, it is the duty of all the
Services to support it. The Services support the plans; the plans do not
support the Services.

Strategic military planning must represem something more than a series
of compromised positions of the military services. If the “joint” planning
staíf creates another administrative battleíield upon which interservice differences are fought out, it does not meet its fundamental purpose.
Certain substantive changes seem appropriate in the organizational
and procedural arrangement of the Department of Defense. A command
and control system must be developed which will ensure effective direction
of the national military capability. The present organizational arrangement
of the Department of Defense is not sufficiently effective in ensuring the
development and operational employment of a truly unified national military
capability. Some of the shortcomings can be related to the system of obtaining
unity of military direction at the top military levei. A more effective military
decision-making process is desirable. W ith the Joint Chiefs of Staíf in a
position of having to act as “judges, plaintiffs, and defendants” on all major
national issues, national military planning may suffer. Furthermore, the
corporate nature of the present jcs organizational arrangement may make
it merely another “committee-type” operation.
Thus two major areas of conllict are currently impeding genuine
national military planning:
1. The inability of the Joint Chiefs of Staíf and the Joint Staíf to function
as a truly National Military Staff because of a combination of conflicting
intercsts and the lack of positive direction.
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2. The undue influence of confiicting service interests resulting from the
persistem rigidity in the roles and missiòns oí the three Services, which
are increasingly becoming more competitive than complementary as a
result of new weapons.

reorganization must come
Genuine national military planning should emanate from the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff, as intended by the present organization
and current laws, with all parties in agreeinent. Since human nature and
confiicting interests make this exceedingly difficult under the present system,
the desiiable solution appears to be a new organization tailorecl to today’s
requirements. Some of these changes would probably require legislation,
others would require Presidential or Congressional approval, and still others
could be ordered by the Secretary of Defense using his existing authority,
as Secretary Cates has effectively demonstrated in certain areas.
Two objectives should govern the organizational and procedural changes:
• A realigned and effective national defense organization must provide and encourage genuine national military planning.
• The military establishment must be capable of reassigning, transferring, or abolishing existing roles and missiòns and of assigning responsibilities on the basis of truly national military needs.
To provide unity of military direction at the top of the entire military
segment of the Department of Defense, a single chief of staff, as Senator
Symington’s bill recommends, seems desirable. He would perform his function in a manner comparable to the classical Army chief of staff, or as all
of the service Chiefs have operated since the 1958 Defense Reorganization
Act. Under him might be organized a National Military Council, consisting
of a vice chief of staff and three cleputy chiefs of staff, one from each service.
They should most logically be the present service chiefs of staff, who would
be permanently separated from their respective Services upon filling the
newly created positions in the National Military Council. This, as a corporate
bocly, would be the top military group to advise and assist the Chief of
Staff in strategic planning and related matters. It would replace the
present Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Serving the Chief of Staff and the Military Council would be a
National Military Staff. Its functions would consist primarily of preparing
emergenty war plans and long-range objectives plans; consolidating the
logistic needs, weapon requirements, and budgetary estimates as submitted
by the unified commands; and personnel plans. This raises another possible
v/eakness in the present military organization. Each of the Services Controls
its military resources and submits its theoretical needs based on its own
unilateral planning. Yet a truly national defense capability requires a truly
national military strategic plan, based upon a single national military
intelligence estimate. Nothing less will suffice.
The National Military Staff would be the “working agency” for the
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top element of the military organization within the Deíense Department.
It would translate the national policies and objectives, as obtained from
higher civilian authority by the National Military Council and the Chief
of Staff, into an effective armed forces military strategy and plan. The director
of the National Military Staff should be junior in rank to the members of
the Council and the Chief of Staíf. The National Military Staff would have
to be a larger organization than the present Joint Staff, since it will assume
many of the planning and programing functions now performed by the
Services, lh e planning responsibilities of the proposed unified commands
would also be greater.
Once th is reorganization has been accomplished, the Chief of Staff would
direct, with the advice and assistance of the National Military Council,
that dll combatant forces be organized into unified commands. This will
reduce Service inliuence on the (ombat forces and place upon the unified
commanders the requirement to determine force, weapon, and budgetary
needs to perform their assigned missions. Roles and missions assigned to
these unified commanders will be based on a functional or geographic basis
rather than on the existlng land, sea, and air breakouts.
Opposite and on equal levei with the National Military Staff, a new
agency is proposed. Under the theory that the strategies and means of
waging future warfare will continue to change faster than ever before, a
National Military Evaluation Board should be established as a necessary
supporting agency for the Chief of Staff and the National Military Council.
Almost all military organizations, up to and including the separate Services,
have hacl similar agencies in the form of inspectors general, evaluation
boards, review boards, etc.; but this proposed National Military Evaluation
Board will function in a broader capacity and with greater responsibility than
any of its predeeessors. Primarily it will act for the Chief of Staff, reviewing
for him and reporting as necessary on the major policies, decisions, and
plans for the National Military Council and National Military Staff. The
Evaluation Board would also continually evaluate and analyze the posture
and capabilities of the unified commands and support commands to ensure
that they can support the formulated military plans and objectives. The
Evaluation BoarcEs considerations would be broacl in scope, similar to the
relationship of the National Security Council to the Presidem. It acts as
"eyes and ears” for the Chief of Staff, not in opposition to but in support
of 11is Council anel Staff. This agency, in effect, assists the Chief of Staff
in being doubly sure that national objectives are being supported by the
maximum effective military plans, strategies, equipment, and forces within
authorized budgetary allocations.
Bv such a reorganization the United States would achieve the most effective
deterrent and defense posture for the dollar expended. Weapons have
changecl, concepts of warfare have changed and are changing, world tensions are based on different beliefs and philosophies, International political
actions are taken with only two major blocs of power primarily considered
—the “free world” and the "dominatecl wrorld." Military organization for

101
NA TIONAL DEFENSE ORGANIZA TION
planning must change with the changing times, regardless oí the traditional
sentiments and military responsibilities.
The United States military establishment must be able to act immediately and effettively at any point on the broad spectrum from peace
to general vvar. Maximum security can be attained only through a truly
unified military force functioning as a closely knit team. This goal can be
achieved only when we have an organization capable of genuine national
military planning.
Research Studies Institute, Air University

A rgum ents for U n ified
Com bat and Support Com m ands
COLONEL RlCHARD C. K u CEL

T

HE National Security Act of 1947 and implementing Executive orders
formalized the structure of joint combat commands, with support from
the individual Services. Evolved out of the experience of World War II,
in 1947 this was an excellent organization. But increasing speeds, ranges,
and capacities of modern weapon systems indicate that the organizational
elements which were efficient and satisfactory ten years ago may not be
equal to the demands of current and future eras with their missiles, Polaris
submarines, and satellites.
Subsequent legislation and Executive orders succeeded for a time in
keeping this organization at least within sight of a front-running military
technology. Then the impending entrance of the strategic missile and
other modern weapons made it obvious that the old machine was beyond
further refinement and no longer fulfilled national security needs.
In a message to Congress dated 3 April 1958 President Eisenhower
called for a sweeping reorganization of the national defense establishment.
His stated purposes were to:
• fit new weapons more expeditiously into the defense establishment
• make the combat forces more responsive to the direction of the
Commander in Chief and the Secretary of Defense.
The Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 has in general achieved the
specific objectives which the President set. Two organizational deficiencies
of the old system still remain: duplication of missions between area and
functional combat commands, and continued reliance on the individual
military Services to support the unified combat structure.
Relentlessly, the increasing costs of weapon systems and their operating
and supporting forces continuously pose new problems for the Secretary
of Defense and his assistants and for the military departments. Hence
this proposal for an organization of combat and support commands which
would, within an over-all unified-service concept, correct the clefects and
furthermore would—to borrow from the President’s message to Congress—
“achieve the utmost military efficiency in order to generate maximum power
from the resources we have available.” It is of course recognized that many
of the functional alignments which will be discussed could be developed
short of merging the individual military Services.

C om bat C om m ands

A

of past as well as existing unified command structures leads to
certain conclusions if the combat commands are to provide the necessary
levei of national security with a judicious expenditure of resources:
n a l y sis

• The missions and tasks deriving from a single national strategic
plan, approved at the highest levei, should be the sole basis for the combat
command structure.

• All combat forces should be removed from the control of the military departments and assigned within the combat command structure.

• The military departments should be precluded from directly influencing the posture, capabilities, or concept of employment of the combat
commands. In other words, they should have no authority to determine
weapon or force requirements.
• Service-component commands should ultimately be eliminated from
the make-up of combat commands. Subdivisions within combat commands
will obviously continue to be neecled, but they should be based on íunction
or task and not on service affiliation.
• There should be but a single line of command to and within each
combat command. Morcover there should not be any superhuous organizational layers between the major combat commands and the seat of government in Washington.
• The composition and missions of combat commands—and their
creation and disestablishment as well—should be redetermined from time
to time so that the over-all structure may remain abreast of technology and
the changing tasks which an evolving strategy will necessitate. Duplication
of missions must, as a general rule, be viewed as an unwarrantecl luxury.
Each instance must be critically evaluated and permitted only on the basis
of needed strength in depth.
With missile weapons now beginning to enter the operational inventory
in signihcant numbers, it is more important than ever that the United States
reorganize its combat command structure to make it consistem with these
guidelines. Eunctionally-oriented combat commands offer the greatest promise of exploiting the potential of missile weapons. In general, for each
major combat function there should be but one major combat command.
All forces designcd primarily for strategic warfare should be organized into
a United States Strategic Command. Forces designed primarily for limited
war should be grouped in a U.S. Mobile Strike Command. All U.S. forces
designed primarily for the security of the North American power base
should be integrated into a Continental U.S. Defense Command.
Not all our military security undertakings can be fitted neatly into
a functionally-orienied major command structure. This is particularly the
case where Allied military forces must be augmented or where military bases
and lines of communication beyond the North American power base must
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be continuously protected. In such situations, area commands must be resorted
to; but economy of resources demands that any proliferation of area com
mands be scrupulously avoided. Ultimately there should be only two area
commands, an Atlantic Command and a Pacific Command. These commands
could be extended to provide contact with all our important allies and
coverage of all externai bases and lines of communication essential to our
defense posture. If necessary, they could be extended until tliey met somewhere in the Eastern Hemisphere.
lt should not be necessary, however, to encircle the earth with area
commands. United States national policy is, and should continue to be,
to encourage all Free World nations to build and stand on their own
military strength against Communist limited-objective aggressions. Where
this strength is inadequate to cope with a specific limited-war situation, the
functionally-oriented U.S. Mobile Strike Command would provide the needed
augmentation.
Moreover the ic b m should diminish the need for United States area
commands in a general-war role, including the deterrence of such wars.
This prospect portends, in particular, a decreasing role for n a t o in the
deterrence or fighting of a general war. Eventually the U.S. European Com
mand may diminish to the extern it would be more logical, from an organizational and manpower point of view, to make it a subcommand of the
Atlantic Command. The need for United States military commitments in
Europe certainly will not disappear overnight. Political considerations can
be expected to resist the reduction of these commitments. But as the generalwar role of n a t o lessens, a point will eventually be reached where the
diminished United States military commitments in Europe can be transferred
to the Atlantic Command. There is precedem for such an arrangement:
United States military participation in s e a t o was originally assigned to the
Pacific Command and so remains.
Except where contraindicated by alliance commitments, area commands
should not duplicate the missions assigned to the functionally-oriented com
mands. in íact one of their primary missions should be support of the
latter. This support should consist, in large part, of providing the security,
maintenance, and provisioning of bases and facilities required in their
areas by the major functional commands.
There remain certain noncombat d o d responsibilities for which provision
must be made. Military missions and md a p are examples of these functions.
These responsibilities would be carried out by the area commands. Where
political considerations dictate that they be given a special measure of
prestige, this can be done by organizing them into a major subcommand
of an area command. For example, the md a p and military mission functions
of the present Caribbean Command could quite properly be organized as
a major subcommand of the Atlantic Command. The headquarters for this
subcommand could remain in Panama.
It is not possible or desirable to prescribc the internai organization
of the proposed combat commands. The peculiarities of their missions must
determine this, and the internai organization must be largely the prerogative
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o £ the commander. He must be accountable for following sound managerial
practices in establishing the internai organization of bis command. He must
not shape his organization on subjeçtive factors such as, for example, the
personality of an individual subordinate commander or the service affiliation
of a subordinate force.
Superimposed on the requirement to exercise sound managerial practice
should be the prescription that the internai organization of unified commands
avoid service-coniponent structuring to the extent that other determinam
factors permit. The de-emphasis of the service component in unified com
mands can assist materially in transferring personal loyalty from the indi
vidual military service to the unihed national military establishment.
Actions required and a general timetable to transition from the present
unified command structure to that proposed are presented in the accompanying chart.
S u p p o rt C o m m a n d s

•pj st a bl ish in g a unified support command structure is, first of all, a matter
1 of identifying homogeneous support functions within the present military
establishments. Next, the identified functions must be Consolidated in appropriate DOD-wide support commands.
The principal problem in making this transition is phasing the transfer
of responsibilities from the old to the new organizations. The change-over
must be made without even a temporary degradation of our total defense
posture.
Research and development and logistics are areas wliere substantial
improvements could be realized through consolidation between the present
military Services. Since a detailed analysis of the entire problem is beyond
the scope of this article, the r &d and logistic functions will be used to
illustratc one type of a unified support command structure.
Research and Development Command
in 1949 Executive Order 10072 gave as a major objective of research
in the Department of Defense ‘‘To obtain maximum performance of the
research task at the minimum feasible cost...."
This directive must, of course, be taken in different context from an
order to go out and buy a finite item at the lowest available price in the
market place. Research is fundamentally wasteful in that not every project
succeeds. A shotgun approach must sometimes be taken. But results have
always paid off by a tremendous margin in relation to research costs—and
always will.
VVhere money can be saved is in development. Under the present setup
each service pushes the development of its particular weapons—land, sea,
or air—without relation to the weapon capabilities and development projects
of the other Services.

Transition to
Proposed Unified Combat Commands
Com m and

Proposed A ction

P h a sin g
shortterm

new com m ands
U.S. Strategic Com m and

To be established.

U.S. M o b ile Strike Com m and

To be established.

Continental U.S. Defense
Com m and

To be

Atlantic Com m and

1. Strategic w a rfa re functions to be transferred to the Strategic Com m and.
2. M o b ile lim ited-w ar force mission to b e ’

established. (This will be the U.S.

com ponent of a C a n a d ia n -U .S .
Am erican Defense Com m and.

North

1. Strategic w a rfa re functions to be trans
ferred to the Strategic Com m and.
2. M o b ile lim ited-w ar force mission to be
transferred to the M o b ile Strike Com mand.
3. Continental U.S. air and missile defense
functions to be transferred to Continental
U.S. Defense Com m and.

longterm

*
*
*
*
*

transferred to the M o b ile Strike Com m and.
3. Continental U.S. a ir and missile defense
functions to be transferred to Continental
U.S. D efense Com m and.
Pacific Com m and

midterm

*
*

*
*

e ffe c t o n p r e s e n t c o m m a n d s
Strategic A ir Com m and

To be a b so rb e d b y the Strategic Com m and.

Continental A ir Defense
Com m and

N o change internally. To be assigned as the
a ir and missile defen se component o f the
Continental U.S. D efense Com m and.

C a r ib b e a n Com m and

To be a b s o r b e d b y the Atlantic Com m and.

A la sk a n Com m and

1. A ir and missile defense functions to be
taken o ve r b y Continental U.S. Defense
Com m and.
2. All other functions to be transferred to
the Pacific Com m and.

Eastern Atlantic and

1. M o b ile lim ited-w ar force mission to be

M e d ite rra n e a n

transferred to the M o b ile Strike Com m and.
2. All other functions to be transferred to
the Eu rop ean Com m and.

Eu ro p e an Com m and

To retain present status for the time being.
A ll functions to be transferred ultimately
to the Atlantic Com m and.

*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
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Reporting on this wasteful competition, the Stever Report of 20 June
1958 concluded:
T here has been an intense research and developm ent rivalry as each of the Services has
worked hard to establish its future in the air defense, guided missiles, and space fields. In
this competitivo process, the Defense D epartm ent has been unable to limit interservice
competition to that essential to most rapid progress. As a result, the roles and missions of
the Services have become com petitive rather than complem entary.

The single-service concept ofters the only real correction of this deficiency.
The remedy has two principal ingredients:
• Have a single agency, a National Military Staff, to determine
requirements for the development of new weapons and materiel
and for the improvement or discontinuance of current weapons and
materiel.
• Consolidate the entire military r &d effort in a single r &d organi
zation, fully coordinated under one commander and free from
unnecessary duplication.
The first element of the remedy is discussed in two of the other articles
in this series. Only the second element—a unified r &d organization—will
be developed here.
Under a single-service concept all research and development activities
of the three present military departments would be merged into a single
command. The functions of the Research and Development Command
would be to perfonn research and development activities in accordance with
the National Strategic Objectives Plan provided by the National Military
Staff. The commander preferably would be a military officer with scientific
background. His deputy would be a civilian scientist; he would complement
the capabilities of the military commander and promote closer ties between
the military and the civilian scientific community.
Vertical rnanagement structure. The r &d Command would be subdivided
into functional subcommands. Each of these subcommands would be commanded by a Deputy Commander, Research and Development Command, for
that particular functional area. Specific subcommands might include Manned
Vehicles, Missiles and Unmanned Space Vehicles, Communications and Elec
tronics, Armament, and National Ranges.
It is not the present purpose to specify an exact organization but
rather to suggest a general organizational structure. The five subcommands
advanced in this discussion appear to include the bulk of the research and
development work. Probably a number of small areas of research would
not fali within these subcommands and must be arbitrarily assigned to one
of them with which it has no family ties. This procedure is preferable to
establishing a larger number of r &d subcommands and thereby jeopardizing
the control and coordination that could be provided by the r &d commander.
• A Deputy Commander for Manned Vehicles would be responsible
for r &d throughout the entire spectrum of vehicles operated by human
crews—conventional and nuclear-propelled aircraft, surface vessels, submarines, tanks, trucks, and other vehicles, plus their supporting systems.

Proposed Unified Research and
Development Command
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At first it might seem that r &d for the manned-vehicles field covers too
great an area, witli too great a disparity between vehicles for one commander
and staff to supervise. Yet it could well be that the nuclear-powered ship
and airplane have more research in common in their development than do
the submarine and the aircraft carrier. It is important to note that there
may be more logical groupings of weapons than by the ones traditional to
the three Services.
• A Deputy Commander, Missiles and Unmanned Spacc Vehicles,
would conduct r &d in the entire area of missiles and their space environment.
In addition to the strategic and tactical oíTensive missiles, his responsibility
would include antimissile missiles, satellite reconnaissance, space flight, and.
of course, their supporting systems.
• A Deputy Commander for Communications and Electronics would
continue the research now conducted by the three Services in the c &e area.
In addition to developing Communications equipment and techniques, part
of his activity would be devoted to supporting the first two deputies named
above, by developing penetration aids, such as electronic and infrared
countermeasures, to parallel the development of the offcnsive carriers being
undertaken by them.
• A Deputy Commander for Armament would also support the first
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two deputies by developing bombs, nxkets, and warheads (conventional
and nuclear) íor their delivery vehicles. T h is subconimand would also
develop small arms, cannons, mines, torpedoes, and other types of weapons
required by units of the Department ol Defense.
• A Deputy Commander, National Ranges, would manage all the
nation's r &d ranges and proving grounds. His subcommand would plan,
sthedule, and control the use of all ranges. It could perform certain tasks
of assembling, processing, collating, and distributing scientific data. Certainly
a central clearinghouse for research Information would be of value, and
this function could well be the assigned responsibility of th is r &d subcom
mand.
To consolidate the eftorts of the several subcommands and coordinate
their major activities, a positive program must be established. The Air Force
has achieved this through its weapon system management concept. lt is
foreseen that the entire unified r &d activity would function under a similar
system moclified to fit its particular needs.
Horizontal management structure. Once development is embarked upon, a
Weapon System Phasing Group (w s pg ) would be activated. (This term is
used instead of the Air Force term Weapon System Project Office (w s po )
because the functions are somewhat different.) This group would aid in the
management of the development of the weapon system for which it was
created. While each r &d function would be organized vertically—manned
vehicles, Communications and electronics, etc.—the w s pg would operate
horizontally across the organization chart. It would be the hub of the
weapon-system development activity. It would be established by the Deputy
Commander, Research and Development Command, for the subcommand
having executive responsibility for the development of the particular weapon
system. Upon completion of the r &d phase and transfer of the weapon system
to the U.S. Logistics Command, the w s pg would also be transferred. As
soon as the W^eapon System Phasing Group has servecl its purpose, it would
be dissolved.
Obviously not all produets would require the establishment of a Weapon
System Phasing Group. The majority would be monitored by normal staff
actions. Only the large, complex vehicles and their supporting systems would
come under the purview of a w s pg . Through this functional organization,
aided by w s pg ’s when required, the r &d requirements of the Department of
Defense could be met efficiently and expeditiously.
U.S. Logistics Commcind.
A large part of Department of Defense appropriations is spcnt each
year by the several logistics organizations of the three military departments.
It is therefore only natural that the logistics organization—or, rather, organi
zations—of the national military establishment should be given frequent
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and criticai attention in an effort to evolve a more economical and possibly
more elíective logistics system.
The criticisms of the present to-each-his-own logistics concept are too
numerous to recount here. There are two basic and recurring ones:
• The present system involves wasteful and unnecessary duplication of
personnel, physical plant, administrative facilities, and identical or similar
iterns of equipment and supply.
• Atteinpts to coordinate the procurement and disposition activities
of these various logistics organizations have never achieved more than
fleeting success. The logistics agencies often compete for the same goods and
Services, and occasionally one of them disposes of excess items at salvage
prices while another is procuring like new items at original-cost prices.
The unified concept offers a Consolidated logistics organization that
promises to accrue substantial net gains in effectiveness and economy over
the present multiplicity of individual Service organizations. The concept
proceeds upon several basic principies:
1. The fundamental purpose of any logistics system is to provide the
most effective support possible to combat forces.
2. The structure must initially accommodate existing logistics practices
of the three Services.
3. Designation of certain items of materiel as “peculiar” or “common” is
valid, in its broad sense, only so long as the combat commands consist of
separate service components. At such time as a true unified combat organi
zation is achieved, these designations—and the present management aspects
that go with them—will no longer apply.
The concept of a unified logistics organization envisions an integrated
command responsible for all facets of the logistics support task. The size
and complexity of sucli a command are recognized and respected. But the
benefits—to the Nation, to the combat command, and to the logistical
function itself—derived from this concentration of responsibility would outweigh the difficultics of management.
Development of the unified U.S. Logistics Command begins logically
at the user levei—the bases, sites, shipyards, etc. Maximum supply, storage,
and maintenance would be done at this levei, as would most base procure
ment, Communications, and transportation. A Base Support Activity would
be operated at each user station to perform the local supply, maintenance,
procurement, Communications, and transportation requirement. The Base
Support Activity would be a component of the user command.
Obviously there is a residual supply, maintenance, procurement, and
transportation function that cannot be accomplished in all cases at user
levei. This aspect of the logistics function would be lodged with an
appropriate Logistics Center for each geographical area. These Logistics
Centers would consist of the present-day Air Force depots, Navy depots,
Army arsenais and depots, etc. These centers would retain specific quantities of materiel identified as buffer stocks for short-range support of the
bases. They would provide specialized repair facilities to augment contractor
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repair programs. Tliey would also operate as support activities for off-site
military facilities ( a c & w sites, detached units). Certain of the Logistics
Centers would be designated as Disposal Points. The Disposal Points would
receive, via automatic shipmént, all materiel declared at base levei for
disposal and would process and dispose of it. The Logistics Centers would,
in short, perform the plant-operation segment of logistics support. They
take care of warehousing, repair, and disposal as distinguished from the
management segnient of logistics.
Performance of the management segment of logistics would be at the
next higher echelon, the subcommand levei. Four major subcommands would
be established, identified as Common Stores, Support Services, Facilities, and
Combined Arms. These subcommands would operate as semiautonomous
organizations. They would be responsible for the determination, acquisition,
and distribution phases of the particular resources assigned to them.
Finally, at the apex of the proposed organizational structure, would
be the Commander, U.S. Logistics Command, and his headquarters. At
this levei only two basic functions are to be performed—those of top-level
direction and control.
Operating within the headquarters and with direct access to the com
mander would be a Liaison Division, consisting of representatives of the
combat commands and certain of the other support commands. In addition
to access to the Logistics Command headquarters, these liaison representatives
would be authorized direct communication with subcommands.
Of the several subcommands, the Common Stores Subcommand would
be assigned those commodities which for the most part are now operated
under the single-manager concept. Clothing, textiles, medicai supplies, p o l ,
and subsistence are examples. The Support Services Subcommand would be
responsible service-wide for base procurement, base supply, maintenance,
and operation of commissaries, photo labs, exchanges, etc. The Facilities
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Subcommand would include functions such as real estate, transportation, and
Communications. Each of these subcommands, for its respective logistics
functions. would be responsible service-wide for determining requirements
and for acquiring and distributing resources.
Combined Arms Subcommand. The fourth logistics subcommand, Combined Arms, frankly offers the major difficulties that may be encountered.
The Combined Arms Subcommand involves materiel that is now identified
as “peculiar” to one Service or another. Logistics, as it involves these items,
undoubtedly would be characterized by controversy. This subcommand
would be organized on a basis of management by weapon system. While
the weapon-system basis stems from present-day weapon management philosophies of the u s a f , the implementation contemplated here would go
much beyond its current application. The typical weapon system manager
would, for example, be a manager in the true sense of the word, with
all the elements of managing his weapon system within his conçrol. A
manager would live with his weapon system from the start of the development phase until the system reaches a “second-line” status or some similar
status in which its support warrants considerably less attention.
The Combined Arms Subcommand could be organized into an Aeronautical Section, a Ships Section, a Missile Section, and a Ground Equipment Section. Its activities would require closer relationships with the Liaison
Division than any of the other subcommands in view of the nature of its
business. Only through constant coordination with the Liaison Division
could the Combined Arms Subcommand accurately anticipate and translate
the needs of the combat commands.
The concept forming the basis for the proposed organization of the
U.S. Logistics Command recognizes that effectiveness of logistics support is
in direct proportion to effectiveness of working relationships between the
supported and the logistics forces, l he proposed organization would enable
the development and maintenance of such relationships.
other support commands

Structures similar to those for logistics and for research and develop
ment can be employed to organize unified support commands for other
functions, such as personnel and training, officer professional education,
transportation, and Communications. No attempt will be made here to spell
out organization for carrying out support functions other than that already
proposed for logistics and for research and development. But training and
ofLcer professional education may warrant a few words of comment. It is
generally recognized that military training has grown enormously more
complex with the advent of modern weapons. W hat is not nearly so well
appreciated is that the complexity of officer professional education has increased as much or even more. Since World War II national security has
become a function of the total Government and not of just the Department
of Defense. Added to this development has been the emergence of the
United States as the leader of the Free World. This situation has seen
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commissioned officers increasingly thrust into positions of international and
interdepartmental policy planning and directing. In short, commissioned
officers are no longer merely tacticians and combat leaders; they are now
to be found in the role of diplomat, administrator, economist, scientist,
educator, and general manager. The dimensions of the training and pro
fessional education tasks facing the Department of Defense have mushroomed
accordingly. But that is not all. If our national military establishment is to
realize its full potential contribution to the total Governmental function of
national security, it must eradicate the selfish and divergent service viewpoints which continue to exist. And the place to start this remedial action
is, obviously, in the training and education systems.
Although again no attempt is made here to present an exact organization for this complex task of military training and education, maximum
consolidation and coordination of the total effort are clearly called for.
I his coincides with the central purpose of the single-service concept. Under
that concept, the following general scheme of organization is indicated:
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• Goordination would be exercised by the National Military Staff.
• All basic military training and all training in individual skills
common to land, naval, and aerospace forces would be Consolidated in a
single command.
• rhere would be a land-warfare training command, a naval-warfare
training command, and an aerospace-warfare training command to conduct
individual-skill training peculiar to these types of warfare and to train and
equip basic land, naval, and aerospace combat units.
• The combat commands would carry out separate training of the
larger land, sea, and aerospace forces and the joint training of these forces.
• All officer professional education would be integrated in a single
command.
This scheme of organization suggests a possible future employment of
the present military Services under the single-service concept. It is quite
apparent that they would have to continue their present support functions
during the initial stages of transition to a single service. Later many of
these functions would be taken over by new single-service support commands.
Ultimately, however, the present military Services could logically be transformed into the land, naval, and aerospace force training commands. This
function may justify their permanent retention but in the lesser status of
support commands.
T e s t in g of the combat and support commands by accepted
management principies will show that the proposed organization is soundly
based and portends an effectiveness, responsiveness, and utilization of resources far superior to those of the present organization.
Each major support function could be made the mission of a separate
organization. However, a single command might be formed with each sup
port function constituting the mission of a subcommand. Alternatively, some
functions, such as research and development and logistics, could be made
separate support commands, while others would be grouped as subcommands
under a common headquarters.
It hardly need be said that the proposed organization represents a wide
departure from the present one. If it were to be adopted, many existing units
would vanish or thange beyond recognition. The great majority of military
personnel—and former armed forces personnel, too—cannot contemplate such
a possibility without some feeling of reluctance bom of cherished association.
But in this day of the compressed time factor, military organization is just
as susceptible to obsolescence as the weapon and support systems on which
it is centered.
During the Congressional hearings on the Reorganization Act of 1958,
Senator Symington made a point of asking witnesses how they would organize
a national defense establishment today if none now existed and they were
starting from scratch. His implication is apparent: Any sentimental or selfish
compromise with the past could court national disaster.
Research Studies Institute, Air University
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EVERAL years ago Dr. E. L. Katzenbach, in a lecture at the Naval War
College, summed up a strange American political and military phenomenon:

Across the pages of American legislalive history there Bits a curious Man on Horscback.
He is a military man—usually a general and almost never an adm irai, incidentally—who
sits in the wings waiting to take over the governm ent from the civilians. H e has, of course,
never exisied and yet he is quite as real as if he really had. At various times he has been
given various names. At the beginning of our history, he was at times called Julius Caesar;
at others, Oliver Cromwell. He lost these identities a fevv decades later to be reincarnated
as Napoleon; in the 1860’s he became Napoleon III. And finally, after 1914, the Man on
Horseback became a m ultiheaded m onster, to wit, the Prussian General Staff. But despite
the fact that this Man on Horseback has always been a foreigner, and therefore, one who has
grown up in other surroundings and circumstances, he plays and has played a very real
role in the development of civil-military organization in the U nited States. . . . In any m ili
tary reorganization which tends to bring the Services closer together, this nonexistent personalitv is im portant, because he is the man whom many see in the box m arked “Chairm an,
Joint Chiefs of Staff” or "Chief of M ilitary Service.”

This description of the Prussian General Staff as a “multiheaded
monster” typifies to a large degree the reaction of otherwise rational persons
when the subject of an armed forces general staff is raised. Immediately
the “scare” or “hate” words start flying, and waves of emotionalism sweep
away any chance of calm deliberation. One remembers the cartoonists’
caricatures of German general staff officers so popular during the two World
Wars and immediately assumes that a general staff must be bad because the
Germans had one in both those wars. It is a simple m atter then to conclude
that the wars were started because of the existence of a general staff and
that if there had been no general staff there would have been no war.
This is typical of the sort of red herring produced by opponents of
unified staffs. There are many others, invoking other scare words, bugaboos,
and incorrect definitions. The most fundamental misconception is the one
involving the actual definition of a general staff, which is truly no more
than a staff to serve a general officer. The term has come to mean much
more, but the more restrictive definition is the correct one.
So we see objections based on relating all general staffs to the infamous
Prussian type and on distorted definitions, emotionalism, and what borders
on superstition. There are others, of course, such as an allegation that
civilian control would be lost or diminished, that one man or one small
group of men would have too much power, that a general staff results in
narrow or single-track planning, that the military is plotting to take over
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the government, that competition between Services is desirable and must
be retained, that there must not be a system which would prevent free
expression of the views of all.

top staff the target
In analyzing objections to the general staff organization, one does well
to bear in mind that there is little opposition to a staff as such. After all,
Congressional committees have staffs and so do businesses and nearly all
organizations which are operated on the principie that one man cannot
know everything about everything and must have others to advise and assist
him. Hence there is no real objection to a military commander’s having a
staff. This holds true until the discussion turns to a military commander
whose headquarters is, first, the top headquarters and, second, is at the seat
of the Government. Then this same staff principie turns into something
that must be viewed with suspicion.
Th£ commander of a field army or of a numbered air force may safely
have a staff, as may the commander of a major air command or of a comparable army unit. He may call it a general staff or anything else without
offending anyone. It may perform at its levei the identical functions set
forth for a general staff in W ashington—on a reduced scale of course—and
there will be no hue and cry. But if the same organizational principies
are applied in Washington, there is immediate suspicion and the Man on
Horseback comes riding down Pennsylvania Avenue.
Obviously, then, the objections are to the levei of the staffs authority
and to the location in which the staff functions. No one would question that
it is proper for a numbered-air-force commander to exercise absolute au
thority over all the elements of his command or that the Chief of Staff
of the Air Force is the single military head of that Service. It is inconceivable,
for instance, that sa c would operate independently of t a c or a d c . Or that
in the Army the Infantry would carry on a private war without being part
of a larger whole with the other arms and Services.
These principies are taken for granted. Not so the top staff organization
to achieve them. On the one hand the leaders of the Nation call for
absolute, 100-per-cent teamwork of the military forces, starting at the lowest
levei and carrying on through the levei of total national effort. But the
means of realizing this teamwork is another matter, as it has been throughout
the entire military history of this country.

origin of the military staff
During the American Revolution, when small groups of minutemen
were fighting entirely independent of one another, General Washington
called for organization, unity of command, and teamwork. In the Civil
War and in other wars which followed, the evolution of the military staff
can be traced. Eventually we see the great masses of men and arms that
made up the joint task forces of World W ar II. As the size and complexity
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of tlie forces increased, so clicl the requirement for proper control. The
railitary staff was the device—one which had begun to take form as early
as the fifteenth century, along with the development of professional railitary
forces.
The arraies of European countries and of Great Britain developed staff
systems along slightly divergent lines, but all embodied the same general
principies as far as the purely railitary functions of the staffs were concerned. In Germany, for example, one can trace the origin of the Prussian
General Staff to the year 1635, when Frederick Williara adopted from the
Swiss the idea of having general staff officers to advise and assist commanders
in the conduct of war. This staff. in the now familiar sense, first attained
prominence in the early 1800’s. Between that tinte and the end of the
German Frapire in 1918, the German General Staff traveled a road which
is entirely incompatible with American thinking. That is why “German
General Staff,” or even “general staff.” now brings forth in this country a
vision of something frightening.
It must be rentembered that a general staff, of itself, is not bad—it is
a “German General Staff” that we want to avoid. The German system evolved
as it did because of a number of national characteristics that are completely
contran to those in this country. For example, the German officer was
always considered to be in an elite class, and the general staff otficer was
the cream of this elite. One was born into such a career, and it is significam
that members of the most prominent families normally chose the profession
of arms as the one in which to best achieve their social aims. Prestige and
pride of station were factors. as was the fact that these “chosen ones,” as
they were wont to consider themselves. believed that they alone were compe
tem to lead Germany. They only tolerated others.
With such an attitude it is not surprising that civilian control—one of
our most cherished principies—was repugnant to the German General Staff.
They felt that they were far above such meddling, and they were able to
act in this manner because the bulk of the German people agreed with
them or at least acquiesced. As Mirabeau remarked in 1788: “Prússia is not
a country which has an army; it is an army which has a country.”
Germany was characterized by an overpowering spirit of militarism and
an exaltation of the profession of arms. The nation’s military adventures
were led by the professional militarists but were made possible only by the
willingness of the people themselves to support these leaders.

civilian control over a U.S. General Staff
Contrast the German situation with the one that has existed in the
United States from this nation’s earliest days. The basic saíeguard is the
people themselves and their national character. They made sure, at the
very beginning, that there were clearly defined Constitutional safeguards,
such as those which give Congress the responsibility “to provide for the
common defense” and to "make rules for the governmcnt and regulation of
the land and naval forces.” There are civilian Secretaries above the most
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the government, that competition between Services is desirable and must
be retained, that there must not be a system which would prevent free
expression of the views of all.

top staff the target
In analyzing objections to the general staff organization, one does well
to bear in mind that there is little opposition to a staff as such. After all,
Congressional committees have staffs and so do businesses and nearly all
organizations which are operated on the principie that one man cannot
know everything about everything and must have others to advise and assist
him. Hence there is no real objection to a military commander’s having a
staff. This holds true until the cliscussion turns to a military commander
whose headquarters is, first, the top headquarters and, second, is at the seat
of the Government. Then this same staff principie turns into something
that must be viewed with suspicion.
Th£ commander of a field army or of a numbered air force may safely
have a staff, as may the commander of a major air command or of a comparable army unit. He may call it a general staff or anything else without
offending anyone. It may perform at its levei the identical functions set
forth for a general staff in W ashington—on a reduced scale of course—and
there will be no hue and cry. But if the same organizational principies
are applied in Washington, there is immediate suspicion and the Man on
Horseback comes riding down Pennsylvania Avenue.
Obviously, then, the objections are to the levei of the staffs authority
and to the location in which the staff functions. No one would question that
it is proper for a numbered-air-force commander to exercise absolute au
thority over all the elements of his command or that the Chief of Staff
of the Air Force is the single military head of that service. It is inconceivable,
for instance, that sa c would operate independently of t a c or a d c . Or that
in the Army the Infantry would carry on a private war without being part
of a larger whole with the other arms and Services.
These principies are taken for granted. Not so the top staff organization
to achieve them. On the one hand the leaders of the Nation call for
absolute, 100-per-cent teamwork of the military forces, starting at the lowest
levei and carrying on through the levei of total national effort. But the
means of realizing this teamwork is another matter, as it has been throughout
the entire military history of this country.

origin of the military staff
During the American Revolution, when small groups of minutemen
were fighting entirely independent of one another, General Washington
called for organization, unity of command, and teamwork. In the Civil
War and in other wars which followed, the evolution of the military staff
can be traced. Eventually we see the great masses of men and arms that
made up the joint task forces of World W ar II. As the size and complexity
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of the forces increased, so did the requirement for proper control. The
military staff was the device—one which had begun to take form as early
as the fiíteenth century, along with the development of professional military
forces.
The armies of European countries and of Great Britain developed staff
systems along slightlv divergent lines, but all emboclied the same general
principies as far as the purely military functions of the stalfs were concerned. In Germany, for example, one can trace the origin of the Prussian
General Staff to the year 1635, when Frederick William adopted from the
Swiss the idea of having general staff officers to advise and assist commanders
in the conduct of war. This staff, in the now familiar sense, first attained
proininence in the early 1800’s. Between that time and the end of the
German Empire in 1918, the Gemian General Staff traveled a road which
is entirely inconipatible with American thinking. T hat is why "German
General Staff,” or even "general staff.'’ now brings forth in this country a
vision of something frightening.
It must be remembered that a general staff, of itself, is not bad—it is
a "German General Staff” that we want to avoid. The German system evolved
as it did because of a number of national characteristics that are completely
contrarv to those in th is country. For example, the German officer was
always considered to be in an elite class, and the general staff officer was
the cream of this elite. One was born into such a career, and it is significam
that members of the most prominent families normally chose the profession
of arms as the one in which to best achieve their social aims. Prestige and
pride of station were factors, as was the fact that these “chosen ones,” as
thev were wont to consicler themselves, believed that they alone were compe
tem to lead Germany. They only tolerated others.
W ith such an attitude it is not surprising that civilian control—one of
our most cherished principies—was repugnant to the German General Staff.
They felt that they were far above such meddling, and they were able to
act in this manner because the bulk of the German people agreed with
them or at least acquiesced. As Mirabeau remarked in 1788: "Prússia is not
a country which has an army; it is an army which has a country.”
Germany was characterized by an overpowering spirit of militarism and
an exaltation of the profession of arms. The nation’s military adventures
were led by the professional militarists but were made possible only by the
willingness of the people themselves to support these leaders.
civilian control over a V.S. General Staff

Contrast the German situation with the one that has existed in the
United States from this nation’s earliest days. The basic saíeguard is the
people themselves and their national character. They made sure, at the
very beginning. that there were clearly defined Constitutional safeguards,
such as those which give Congress the responsibility "to provide for the
common defense” and to “make rules for the government and regulation of
the land and naval forces.” There are civilian Secretaries above the most
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sênior military men, and the President above them. Congress Controls the
budget, and sênior appointments are made by the President “with the advice
and consent of the Senate.”
It was found necessary in this country, as in others, to develop the staff
systeni for the greatest efficiency of military forces. But from the start
the staff system met with opposition, if for no other reason than resistance
to change.
Elihu Root, while Secretary of War, recognized in his first annual report
for 1899 that “the real object of having an army was to prepare for war”
and went on from there to take the first steps toward creation of a general
staff. He called for a systematic study of plans to be followed under all contingencies of possible conflict, preparation of material of war, introduction
of field maneuvers, establishment of an Army War College, and a detailed
plan for staff duty. In 1902 he proposed legislation that would create a
General Staff. The proposal met with internai opposition, as is the case today in unification proposals. General Nelson Miles said the bill would
“revolutionize our system of administration, and take from the commanders
of the army and the departments, divisions and brigades the proper control of military affairs.” In other words, it would consolidate and integrate
diverse units into one army, instead of allowing perpetuation of the local
autonomy then in style. In spite of this and other opposition, the bill
passed and became law on 14 February 1903. It again emphasized the
principie of civilian control by creating a Chief of Staff to the President.
The main objective then was the consolidation and integration under one
head of the military forces (excluding naval) as they existed at that time,
and the provision of a proper staff to assist that one head.
Today’s situation is only slightly different. Again it is suggested that
the military forces be brought together under one chief of staff and that
he be given an adequate staff.

unification today
It is doubtful if anyone now would suggest that it was a mistake to
consolidate the separate corps and bureaus of 1903 into one army or that
the action should be reversed. Should the Corps of Engineers and the
Iníantry fight wars separately? Should the Marines act independently of
the Navy, or naval aviation independently of surface forces? The obvious
answer is that they should not. So if air, ground, and sea forces ought
to be combined in the Navy, why should they not be combined nationally?
It has been generally conceded that it is logical to have the Air
Force’s fighters, bombers, interceptors, and other units under one chief of
staff; that the infantry, artillery, and armor are properly members of one
team; and that the surface ships, submarines, naval aviation, and marines
belong together under a single chief. This system operated fairly well up
to the time of World W ar II. Then it became apparent that all elements
had to be welded into a single force for the proper conduct of modern
war. The concepts of the task force and of joint and combined operations
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followed. The war was won by great masses of men and arrns, from various
Services, operating jointly and combined.
Before us is the next step. It can only be further unification. Taking
the step is necessary because the kind of war we would fight and the nature of
the weapons are already apparent. Any war of the future will be total war,
requiring total effort from the most perfect team we can weld of the
various elements that make up our national power. The preparation of that
team must begin at once, for we will not have time to do so after war
has begun. There will be no period of grace for us, as has been the case
in previous wars. Whatever we intend to fight wilh must be established and
perfected now.
objections and answers
Let us consider some specific objections to the general staff system which
have been voiced from time to time.
Charge: single staff = Prussian General Staff. Congressman Paul J.
Kilday (Dem., Texas), speaking before the House Committee on Armed
Services, said that “every time you enlarge that General Staff and you
give it additional statutory power, you are heading inevitably nearer and
nearer to the Prussian staff concept.” General Nathan F. Twining answered
this viewpoint in the hearings before the Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, April—May 1959:
Those who oppose the concept of greater unification in the U nited States Defense Establishm ent argue that a single m ilitary staff designed to coordinate the activities of all
United States armed Services, would create in the U nited States a counterpart of the notorious Germ an General Staff of W orld W ar I and W orld W ar II. T his, the argum entation
continues, is patentlv evil because Germ an aggression in those wars was the inevitable result
of German m ilitarism , and Germ an m ilitarism in tu rn was the result of the predom inance
of the single German General Staff which, by establishing control over all the arm ed Serv
ices, was able to lead Germany down the road to m ilitary dictatorship and ruinous w a r....
These assertions regarding the evils and dangers of a single General Staff of the P rus
sian or Germ an variety are based upon a fundam ental historical inaccuracy.
Germany did not have a single General Staff for her arm ed Services in W orld W ar I.
T he German Army and the Germ an Navy were completely independent, and no staff existed to coordinate their efforts. It was to a large extern due to the failure of Germ any to
coordinate its Army and Navy efforts that Germany failed to achieve a quick victory in
W orld W ar I. . . .
The historical evidence is clear that there was in Germ any no pretense toward unified
staff control of the three armed Services during either W orld W ar I or W orld W ar II. T he
Germans never established a unified com m and structure at any echelon below H itler and
his personal staff advisors. W hatever coordination of effort was accomplished amongst the
Services was due to the initiative of individual Germ an officers. I would likc to read a quote
from General Zimmerman of the Germ an Army:
" It is a m atter of irony that Eisenhow'er, the servant of the great democracies, was
given full powers of com m and over an armed force consisting of all three Services. W ith
us, living under a dictatorship where unity of com m and m ight have been taken for
granted, each of the Services fought its own battle. N either R undstedt nor Romm el, try
though they might, succeeded in changing this State of affairs in creating a unified com 
m and. T he result was that the Germ an Army fought singlehanded against all the arm ed
forces of the Allies."
. . . As to the danger which a general staff system poses to national civilian institutions of
governm ent, it should be pointed out that far from the Germ an General Staff taking over
the German Government prior to W orld W ar II, it was H itler who took over the G erm an
General Staff and the Germ an Army.

Charge: single seruice means no military debate. Drs. Gordon A. Craig
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and Richard D. Challener, writing in the Murine Corps Gazette of September
1959, claim that an enlarged and unified staff would discourage the expression
of servite views contrary to unified stafí doctrine and thus Congress would
be cut off from a vital source of information. This certainly has not
been true in the past—it was the Marines theraselves who took to Congress
and to the people their opposition to cuts in their own strength. Furthermore
Congress has specified that Service chiefs can express their opposing views
if they wish. The same authority could be granted to chiefs of forces within
a unified service if Congress so desired.
Charge: single service means undue military influence on politics. The
same writers argue that it ‘‘would be increasingly difficult to resist staff
advice in political questions and, in times of national crisis or disaster,
there would always be a tendency to allow arguments of military expediency
to receive undue weight.” It is not made clear why advice would be asked,
given, or accepted in political questions; however, it is assumed that a
military leader would be expected to suggest matters of military expediency
in times of crisis. That is one of the things he would be paid to do. Also
it is not clear why one more step in unification would suddenly create this
danger when all past steps have not even foreshadowed it. The general
staff in this country has been enlarged and given more authority and reorganized on several occasions, but it has never resembled the Prussian staff.
One major reason is that it has never become involved in political considerations. There is no likelihood of its doing so in a nation where political
matters are so completely the concern of the legislative branch of the
Government and of the President and his foreign-policy advisers.
Charge: single service means merely one strategic concept. The opponents of unification sometimes raise the question: Can this nation afford
to place its reliance upon a single strategic concept or doctrine?—W ould it
not be fatal to rely on a strategy which does not provide for alternative
courses of action, which is not continuously subject to basic criticism, and
which is not guided by awareness of the fact that one can never perfectly
predict the future course of international relations? The strategy of a great
nation cannot be improvised from day to day. It is essential that a comprehensive and coherent doctrine be devised. This is not to say that such
a doctrine is a one-way Street, but rather that it establishes a clear goal.
There still are numerous alternative routes to follow to reach it. There
must be plans, based on the national interest and founded upon realistic
appraisal of the national capabilities and the basic elements of policy. A
functioning general staff would establish such doctrine and such plans.
T hat is what a general staff is for: to consider every eventuality and to
devise the means of meeting each one.
Charge: single service not fitted to peacetime. The report of the Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives on the hearings
on the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 makes the point
that a general staff is desirable on the field of battle but not in planning
at the top leveis of government, where “a deliberate decision is infinitely
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preferable to a bad decision.” Presuraably the “bad decision" would have
been the result oi haste. The report suggested that alternative courses oi
action are always suppressed on a general staff, so that the man at the
top has only to approve or disapprove one plan presented to him, but not
to weigh alterna ti ves.
This thought is based on a íallacy. Proper staff work always presents
all aspects oi a problem to a commander ior his consideration. Admittedly
a solution is proposed; but is would be an amazing situation to find a
commander who always accepted the proposed solution, and certainly a
staff would not suppress or ignore alternative courses oi action. The more
apt comparison is that under the present system, because the Joint Chieis
are unable to come to joint decisions, the final decisions are made not by
a military man but by the Secretary oi Defense, based on the recommendations of the Joint Chieis and taking into consideration all dissenting
opinions. Unification would simply return the making oi military decisions
to a military officer.
Charge: single senice is a phony cure-all. A sênior military oíficer, in
a speech before the National Press Club in January 1958, stated that
“. . . this pressure toward reorganization is an illogical reaction to our not
having an operational ballistic missile or satellite in the sky.” In actuality
the reorganization or improvement effort has been going on as long as we
have had military forces. It is the stark facts of today’s military threat which
make reorganization so vital today. It was the rise of the popular, democratic
mass army, plus the technology making possible its mobilization, supply,
deployment, and maneuver with a total outpouring of national energies,
which presented the problem of how to control such huge forces, how to
command them, and most of all how to relate them to the political and
social ends of the State. It is these ends which the forces were supposed to
serve, according to W alter Millis in his preface to History of the German
General Staff by YValter Goerlitz.
Millis supports the view that no one man is sufficiently wise to personally direct such a vast organization. The point is that that is the precise
reason for a general staff. Since individual genius is not enough to direct
these new forms of military action it became apparent, says Millis, that
something else would have to be developed to meet the growing problem
of generalship in a modern technological State. “The inevitable answer—
in war as in commerce, industry or civil public administration—was system,
organization and specialized training.” T hat answer was embodied originally
in the German General Staff and later in the general staff systems adopted
in other countries.
Obviously then, the proper course is to take from the experience of
the German General Staff those features which are considered desirable and
to reject those which have been shown to be evil. This is precisely what
has been done in this country so far. The organizational advantages, the
opportunity for fully coorclinated planning, the means of development of
appropriate strategic doctrine are or would be retained. Rejected are the
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political ventures which the Germans found fitted their national character,
the caste system, the deviation from civilian control.

Af t er full examination of the facts and consideration of the opinions of

those who favor or oppose a general staff system for the United States military forces, it can only be conduded that “the history of the Prussian
general staff—the factual record rather than the fiction—does not supply
cogent arguments against an integrated military establishment under democratic Controls.”*
To make such a system work, we should have, as General Twining has
said, a strategic staff; that is, a staff capable of doing national strategic
planning and providing national strategic direction for global combat
operations. Such a staff is an armed forces general staff.
Research Studies Institute, Air University
•A lexander M arwald (a pseudonym ), Orbis, Vol. III, No. I, Spring 1959.

A Survey of
Selected Reor^anizjational Proposals
D r . A r t h u r S. V. C h e n

SURVEY of the ever-increasing literature on national defense organi
zation suggests diat many students of national defense affairs tonsider
a reorganization of the national defense organization both essential and
inevitable. The bulk of discussion in published articles, with some noteworthy exceptions, has been in favor of varying degrees of unification or
integration.
Among the divergent propositions and suggestions, there is at one
end of the organizational spectrum the full single-service and single-uniform
concept. At the other end are proposals for some significam modifications
or minor structural changes.
The organizational plans so far surveyed can be grouped into five
categories. The list of such proposals is by no means exhaustive, and
overlapping at certain points is unavoidable. The reader may observe some
of the common denominators shared by these representative plans.
• Category 1 covers the proposals aimed at total integration of the
Services, with one uniform.
• Category 11 includes proposals looking toward the revision of
legislation as a primary step in acquiring appropriate legal authority to
reorganize and streamline the Department of Defense.
• Category III proposals seek to strengthen the existing defense
structure by means of (a) retaining all Services and bringing about improvement or (b) minimizing the three Services, or (c) centralizing power
and authority, or (d) redefining functions for the separate Services.
• Category IV' proposals concern changes within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense organization. stressing either the continuation or elimination of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. or introducing something unique.
• Category V proposals emphasize groupment of functions or major
tasks to meet the urgem needs
of national security policyand planning.
Under each of the five categories, several representative plans or
recommendations will be mentioned. It is beyond the scope of th is article
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to clelve into the merits or ílaws of each proposal. Limited space will not
permit the citation of unclassified references to source materiais.

category I—proposals for a single Service
Former Secretary of the Air Force Thomas K. Finletter oífered one
"full treatm ent” proposal and concluded that there is no alternative to
an ultimate single-service solution. In 1956 he pressed for unification and
recommended one armed service, all in one uniform, with a single chief
of staff and an armed forces general staff.
In the same year Major Margaret V. Berry listed some objections
raised to any radical changes and discredited the unfounded fear of the
“man on horseback.” In her article she proposed an armed forces chief of
staff, a general staff, single service, single uniform, and free transfer of
personnel between the branches of a functional-command type of organization. In essence her argument centered around tvvo considerations: first,
basic loyalty of military personnel in one uniform to the national interest
would not lower morale; and, second, under the leadership of a President of
vast military wisdom and experience, the time is now ripe for realization
of a single-service—single-uniform concept.
Peter J. Schenk, former president of the Air Force Association, has
advocated “a single promotion list for all Services, a single Chief of Staff,
or a single military service.”
Lt. General Elwood R. Quesada, u s a f , Ret., believes that the only
way to a proper solution of the Department of Defense is ‘‘to abolish, once
and for all, the three Services, and to combine them into a single service,
having one uniform, commanded by a single Chief of Staff reporting to the
Secretary of Defense and the President.” He also suggested that an armed
forces general staff should wear a national uniform, leaving behind their
former service uniforms.
Colonel Matthew C. Mautz, U.S. Army, in his research study, has pro
posed a single service and a single military chief. Under the Secretary of
Defense, he has envisioned an Armed Forces Chief of Staff, assisted by an
Armed Forces Staff and a Vice Chief of Staff, the latter as director of
various operations. He would create five Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Operations, Manpower, Comptroller, Strategy, and YVeapon Systems. In his
military organization there will not be three or four armed Services. All
elements are placed under two major forces: Combat Force and Support
Force.
category II—legislative revision
To cffect some kind of reorganization of the military strueture, some
proponents of unification have deemed 'it necessary to initiate significam
statutory changes to achieve greater effectiveness and quicker decisionmaking. This group aims at effecting changes in the basic law and aequiring
appropriate legal authority to clarify roles and missions and to energize
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functions. In its view the development of new weapon systems and new
strategic concepts, together with a decade’s operating experiente by uon,
has necessitated statutory changes and further clarification and interpre*
tation of roles and missions of lhe armed Services.
Discussions have centered around the point that although the Reorganization Act of 1958 was enacted to correct some of the most immediate
problems, it did not go far enough in solving certain inherent weaknesses.
For example, former Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson determinedly
opposed any changes in the “unification” laws and had a particular distaste
for a centralized procurement agency for comraon suppliers. He called the
proposed unified purchasing procedure “concentration of stupidity.”
Colonel William R. Kintner, author of Forging a New Sword, has
pinpointed the trouble spot:
T he Congress has been slow lo recognize thai its considerations of m ilitary policy and
of the defense budget m ight be tnade easier if it approved a different organizational pattern
for the Armed Forces. Having legislatively sired an organization uhich is organically
incapable of functioning properlv, Congress does not hesitate to criticize its deficiencies
bul it has ignored its own responsibility for the bastardized D epartm ent of Defense. This
situation does not spring from any inattention to the problem or lack of effort on the part
of Congress, but ralher from certain basic factors in Congressional thinking.

The “unofficial” Army Staft Paper, excerpts of which were published
by the New York Times on 24 June 1956, charged that the “unification”
of the armed Services at the Secretary of Defense levei has failed deplorably.
Then it went on to present some concrete recommendations toward accomplishing a specific national strategy and a more efficient military establishment.
Mention should be made in this connection of former Secretary of
Defense Robert A. Lovett's proposals to correct some defects in d o d either
through administrative procedures or by statutory enactments. His recom
mendations as to legislative amendment were fourfold: (1) to correct the
vague legal interpretation of the position of the Secretary of Defense in
relation to the jcs; (2) to make the Secretary of Defense a Deputy Commander in Chief with power to make decisions, to be responsible for
establishing unified commands, and to eliminate wasteful duplications
among the Services; (3) to place directly under the Secretary of Defense
a military staff which would devote full time to primary military responsibilities without being burdened by administrative and policy matters; and
(4) to avoid the possibility of the Chairman of the jcs playing the part of a
supreme commander.
Other similar suggestions, rightly belonging to this category though not
mentioned here, consider that any progressive improvement in our defense
establishment relies primarily upon the initiation of readjusted adminis
trative procedures and more effective statutory amendinents.
category 111—strengthening present defense organization
The chief objective of this third category coincides with that of the
second. Vet it goes a step further in identifying certain areas in which
specific changes would be critically needed. Under this general category there
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are several divergem proposals. One group of proponents believes in achieving some coordination between the armed Services. Another group inclines
to minimize the triservice system.
Those whose plan emphasizes coordination between the Services:
The Collins Plan (General J. Lawton Collins, U.S. Army, Ret.)
Colonel John Dibble, Jr., U.S. Army
The Eberstadt-Navy Plan (Ferdinand Eberstadt)
Lt. General James M. Gavin, U.S. Army, Ret.
Lt. Colonel Edward L. Katzenbach, Jr., u s mc r
Henry A. Kissinger
Lt. Colonel Richard M. Lee, U.S. Army
l he McNarney Plan (General Joseph T. McNarney, u s a f , Ret.)
Colonel Raymond M. Neal, Ai Res
lh e Richardson Committee Plan (headed by Admirai J. O.
Richardson)
Thomas-Hill-Austin Bill (S. 2044)
Colonel Albert P. Sights, Jr., u sa f
T hose whose plan m inim izes the triservice system :

W. Barton Leach, Director of Harvard Defense Studies Program,
has stressed the functional organization of the Department of Defense. In
his organizational chart four functional divisions are given more prominence
th a n the three armed Services: Atomic Deterrent, Continental Defense,
Mobile Strike, and Antisubmarine.
Colonel Reesor M. Lawrence, u s a f , has preferred to put under
the jcs and Joint Staff such organizations as Land Staff, Sea Staíf, Air Staff,
Ballistic Missile Staíf, Space Staff, and as many combat commands as the
national defense may require.
Having in mind the necessity of creating a force structure attuned
to the technological developments of th is aerospace age, Major Samuel W.
Routch, u s a f , has suggested in his research study the replacement of the
jcs by a Sênior Mililary Advisory Group. The institution of a Sênior
Military Advisory Group has also been advocated by Lt. General James M.
Gavin, U.S. Army, Ret. Aside from some joint commands to be established,
General Gavin has seen the necessity of creating a Chief of Military
Operations to provide centralized control and coordination to the over-all
military effort.
Colonel Albert P. Sights, Jr., writing in the A ir U niversity
Q_uarterly R eview , has proposed a staff organization that would fulfill the
requirements of the "Chief of Military Operations.” To him the present
arrangement of combat commands under the direct or "executive agent"
control of the triservice chiefs, who are in turn supervised by a nonmilitary
Secretary of Defense, is a contradiction of the basic principies of line and
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staff organization. He has emphasized the importance of consolidating diverse
combat elements into five major combat commands.
category IV—changes within the D epartm ent of Defense

Proponents belonging to diis general category have attempted to cope
with some vital organizational issues within the Department of Defense.
The Solutions are not easy but at least there are some coramon denominators
in the form of areas of concern: decision-making process, roles and missions,
command and control (combined, unihed, or specified commands, and other
major combat and support elements of the Services), and organization
(with various shades of structural changes possible, in addition to what may
be covered under command and control).

In these areas, studies have been made to recommend corrective
measures. Xotably the Rockefeller Committee, the Hoover Commission, and
other groups have delved into defense problems and published their recommendations. Most of Lhe proposals contain similar features. The establishment of a single commander of the armed forces, while retaining the three
separate Services, was supported by the Richardson Committee, the Collins
Plan, and Dr. Vannevar Bush. Subscribers to a single Service included the
Richardson Committee, McNarney Plan, Collins Plan, Thomas-Hill-Austin
Bill, and Rockefeller Committee. The latter recommended a “Department of
the Armed Forces.” Among the ardent advocates of a general staff or a single
chief of staff, mention should be made of Generais Ornar N. Bradley, Carl
Spaatz, Elwood R. Quesada, and James M. Gavin, and Colonels John Dibble,
Jr., Seymour I. Gilman, Richard M. Lee, and Albert P. Sights, Jr. The
"unofficial” Army Staff Paper, cited before, proposed a single Chief of
Staff to be appointed by the President to replace the jcs.

Of significance has been the proposal to create a functional “fourth
service” within the defense structure. In some plans this fourth service was
to handle missiles and rockets. In others a “fourth arm” was proposed to
manage supply and Services of common user-type items. The organization
of a support service has also been given some attention.
category V—groupment of functions or tasks
Organization or reorganization, it has been pointed out, does not
determine the tasks of war. Rather, tasks or functions dictate the need for
reorganization. For various reasons the present military establishment is
considered unable to serve its ultimate purpose. One reason is that in
long-range defense planning there has been negligence in creating subdivisions based on functional areas of responsibility. Those who would regroup
according to tasks consider the traditional land, sea, and air division of
responsibility as a legacy from the past which today is artificial and tends
to obscure the developing situation. The existence of new functions is
directly attributable to advancing technology and new weaponry.
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Proposed functional subdivisions (some including geographical subdivisions) of the broader responsibilities for conducting land, sea, air, and
other warfare can be outlined witli their respective proponents:
Senator Stuart Symington
a. Retaliatory forces
b. Defense forces
c. Limited-war forces
d. Logistic forces
Gongressman E. P. Scrivner
a. Strategic Command
b. Tactical Command
c. Defense Command
Colonel Seymour I. Gilman
a. Air Defense Command
b. Assault Command
Support Forces
c. Logistic Command
d. Deterrent Force
Combat Forces
e. Unified Commands
Lt. General James M. Gavin
a. Home Defense Forces
(1) Air Defense Command
(2) Land Defense Command
(3) Civil Defense Command
b. Short-Range Striking Forces
c. Long-Range Striking Forces ( s a c , Strategic Anny Corps, Naval
and Marine forces)
(Note: His three tactical theaters include the defense of Asia, Europe-Africa,
and America.)
Colonels Albert P. Sights, Jr., and Richard M. Lee
a. Strategic Atomic Command—Air Force
b. Continental Defense Command—Air Force
c. Atlantic Defense Command—Navy
d. Pacific Defense Command—Navy
e. Strategic Reserve Command—Army
Colonel Sights relates these five task commands to four basic tasks
of national defense:
(1) nuclear deterrence
(2) continental defense
(3) peripheral defense
(4) strategic reserve
Colonel Reesor M. Lawrence
a. Land Staff
b. Sea Staff
c. Air Staff
d. Ballistic Missile Staff
e. Space Staff

N A T IO N A L DEFENSE ORC AN IZ AT IO N
Colonel John Dibble, Jr.
a. Strategic Command
b. Peripheral Tactical Command (Atlantic and Pacific)
c. American Defense Command
Colonel Raymond M. Neal
a. Combat (Olfensive-Defense) Force
b. W arning and Reconnaissance Force
c. Support Force
d. Research and Development Force
e. Theater Force
Henrv A. kissinger
a. Strategic Force
b. Tactical Force
W. Barton Leach
a. Atomic Deterrent Force
b. Continental Defense Force
c. Mobile Strike Force
d. Antisubmarine Force

129

T HIS survey of proposed plans for a better defense organization
has yielded some salient impressions:

• World conditions demand that the United States maintain a strong
national security organization. To this end. new weaponry and technological
breakthroughs require a change of the entire balance of the armed forces.
• The concept of a national defense organization must satisfy certain
criteria; in particular, it must correct current weaknesses and duplication of
elforts and be based on sound organizational principies.

• Continuation of the separate armed Services, with consequent interservice rivalries, waste, duplication, and enormous military budgets, presents
weighty problems needing workable and acceptable Solutions.
• The integration of the armed Services at the combat and operational

leveis is much more complicated than we expected and will take time to
work out.
• The objections to a single service would be fierce and partisan,
the obstacles enormous but not insurmountable. Devotion to tradition and
fear of displacement or change are stout barriers to complete integration.
• Service attitudes, as pointed out a decade ago, perhaps still reflect
"a Navy reluctance, an over-ardent Army, a somewhat exuberant Air Force.”
(Congress, House of Representatives, “Unification and Strategy,” 1 March
1950, p. 42.)
There is no obvious reason why the single-service concept could not in
time provide more protective power and united strength for our national
defense where the present defense structure has shown some weaknesses. To
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develop a sound and long-range defense program around tasks, not around
individual Service or uniform, seems to be an approach in the right direction. Functional reorganization of the armed ser\'ices, which has the virtue
of originality and farsightedness, deserves due consideration This summary
of various organizational proposals so far surveyed has attempted to show
both ends of the organizational spectrum.
Those who will exercise the power of decision as to the final shape
of our defense structure might do well to remember a remark by the late
Secretary of Defense James Forrestal: “The best organization chart in the
world is unsound if the men who have to make it work do not believe
in it.”
BO

Research Studies In stitu te, A ir U niversity

A S elected B iblio g ra p liy on D efen se R eo rg a n iza fio n
Books
General Staff 1657—19-15. New York:
Bernardo, J. C., and E. H. Bacon. "7 he
Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 1953.
Rocky Roail of Unifica tion,” Am er
ican Military Pulicy. Harrisburg: Kaulmann, W illiam W. Military Policy
Militarv Service Publishing Co.. 1955.
and National Security. Princeton:
Princeton Universily Press, 1956.
Donnelly, Charles H. United States De
fense Policies. House Document No. Kintner, W illiam R. Forging a New
430. Washington: Government PrintSword. New York: Harper & Brothers,
ing Office, 1958.
1958.
Finletter. Thomas K. Power and Policy. Stanley, Tim othy W. American Defense
New York: Harcourt-Brace, 1954.
and National Security. Washington:
Public Affairs Press, 1956.
Gavin, James M.. Lt. Gen., USA, Ret. H at
and Peace in the Space Age. New Taylor, Maxwell D., General, u s a , Ret.
York: H arper & Brothers, 1958.
The Uncertain Trum pet. New York:
Goerlitz. Walter. History of the German
Harper &: Brothers, 1960.
Docuinents
Air Force, C.S. Air Force Bulletin No. 1,
th e sis, M ay 1957. (M -32983-NC
Functions of the Armed Forces and
C.1892u).
the Joint Cliiefs of Staff. Washington: Cason, Duane S., Lt. Colonel, u s a . "I s
Government Printing Office, 1948.
the Single Service the Answer?” Air
____________ . Air Force Bulletin No. 9,
W ar College thesis. 1958. (M-32983Functions of the Armed Forces and
NC C341i).
lhe Joint Chiefs of Staff. Washington: Congress, U.S. House of Representatives.
Government Printing Office, 9 July
Committee on Armed Services. Re1954. (Revised issue by Secretary of
port of Investigation by Committee
Defense, 1 October 1953, commonly
on Armed Services on Unification and
known as the Rey West Agreement.)
Strategy (B-36 hearings) . W ashing
____________. "An Optim um Unified
ton: Government Printing Office, 1950.
M ilitary S tru ctu re.” W ashington, ____________ . House of Representatives.
1957. (M-40484-S "OPD 0295Z-57”) .*
Committee on Armed Services. Hear
__________Directorate of Developings on Reorganization of the Depart
ment lManning. “Operational Situament of Defense. W ashington: Gov
tions for Theater Air Power. 1960—
ernm ent Printing Office, 1958.
1970.” Washington. 1957. (M-38018-8- ____________ . Senate. Committee on
S No. 11).
Armed Services. Hearings on Depart
Bloomfield, Lincoln P. “The Future
ment of Defense Reorganization Act
Course of International Organization
of 1958. W ashington: Government
during 1965—1970.” Santa Barbara.
Printing Office, 1958.
Calif., General Electric C.o., 1958. Department of Defense, U.S. Department
(M-40319-NC No. 48).
of Defense Directive No. 5100.1,
Bridges. Styles, et al. “Proposals for Na
“Functions of the Departm ent of
tional General StafF System.” ConDefense and Its Major Components.”
gressional Record, Senate. 23 July
W ashington, 31 December 1958.
1956.
____________ Department of Defense
Campbell. Murdock W., Lt. Colonel.
Directive No. 5100.3, “Responsibility
t s a f . "I nification through F.volution:
for the Support of lhe Headi|uartcrs
A Functional Approach to Modem
of Unified and Specified Commands.”
Force Control.” Air W ar College
12 September 1958.
*Air University I.ibrary docurneiu call riumber.

132

AIR UNIVERSITY QU A R T E R L Y REVIEW

____________ . Department of Defense
Directive No. 5105.4, “The Joint Sec
retaries.” Washington, 2 January 1959.
____________ . Department of Defense
Directive No. 5158.1, "Organization of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Relationships with the Office of the Secretary of Defense.” W ashington, 31
December 1958.
____________ . “Revised Joint Chiefs of
Staff Organization” [chart book].
W ashington, [1958] (XPJ-5527Z-58).
Dibble, John, Jr., Colonel, u s a . “Unification of the Services." Army W ar Colleg e lh e sis, 1958. (M -39080-NC
D543u).
Eisenhower, Dvvight D., Presidem. Message to Congress on Reorganization
Act of 1958. Delivered 3 April 1958.
W ashington: Government Printing
Office, 1958.
Enthoven, A. C’.., and H. S. Rowen. "An
Analysis of Defense Organization.”
Santa Monica, Calif., Rand Corp. (P1640), 1959. (M-30352- 16-NC No.
1640).
Executive Order 9877, 1947. Functions of
the Armed Forces. (Also reprinted as
W ar Department Bulletin No. 12.
August 1947.) W ashington: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1947.
Goldwater, Barry M., Colonel, AFRes. “A
Concept for the Future Organization
of the United States Armed Forces.”
Air W ar College thesis, 1959. (M40084-NC G624c) .
Goss, Hilton P., (ed.). “ 1970—A Challenge to Planners.” Summary report.
Santa Barbara, Calif., General Elec
tric Co., 1958. (M-40319-NC No. 100) .
Guderian, Heinz, General. U.S. Army,
Historical Division. German Report
Series. “Unification or Coordination—
T he Armed Forces Problem.” W ash
ington, [n.d.]. (M-33294-C No. T113) .
Hanley, Paul T., Colonel, USAF. ” Functional Organization of Defense” (proposal) , in “Service Roles and Missions." Mimeogtaph of lecture given
at Air W ar College, 14 January 1957.
Joint Chiefs of Staff, U.S. "Report of the
Joint Chiefs Special Committee for
Reorganization of National Defense.”
W ashington, 1945.

____________ Special Committee. Report
on the Reorganization of National
Defense. Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1945. (M-39127-R).
Lane, Douglas H., Colonel, u s a . “Examination of Army and Air Force Common and Cross Service System (Logistic) .” Air War College thesis, 1956.
(M-32983-NC L2661e) .
Lee, Richard M., Colonel, u s a . "Major
Tasks and M ilitary Reorganization.”
Army W ar College thesis, 1958. (M39080-NC L479m) .
Mautz, Matthew C., Colonel, u s a . “The
Single Service Concept.” Air W ar Col
lege th e sis, 1957. (M-32983-NC
M459s).
Naval W ar College, U.S. The National
Security Act of 19-17 and the Func
tions of the Armed Forces and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 2d ed. Newport,
Rhode Island: Naval W ar College,
1954.
Neal, Raymond M., Colonel, AFRes.
“W hat Organizational Structure Will
Best Serve the Rcquiremcnts for Na
tional Air Power in the Hydrogen
Age?” Air W ar College thesis, 1958.
(M-40084-NC N342w).
Petcrson, Hilbert W., Lt. Colonel, u s a f .
“Concept for the Future Organization
of the U.S. Armed Forces.” Air W ar
College thesis, 1958. (M-40084-NC
P485c).
Ransom, Harry H. (ed.) . “Unification of
the Armed Forces.” Harvard Defense
1’olicy Seminar Serial No. 89. Cambridge, [n.d.].
[ Rockefeller Committee, 1953]. Commit
tee on Department of Defense Organ
ization. Report of the Rockefeller
Committee on Department of Defense
Organization. Washington: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1953.
[Rockefeller Committee, 1958], Interna
tional Security—the Military Aspect.
Special Studies Report II of Rocke
feller Brothers Fund. Garden City:
Doubleday, 1958.
Roddy, Edward F., Colonel, u s a f . “An
Analysis of the Need for Integration
of Support and Service Elements of
the Armed Forces at Base Levei." Air
W ar College thesis, 1957. (M-32983NC, R686a).

NAT IO N AL DETENSE ORGANIZA T IO N
Routch, Samuel W., Major, u s a f . “How
Can We Reorganize Our Military
Forces with lhe Technological Realities of Our Time?” Command and
Staff College thesis, 1959.
[Stever Committee]. “Report of the
Scientific Advisory Board Ad Hoc
Commiitee on Research and Development.” Washington, 1958. (M-3946125-NC).
[Symington Hearings]. Senate Subcommittee on the Air Force, Committee
on Armed Serv ices. Study of Airpower.
Hearings before the Subcommittee on
the Air Force of the Committee on
Armed Services, United States Senate.
2 vols. Washington: Govèrnment
Printing Office, 1956.
Turner, David W., Lieutenant, u s a f . ‘‘Air
Power Report—T ruer Unification.”
Squadron Officer School study, 1956.
(M-39055-NC T945a).
W arlimont, Walter. Department of the
Army, Office of the Chief of Military

133

History. German Report Series. "Reflections on a High Command Organizalion: Some Lessons from the Ger
m an E xperience." [W ashington],
1949. (M-33294-R No. C-070).
W illard, Harry E., Colonel, u s a f . ‘‘A Unified Command for Peripheral Conflicts.” Air W ar College thesis, 1957.
(M-32983-NC W692u) .
Williams, Daniel B., Lt. Colonel, u s a .
"The Joint Chiefs of Staff Organization and Procedures for Strategic Direction of the Armed Forces.” Army
W ar College thesis, 1958. (M-39080NC W 722j).
W renn, Elmer A., Colonel, u s m c . “Feasibility of the Single Military Service
(Single Service vs. Unification) .” Air
W ar College thesis, 1958. (M-32983NC W945f) .
Sights, Albert P., Jr., Colonel, u s a f . "M a
jor Tasks as a Basis for M ilitary Organization." Air W ar College thesis,
1956. (M-32983-NC S575m).

Periodicals
“Admirai Radford Sees Field Leaders Garland, Charles. “Unify the Military
Deciding Service Roles; Opposes Sin
Services?” Signal (March 1958) , Vol.
gle Service.” Army-Navy-Air Force
12, p. 16.
Journal (4 August 1956) , Vol. 93, pp. "General Doolittle Sees More Unifica
1,2.
tion Ahead; Says Cordiner Action
“Air Force Association’s 1956 Statcment
W ould Help Defense.” A rm y-N a vyof Policy.” Air Force (September
Air Force Journal (30 Noveinber
1956), Vol. 39, p. 38.
1957), Vol. 95, p. 28.
“Air Force Associa tion Urges Singh “Indecision and Controversy Marks r k -d
Armed Force.” Missiles and Rockets
Effort during Decade of Unification.”
(6 October 1958) , Vol. 4, p. 14.
Army—Navy—Air Force Journal (5
January 1958) , Vol. 95, p. 3.
“Army and Air Force versus Navy?”
A rm y-N avy-A ir Force Register (26 “Is Something W rong in U.S. M ilitary
April 1958), Vol. 79, pp. 1-3.
System?” U.S. News and World Report
(17 January 1958) , Vol. 44, pp. 53-55.
Berry, Margaret V., Major, u s a f . “U ni
fication—T he Next Step.” Air Force Leach, W. Barton. "American Problems
(October 1956), Vol. 39, pp. 43-48.
of Forces and Organization.” Journal
"Does the Defense Department Need a
of the Royal United Service InstituSingle Chief of Staff?” Armed Forces
tion ^February 1957) , Vol. 102, pp.
Management (January 1958) , Vol. 4,
29-43.
p. 5.
-------------------• “High Defense Organiza
Eliot, George F. "The llncertain Trum tion: Some British Viewpoints.” Air
pet.” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings
University Quarterly Review (W inter
(May 1958), Vol. 84, p. 37.
í956-57), Vol. 9, pp. 76-97.

134

AIR UNIVERSITY Q U A R T E R L Y REVIEW

Marwald, Alexander. “The German Gen
eral Staff: Model of Military Organization?” Orbis (Spring 1959) , Vol.
3. pp. 38—62.
Phillips. T. R.. Brig. Gcn., u s a , Ret.
“Greatev Defense Centralization Seen
as Means of Rcducing Soaring Gosts."
Army—Navy -Air Force Register (1
June 1957) , Vol. 78. p. 3.
____________ . "Unity More Than a
Phrase.” Arm y—Navy Air Force Reg
ister (23 August 1958) , Vol. 79, p. 3.
Philmus, L. C. “ r x -o Retrenchment, More
Unification llrged as Means of Living
within Defense Spending Ceiling.”
American Aviation' (12 August 1957) .
Vol. 21. pp. 22. 23.
"Presidents Views on Funds and Unification.” A rm y—Navy—Air Force
Journal (18 May 1957) , Vol. 94, p. 29.
Probert, John R. ‘Tcntagon Reorganization: Phase III." U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings (January 1955), Vol. 81.
pp. 51—62.
"Rivalry ‘Both Harm ful and W holesome’
but Secretary of Defense McElroy Asks
‘Team O peration.’ " Arm y-N avy-Air
Force Journal (1 February 1958), Vol.
95. p. 2.
Sights, Albert P., Jr., Colonel, u s a f .
“Major Tasks and Military Reorganization.” Air University Quarterly Review (W inter 1956—57) , Vol. 9, pp.
3-26.
Spaatz, Carl, General, u s a f , Ret. “A Matter of Life or Death.” Newsweek (4
June 1956) , Vol. 47, pp. 24. 25.

____________ “National Defense without National Bankruptcy ... An Answer to General Ridgway.” Nevjsweek
(30 January 1956) , Vol. 47, pp. 24. 25.
____________. “Where We W ent Wrong;
a Plan for the Future.” Newsweek (30
December 1957) , Vol. 50, p. 19.
Strange, Russell P., Major, u s a f . “The
Supra-Staffs: The Eisenhower Adm inistration’s Defense Organization
Concept.” Air University Quarterly
Review (Spring 1955) , Vol. 7, pp.
118-22.
Teller, Edward. "Alternatives for Security.” Foreign Afjairs (January 1958),
Vol. 36, pp. 201-8.
“T he U.S. Forces Fight It O ut.” Interavia
(August 1956), Vol. II, pp. 594—97.
“Toward a U.S. General Staff?” Time
(7 January 1958), Vol. 71, pp. 12, 13.
“ u s a f Adopting New Approach to Interservicc Rivalry: Improve It.” Aviation
Week (11 June 1956) , Vol. 64, pp. 31,
32.
“W hat Do You Mean Businesslike?” On
unification of the armed forces. Busi
ness IVeek (25 May 1957) , p. 204.
“W hat’s Behind the Arms Squabble”
U.S. News cr World Report (22 June
1959) , Vol. 46, pp. 53—55.
Wilson, Gill Robb. “T he Roles and Missions M uddle.” Air Force (July 1956) ,
Vol. 39, pp. 37-39.
Witze, Claude. “How Sharp the New
Sword?” Air Force (December 1958),
Vol. 41, pp. 41—43.

T h e Q ucirteríy R eview C o n trib u to rs
Br ig a d ier G e n e r a l Ro b e r t C. R ic h a r d so n III

(USMA) is Chief, Long-Range Objectives
Group, DCS'Plans and Programs, Hq USAF.
During \Vrorld W ar II he was with Hq U.S.
Straiegic Air Force and commanded the 365th
Fighter-Bomber Group, N inth Air Force,
ETO. Subsequent assignments have been in
the W ar Plans Division, Hq USAF, 1946-47;
with the Strategic Plans Group of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, 1947-1949; as Air Member of
the NATO Standing Group in W ashington,
1949: and from 1950 to 1955 with the Plans
Division, Hq USAFE, and in the Office of the
Air Deputy, Hq SHAPE. After graduating
from the National War College in 1956, G en
eral Richardson was Comm ander of the 4th
Fighter-Day W ing (TA C) and of Seymour
Johnson AFB.
Co l o n e l Vic t o r M il n e r , J r ., is Comm ander
of Goose Air Defense Sector, North American
Air Defense Command. D uring W orld W ar II
he served as flving instructor and Director of
Fighter and Single-Engine T raíning of the
Gulf Coast T raining Center. Later he became
Chief of Air Force Branch, H eadquarters
CINCEur. From 1949 to 1951 he was Deputy
for Operations, 36th Fighter W ing, in Germany. He commanded lhe 176th and 443d
Fighter-Interceptor Squadrons and Rinross
Air Force Base, Michigan, until 1954. His next
assignment was as Director of Tactical Evaluation and Systems Training, H eadquarters Air
Defense Command. After graduating from the
Air W ar College in 1959, he served as Director
of Air Operations, H eadquarters N orthern
NORAD Region, until his present assignment
in April 1960.
Ma jo r R o b er t J. U i r ic h (B.A., M.A., George
W ashington University; M.A., University of
Wisconsin; is presenllv a m em ber of the facultv of Command and Staff College, having
graduated from the school with the Class of
1960. After completing flving training in 1944,
he served as a test pilot ai Roswell, New Méx
ico, and with the 509th Composite G roup d u r
ing the first atomic bomb tests in the Pacific.
From 1949 through 1952 he taught at the U.S.
Milítarv Academy and did graduatc work in
American history at Colum bia University.
From 1952 through 1955 he was in Hq USAFE
as Policy Officcr, W ar Plans Division, DCS/O.
From 1955 to 1959 he was an Instructor, Air
Force RO TC, University of Wisconsin. Major
UI rich is coauthor of a textbook, The Economics of National Security.
O r o n P. So u t h (M.S., A uburn University) is
Professor of History, Documentary Research
Division. Research Studies Institute, Air U ni
versity. He was formerly an assistant professor
of history at A uburn University. D uring the
war he served with the lOlst Airborne Divi
sion as artillcrv battalion Communications officer and member of the G-3 staff. His writings
on leadership, survival and rescue in the arctic, and problem solving have been published
by Air University. Mr. South is a lieutenant
colonel in the Air Force Reserve.

Co l o n e l Ma r t in M e n t e r (A.B., LL.B., Syracuse University; LL.M., George W ashington
University) is Chief Attorney, General L.aw,
Office of the General Counsel, Federal Aviation Agency, W ashington, D.C. He was practicing law in Rochester, N.Y., when called to
active duty in 1940 as a commissioned Air
Corps reservist. His regular commission dates
from 1946. He has served as Chief, Civil Law
Division, Office of the Air Judge Advocate, Hq
AAF, 1941-1943; then as Staff Judge Advocate,
T w entieth Air Force, Pacific T heatre; as
Chief, Legislative Division, Office of the Judge
Advocate General, Hq USAF, 1946-1951; and
as Staff Judge Advocate, Far East Air Forces,
1952-53. Colonel M enter was responsible for
the initial drafting of the Air Force portion of
the codification of laws relating to the military
Services.
Co l o n e l Ar c h ie J. Kn ig h t (USMA) was Chief,
Concepts Division, Research Studies Institute,
until his recent assignment as Comm ander,
Kansas City Air Defense Sector, Richards-Gebaur AFB, Missouri. He served as a P-47 pilot
and G roup Com m ander of the 57th Fighter
G roup in África and Italy during W orld W ar
II. Later he served in the W ar Plans Division,
Hq USAF, and as Chief of Staff of the Military
Mission for Aid to T urkey. He is a graduate
of the Comm and and General Staff School,
Forr Leavenworth, and of the Air W ar College.
Co l o n e l Al l e n F. H er zber g (USMA; M.B.A.,
Stanford University) was a m em ber of the
Concepts Division, Research Studies Institute,
until his recent assignment to SHAPE, Paris,
France. D uring W orld W ar II he served as a
B-24 wing operations officer and group com 
m ander in England. Postwar assignments have
been to interservice work on the M unitions
Board; as Director of Program ing, Hq
USAFE; and with AFROTC. Colonel H erz
berg is a graduate of the Air W ar College.
Co l o n e l J a c k L. Be n t l e y (USMA) is a m em 
ber of the Concepts Division, Research Studies
Institute. D uring W orld W ar II he served as
a B-17 squadron com m ander. Later he taught
mathematics at the U.S. M ilitary Academy.
O ther assignments have been as Secretary, Air
University; as Com m ander, Johnston Island
AFB; and as Com m ander, 1608th Air Transport G roup, Charleston AFB, S.C. Colonel
Bentley. is a graduate of the Air W ar College.
Co l o n e l L e o n a r d F. Do w (B.A., State College
of W ashington) is a m em ber of the Concepts
Division, Research Studies Institute. During
W orld W ar II he served on the South Atlantic
and Caribbean A ntisubm arine Patrol and with
the 21 st Bomb W ing, Topeka, Kansas. O ther
assignments have been as Director of Statistical Services, Com ptroller, DCS/O, Hq USAF;
as Chief, O perations Division, Armed Forces
Special W eapons Project, Sandia Base, N.M .;
and as Chief, Atomic O perations Branch. H q
Allied Air Forces, Central Europe (SH A PE).
Colonel Dow is a graduate of the Armed Forces
Staff College and the Air W ar College.

136

AIR UNIVERSITY Q UAR TERL Y REVIEW

Co l o n e l R ic h a r d C. K u c el was a mcmber of

the Conccpts Division, Research Studies Institute, until his recenl assignment with lhe N a
tional Security Agency, Fort Mcade, M aryland.
D uring W orld W ar II he served with the AAF
A ntisubm arine Command, with the First
Bombcr Comm and, and with the Air Technical Service Comm and. Afterward he returned
to his civilian occnpation as airlinc captain.
He accepted a regular Air Force commission
in July 1946 and has since served as C.omm ander, G reenland Base Command; as Comm antler, 1600th Air T ransport Group; and as
Director of Plans and Director of Operations,
U.S. Northeast Comm and. He is a graduate of
the Naval W ar College and was on its faculty
prior to his present assignment.
Co l o n e l J o h n C. H e a l e y (University of Michigan) was a m em ber of the Doctrine Division,
Research Studies Institute, until his rccent as
signment as Director of Personnel and Administration, Sacramento AMA, McClellan AFB,
Califórnia. He was commissioned in the In-

fantvy Reserve in 1935, entered on active dut\
in April 1941, and for lhe next three years was
assigned to various construction projects in
the United States and overseas under the dircction of the Corps of F.ngineers. U.S. Army.
He was assigned to M anhattan Project headquarters in W ashington in 1944 and to its successor agency, the Armcd Forces Special Weapons Project, also in W ashington, in 1947. In
that year he transferred to the USAF. In 1953
he was assigned to Hq Fourth Air Force, as
D C S/P,and in 1955 to the 18th Fighter-Bomber W ing, Okinawa, as Deputy Commander. He
was with the Evaluation Staff, Air W ar Col
lege. from 1957 until 1959.
1)r . A r t h u r S. Y. C h e n (M.A., University of
Chicago; Ph.D ., University of Southern Cali
fórnia) is presently a project officer in the
Doctrine Division, Research Studies Institute.
He has been with Air University since 1951 as
a research social psychologist. Dr. Chen has
more than twenty-five years of college teaching experience.

EDITORIAL STAFF
L ie u t e n a n t C o l o n e l Ke n n e t h F. G a n t z , u s a f , Ph.D., Editor
Fr a n k W. An d e r s o n . J r ., Ph.D., Capt. a f r c s . Managing Editor
E d mu n d O. Ba r k e r , Sênior Editor
W il l ia m | T a r e s , Associate Editor, Spanish, Portuguese Editions
|o h n A. W e s t g o t t , J r .. Art Director and Production Manager
L e w is N. Sc h il u n g , Jr ., Art Editor

EDITORIAL BOARD
M a jo r G e n e r a l R a l ph P. Sw o f f o r d , J r ., Vice Commander, A U, Pres.
Br ig a d ie r G e n e r a l W il l ia m J. C l in c h , Director, Research Studies Institute
Co l o n e l C h a r l e s C. Sim ps o n , J r ., Commandant, Warfare Systems School
C o l o n e l Edvvin J. L a t o s z e w s k i , Vice Commandant, War C.ollege
C o l o n e l K. D. St e v e n s , Vice Commandant, Institute of Technology
Co l o n e l P a u l T. H a n l e y , DCS/Education, AU
Co l o n e l Fr a n k D. H u t c h in s , AU Secretary
L ie u t e n a n t Co l o n e l Ke n n e t h F. G a n t z , Editor

ATTENTION
Air University Quarterly Revieiv is published to stimulate proíessional thought concerning aerospace scrategy, tactics, and related
techniques. Its contents reflect the opinions of its authors or the
investigations and conclusions of its Editors and are not to be construed as carrying any official sanctión of the Department of the Air
Force or of Air University. Informed contributions are weleomed.

L

U n iv e r s it y
Q u a r t er l y R e v ie w

AEROSPACE FORCE IN THE SIXTIES

W I N T E R and S P R I N G 1960- 61
Vol. XII

Nos. 3 and 4

