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As the attached comments will reveal, however, we differ 
in how to achieve that objective. I am satisfied that the right 
route is not the destaf!ing of the military departments by elimina­
tion of two assistant secretaries, the contraction of the staff of a 
third, and the involvement of the Service Secretary in aesignments 
not related to management of his military department. I am 
certain that any suggestion which results in reliance on borrowed 
staff with other loyalties will result in an undercutting of the 
Service Secretary's role and utility. For other reasons, I believe 
that management of the Department of Defense would suffer greatly 
from the elimination of the Service assistant secretaries for man­
power and logistics functions, and that rather than sugge&ting their 
optional elimination, the Study should have underscored their 
contributions. The Study may have overlooked the very coatribu­
tions made at the assistant secretary level which it attributes to 
the Service Secretary. Yet, in reality they are inseparallle. 

The task borne by the Ignatius Study group was particularly 
difficult, because it required the suggestion of improvemmt in a 
system which is currently working well. This undoubtedly accounts 
for the absence therein of recitals of concrete problems wllich must 
be solved. Our comments contain some suggestions in the general 
direction pointed by the Study, but they relate primarily to pro­
cedure :rather than to organization. 

Attachment 
As stated 
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SUSJfX:T: Detailed Camlents Relating to the Report to the Seci:etacy of 
Defense oo the Departllental Headquarters Study 

A. S'ruDY REC'CMoiOOli\.TI(IIJ 00 1 : 

08e the Ar1led Forces Policy Cbuncil (AFPC), as it was chartered, to offer 
the Sec:retacy of Defense regular and frequent advice in the for:nulation of 
Defense policy. 

ARMY CG!MENI': Ccnc:ur. '!be primacy function of the AFPC should l:e the 
conduct of disc:ussioos leading to the formation of policy, enabling the 
Service Secretaries and Chief to present and participate in matters of 
interdepartmental iltportance. In its expanded form, the oxmcil has teen 
used for the <Xlnvocation of staff and line officers and the dissemination 
of informatioo. While the Sec:retacy of Defense l18'f find it useful to con­
tinue the latter functioo, we l:elieve that it should l:e d:lne in a manner 
which d::Jes oot <Xlnfuse the primacy p .. u:pose of the AFPC or ~te with it 
for time. 

B. S'ruDY ~TI(IIJ 00 2: 

Establish a Planning Office under the Under Secretacy of Defense for 
Policy, formally linked in liaison to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
with assignments including politic:o-militacy long-range planning and con­
tingency planning. 

ARMY CG!MENI': '!be recoomendation to establish a planning office 
a:wears to have nerit. Its E!!Plasis, rowever, should l:e oo policy rather 
than planning. It should focus oo the <Xlntinuing readjustnent of policy 
to resources and c:apabilities. It would l:e counterproductive if the 
office l:ec:ane involved in mtailed planning, slowing processes. Thus 
awrcpriate mlineatioo of functions should l:e placed in its charter. 

Such an office would also provide an cpportunity for inclusion of Service 
Secretaries in the flow of information generated by this office so they 
may mre effectively discharge the managenent responsibilities imerent in 
their respective statutocy cl.tties. The responsibility of the Secretacy of 
the Ar1rrJ, for exaJ~Ple, extends to functioos necessacy or apprcpriate for 
the training, cperatioos, administration, logistical support and main­
tenance, welfare, preparedness and effectiveness of the Arlrrj. 10 o.s.c., 
paragra~ 3012. Thus, for exaJ~Ple, absent o:rrpelling reasons to the 
contrary, the Service Secretaries should have ac:c:ess to the briefings oo 
current and future projects undertaken by the Planning Office as ptqosed 
by the study (Exhibit II, p. 7) and other similar sources of information~ 
This would enhance the :role and capabilities of the Service Secretaries. 
It would neet the Study's objective that the Service Secretaries 
•participate DDre fully in the mliberatiOOS leading to policy objectives 
of the Departnent• (Study, p. 51). And it would increase their usefulness 
in a revitalized AFPC. 



-· ·--~-·---· 

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

W,l,SHINGTON 

SEP 15 178 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: National Military Command Structure Study 
and the Departmental Headquarters Study 

We have reviewed the National Military Command Structure 
Study (the "Steadman Study") and the Departmental Headquarters 
Study (the "Ignatius Study"). Attached are the consolidated com­
ments of the Army Secretariat and military staff on the Ignatius 
Study, as well as comments by the military staff on the Steadman 
Study which I forward with approval. · 

The Steadman Study is for the most part dedicated to the area 
where the Service Secretaries have diminished responsibilities, 
There are, however, two points that I wish to address. First, I 
believe that the Service Secretaries must be kept informed of 
NMCS activities in order that they may be better able to produce 
the support necessary for the national defense. Second, General 
Rogers and 1 are now evaluating a proposal to reactivate the Army 
Component Command, US Army Pacific, as a separate matter. 
Accordingly, I would like to provide my comments on that question 
at a later date, following completion of our evaluation. 

The Ignatius Study offers important insights into the contribu­
tion to management made by the civilian Service Secretariats. I 
specifically refer to its recognition of the role played in managing 
innovation, in critically examining and then acting as focal spokes­
man for legitimate service needs, and in providing alternative and· 
augmented perspectives to both the Secretary of Defense and the 
military chiefs. Accordingly, I appreciate and welcome its 
announced objective of achieving greater recognition of the Service. 
Secretaries 1 authority and position and more opportunity to partici.;. 
pate in the policy-making process. 



. 
i 
{ 

' 

.. 

. 
~ ' 

.. 

As the attached comments will reveal, however, we cllf!er 
in bow to achieve that objective, I am satisfied that the right 
route is not the destaffing of the military departments by elimina­
tion of two assistant secretaries, the contraction of the lltaff of a. 
third, and the involvement of the Service Secretary in assignments 
not related to management of his military department. lam 
certain that any suggestion which results in reliance on borrowed 
staff with other loyalties will result in an undercutting af the 
Service Secretary's role and utility. For other reasons, I believe 
that management of the Department of Defense would suffer greatly 
from the elimination of the Service assistant secretaries for man­
power and logistics functions, and that rather than suggeJiting their 
optional elimination, the Study should have underscored their 
contributions. The Study may have overlooked the very amtribu­
tions made at the assistant secretary level which it attrillates to 
the Service Secretary. Yet, in reality they are inseparalille. 

The task borne by the Ignatius Study group was particularly 
difficult, because it required the suggestion of ilnprovemtSlt in a 
system which is currently working well. This undoubtedly accounts 
for the absence therein of recitals of concrete problems wmch must 
be solved. Our comments contain some suggestions in the general 
direction pointed by the Study, but they relate primarily to pro­
cedure rather than to organization. 

Attachment 
As stated 
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Sus.m:::T: Detailed Comnents Relating to the Report to the Secretaey of 
Defense oo the Depart:Jrental Headquarters Study 

A. S'l'UDY ~TIOO NJ 1: 

USe the Armed Forces Policy Council (AFPC), as it was chartered, to offer 
the Secretaey of Defense regular and frequent advice in the foi'lllllation of 
Defense p;>licy. 

ARMY OM!F.NT: Ccncur. The pdmaey function of the AFPC should be the 
conduct of discussioos leading to the formation of p;>licy, enabling the 
Service Secretaries and Chief to present and participate in matters of 
interdepart:Jrental illportance. In its expanded form, the CXlUnCil has been 
used for the <Xll'lvocation of staff and Une officers and the disseminatioo 
of informatioo. 'While the Secretaey of Defense rray find it useful to a::n­
tinue the latter function, we believe that it should be dxle in a llillll'ler 
which does oot <Xlnfuse the primacy purpose of the AFPC or canpete with it 
for time. 

Establish a Planning Office under the tinder Secretaey of Defense for 
Policy, formally linked in liaison to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
with assignments including p;>litico-militaey lalg-range planning and oon­
tingency planning. 

ARMY CXJ!MENI': The recarmendation to establish a planning office 
appears to have uerit. Its euP1asis, b::lwever, should be on p;>licy rather 
than planning. It should focus on the <Xll'ltinuing readjustment of p;>licy 
to resoorces and capabilities. It woold be CXlUnterproductive if the 
office became involved in detailed planning, slowing processes. 'nlus 
awrx:priate delineatioo of functioos should be placed in its dlarter. 

Sudl an office woold also provide an Cf'fX)rtunity for inclusion of Service 
Secretaries in the flow of information generated by this office so they 
may aore effectively discharge the management respoosibilities inherent in 
their respective statutoey dlties. 'nle responsibility of the Secretaey of 
the ArDW, for exanple, extends to functioos necessaey or apprx:priate for 
the training, cperatioos, administration, logistical support and main­
tenance, welfare, preparedness and effectiveness of the ArDW· 10 u.s.c., 
paragr~ 3012. 'n:lus, for exanple, absent o:rrpelling reasons to the 
contracy, the Service Secretaries should have access to the briefings oo 
current and future projects undertaken by the Planning Office as prc,;osed 
l:!Y the study (Exhibit II, p. 7) and other similar sources of information~ 
This woold enhance the role and capabilities of the Service Secretaries. 
It woold lll!et the Study's objective that the Service Secretaries 
•participate mre fully in the deliberatioos leading to p;>licy objectives 
of the Depart:Jrent • (Study, p. 51). And it woold increase their usefulness 
in a revitalized AFPC. 
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Assign the Under Secretaey for Poli<.y, writing in close coordination vith 
the Olairman, Joint Oliefs of Staff, to support the Secretaey of Defense 
in the developnent of Defense Poli<.y Guidance cpveming the Consolidated 
Guidance for force structure and resource allocation decisions. 

ARMY CCf!MENT: Concur. Consideration should be given to exx>rdilmtioo 
with the Director, Joint Staff, rather than with the Olairman of the Joint 
Chiefs. 

Make further i.nprove.ments in the Defense Systems Acquisition Revier Camcil 
process to establish mre clearly the primry and seoondaey missioo 
requirerrents of J~C~jor weapons systems. 

ARMY CCf!MENT: Concur and oot:e that the recomnendation describes the 
action currently prescribed I:¥ CMB A-109 and IXD Directives 5000.1 am 
5000.2 to be aCCOI!Plished at DSARC Milestone 1. The earliest milestone in 
the acquisition cycle is Milestone 0 which includes the approva~ of the 
Mission Elerrent Need Staterrent (MENS). In addition, fiscal oonstraints 
should be oonsidered at the first logical milestone. 

Eliminate redundant and repetitive program reviews wring the l::udget dell'elop­
ment process. 

ARMY CCf!MENT: We CXlncur in efforts to reduce the l::udget revier pro­
cess to pricing refinements and the program i.nplications that result frail 
pricing changes and •fact-of-life• changes to the extent feasible, ~ 
eliminating redundant program review 1::¥ l::udget analysts in OSDJU!B. 

The Defense PPB system provides a frarrework: within which each 
Service/Defense Agency is to plan, program, and l::udget resources fDr: the 
execution of its mission. Yet, I'IJIIIerous isolated decisions are IICide 
during l:udget review with little apparent regard to 011erall progt• 
balance. Thus, poli<.y changes are effected with little or oo Servia!~ 
ticipation. Issues of inportance are forced into an environrrent of cri­
sis, espeeially in the final di!lys of the l:udget cycle, with decisiar.B 
hastily mde. Program balance is largely igoored through the l::udget 
review, although balance is a specific objective dlring the progr• 
review. . .. . 
In regard to the suggestion p.Jt fotward at the bottan of page 62 of the 
Study, we believe that the present schedule for programning and l:u:Jgeting 
is already CXlnStrained and should oot be reduced. Moreover, only a aaall 
portion of the total Army ptogtam and b.ldget is subject to the OOAIIC pro­
cess, and adequate time is necessaey to assure the mst effective awlica­
tion of all other resources. 
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Re-examine the decision to link JllalllOWer, reserve forces, am installa­
tions and logistics responsibilities under a single Assistant Secreta:ry cf 
Defense. 

ARMY CCJo!MENT: Any decision to re-examine the ASD(MRA&L) organization 
should be left to the Secretary of Defense. Although the Arllri has not 
experienced any particular difficulty in its relatialsbip with that Q[l}a­
nization, reserve affairs llli'ly have received less attention under the 
current arrangenent than might otherwise have been expected. saae c'iaD]er 
lies in the unexamined assunption that the I!ICI!lpOWer'"'logistics mmageDlE!ftt 
organization at a>D level should be o:pied at the Service level. 1he 
•llli'lnpo.rer intensi ve• nature of the Arllri aro the lar:ge IIC.q)e cf AI1I!{ 
logistics and installations nanagenent responsibilities woold together 
pose an unmanageable burden. It is also erroneous to asswne that there is 
special value in having each Service's llli'lnagemental fwlctions organized in 
the same way. 

G. S'l'UDY ~TIOO 00 7: 

Establish flexibility in the procedures cpverning rotation of Civil 
Service executive-level personnel within and ootside the Department cf 
Defense. 

ARMY CCJo!MENT: Concur. 'Ibis recx:mendation a:lllfPXts with the Civil 
Service Reform Act, which the Arllri SUR?Orts. (The present Executive 
Assigl'liTent System, which allows rotation of executive-level personnel, has 
existed for several years aro CXJUld result in DDre rotation except for 
reluctance of agencies to select candidates who are erployed I:¥ other 
Federal agencies.) 

B. STUDY RECXJo!MENDII.TIOO 00 8: 

Make lllllti-service assignments to Service Secretaries fran tine to tiE, 
instead of to Under Secretaries or Assistant Secretaries of Defense. 

ARMY CXJIIMml': Multiservice assignments should be ID!Ide to the Service 
Secretaries when it is believed that the dlaracteristics of a particular 
assigl'liTent ·make the Service or its Secretary an iQilCiptiate llli'lnager. SUdl 
assignments should not be ID!Ide m the premise that they will emanoe the 
Service Secretary's role. '!bey are not likely to cb so, but to the 
ccntrar:y, 11J1itf px:a1ote r:ole <XXlfusion and a dissipation of the Secreta:ry's· 
identification with his Service. Moreover, as t:bis Study and previQlS ·· 
ones have expressly reoognized (Study p. 21) , the dlallenge of administering 
each military department is illposing, aro a diffusion of attention is not 
likely to be beneficial. 
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Establish a formal role for the Service Under Secretaries oriented tD a.­
moo liaisoo functions with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

ARMY CCMMFNI': we oo oot believe that the Study lll!lkes a case for 
assigning liaisoo functions to Service Under Secretaries in all cases and: 
under all oonditions. In large part the nature of the prc:posed liaison 
responsibility is W'lclear. As a general rule, the designatioo of respon­
sibility within the Service Secretariats should be left to the manageaedal 
discretion of the Service Secretary, although in the Army, the Under 
Secretacy would likely be asked to bear inp:>rtant respoosibilities. 

J. S'ruDY ~TICN N:l 10: 

Authorize the Service Secretaries, if they desire, to eliminate their 
Assistant Secretaries for the Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics 
functions, with the Service Secretaries carrying oot their responsi­
bilities through the military beads of the respective fW'Ictions and with 
the assistance of the civilian staff in the Office of the Secretacy t1 
Defense. 

ARMY CCMMFNI': Nonooncur. Although the recatmendation to eliminate 
the M&.RA and I&L offices at the Service Assistant Secretary level is P:'l<lled 
l!Ji!rely as an cptioo for the Service Secretacy, we amnot ooncur in the 
illplicit challenge to the value of those p:lSitions. Instead of bei!J!J 
viewed as ripe for experil!Ji!ntal elimination, theY should pn:perly be 
recognized as providing major managerial benefits at low ccst, with sal.l 
staff. 

Three bases are advanced for the rec.amendatioo as it affects the 
01\SA(M&RA). First is the alleged difficulty of finding "fully qualified" 
a);POintees, who are oontrasted with "professiooally qualified" seniCII" 
military officers. To the extent that this view pJrports to characterize 
those who have held the office, we believe that there is no SUR?Ort for a 
conprehensi ve evaluation in the Study, just as there is no evidence of 
difficulty in recruiting qualified BRXJintees. Moreover, the staff paper 
underlying the 1976 Defense Manpower Ccmnission (•J::K:•) Report, upon 
which the Study relies in other areas, criticizes e:JUClllY the "professianal 
qualifications• of those at the OOD level and d::>es not agree that military 
persamel. assigned to manpower managel!Ji!nt have superior credentials OX: 
Staff Studies, Vbl. 1, Study C, p. 22). Purldarlentally, it is 
inapprq>riate to speak in authoritative terms about the qualifications t1 
manpawer managers, when the pn:per qualifications for such p:lSitions are. 
not agreed upoo and are obviously harder to m&asure than those for, Uf•· 
finance and engineering. Because of this, genuine differences of cpinim 
as to the choice of an !ippOintee and his qualifications my allow fa: 
greater differences in view as tD his performance. If the i.Dplicit 
suggestions of the Study were accurate, Service Secretaries might be 
expected to have increasingly !¥-passed their manpower affioes, depeMiD!J 
disptcpottionately oo militacy advice, and with respect to the At1Dy this 
has not been the case. 
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Putti119 to cne side subjective disputes over the qualificatias « Wivi­
dual Assistant Secretaries, the 01\SA(M&RA) otherwise serves • 111 illpor­
tant repository of expert staff responsible to the civilian Srea:etariat. 
valuable, long-term, senior managemental continuity is provilt!cJ in the 
staff of the 01\SA(M&.RA) which would be lost if the office were eliminated. 
Withoot denigrating the illportant contribution made by senicr llilita:ey 
manpower officers, it should be roted that military officers ae often 
rotated rot of manpower positions in accordance with milita:ey jli!l&Au.el 
procedures. 

Second, it is suggested that the Service Secretary oould rely ii.rectly upon 
the military staffs and mll upon the Assistant Secretaries « llefense as 
staff assistants. 'Ibis, it is said, would have the affect « ill:reasill9 
team work and enhanci119 the positions and prestige of the Serria! 
Secretaries. Forci119 the Service Secretaries to rely upon ot!ler' peq>les' 
staffs would have precisely the cpposite effect and oould resa1t in a 
significant reduction of the Service Secreta:ey's role in lolhat ay be the 
JD:JSt vital issue in his cepa~nt. 

Third, the study refers to the 1976 IM:": Report's recamendatial that 
the Service Secretariat layers of IIBI'IpOiier management be eli•i•Med, 
•provided, that other functions such as logistics are treated siwilarly•. 
We believe that the Study ~reciates that neither the OM: "epplit DOr the 
staff papers underlying it contain analysis sufficient to ailE'* such a 
rE!COilllendation. '!be OM: Report, in oor view, sinply failed tD gr:asp the 
function of the Service level IIBI'IpOiier management, finding, in effect, 
that policy was mde at aro level and that differences were :r:I!!Dlved 
directly between OOD and the Service staffs, with only a sp qa!!jc 
•COIIIIllnimtion• role accorded to the civilian service level. 

Manpower issues are of great ooncem to the Service Secretarilllt:s and are 
param:lllllt in the A:1:D!f. A disprqx>rtionate liLll!tler of issues ..;a;JY;J in 
manpoiier management are inportant, controversial and sensitite. Elanples 
are hardly necessary, blt include affit111ative action programs; wauen-in­
the~ initiatives1 questions of personnel bonuses and entitll!Ents, 
etc. 

The 01\SA(M&.RA) has been a continuoos soorce of ilrportant o:•"' ihd ions to 
Arllff manpoiier management. It has been responsible for both jpjtjatip;j and 
managing innovations in ways that OJnplement, and d:> rot alpljalte, the 
services rendered by the military staff. Specific exa~~ples ., lle ~ 
vided to the study group. Moreover, as with other mjor offias within 
the Service Secretariat, it performs an induplicable role in p::llicy inter­
mediation between OOD and the military staffs, actip;J to refDe ad 
reformulate prqJOSals for greater acceptance at DOO level md lll:l! certa~n 
bplementation at the military level. Its staff is small. If tbe Service 
Secretariat's role were eliminated, additional staff would JaR tD be 
added at the OOD level withoot saving of manpower or expense, lilt with 
iuportant disadvantages. Major differences in IIBI'IpOiier pr:clblas iiiDI'I9 the 
services require individualized attention. 'lbere are so 111111' p!rticular 
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characteristics of Ailey manpower problems that there is oo substitute fir 
the day-to-day relationship that the civilian Ar:.my Secretariat enjoys. 
Lon<J-distance management fran the IXD level woold oot be a.n advantage. 

The organizational consequences of depriving the Service Secretacy of his 
own staff to help roth fortllllate and execute policy in these areas are 

, highly significant, and woold have radical adverse effects oo his role as 
a resrurce manager and principal spokesman for the militacy department. 

Finally, q:>tional elimination of the ASA{M&RA) woold seem to require 
Congressional action. In 1967, section 3013 of Title 10 was amended to 
provide a nandatocy terms for the ASA(M&RA): "'ne of the assistant secr:e­
taries shall be the assistant secretary of the Ailey for manpower and 
reserve affairs. Be shall have as his principal dlties the CNerall SU(ler­
vision of nanpower and reserve CDirponent affairs of the Department of die 
Ar:.my•. In addition, ooe of the underlying reasons for this amend!!ent -
Coogress's concern with what it believed to be an under-representatioo d. 
the reserves. It is not likely that the abolitioo of the office CDI.lld be 
accoliPlished withoot reprovdcing those concerned about the resources 
available for Reserve affairs. Moreover, the 01\SA(M&RA) exercises the 
statutocy respoosibility of the Secretary of the Ailey in respect of cer­
tain iliPortant boards, for elCaliPle, the Board for the Correction of 
Military Records and the Discharge Review Board. 'lbese boards 8re of pu:­
ticular concern to Congress inasi!Uch as they were designed to avoid J.aige 
number of private bills. By law this fw'lctioo !lUst be in the Service 
Secretariat, as it was designed to oorrect alleged inequities arising iD 
the military administration. 

The Study offers oo substantive basis for the elimination of the logistit.s 
office in each Service, which is CDilt>ined in the Department of the Ar:.my 
with financial management in the ASA(IL&FH). It cbes oot cddress the 
merits of that office's perfornance or its fw'lction in the organizatiOIIill 
chain. To the contrary, the cnly <li'P&rent reason why qltional elimination 
is suggested is that the tHC Report qualified its om pr:op::JSal for elDim­
tion of the nanpower office ~ making it dependent on the elimination d. other 
offices, •such as logistics•. 'lbis qualification was based upon the rx:•s 
apprehension that (a) if cnly manp:lller were eliminated, ·the area might 
receive t:educed attention, and (b) that piecemeal elimination woold a:i!ilb! 
confusion. 

Plainly, there is no l}'.lOd reason tD CXXlSider weakening the Service 
Secretariats' role in logistics management. '.ftlere is no claim made of 
difficulty in finding fully qualified ~~J;tX>intees, and there is no 
suggestioo that the civilian logistics staffs are less than expert 
managers. 'lbe logistics fw'lction is an area of high political sensitiny, 
involving frequent and direct dealings with the Congress. As past depm:t­
~~ental studies have acknowledged, a presidential CI(JpOintee plays a aajal: 
role in such an area effectuating and defending p:>lic:.y while r:elieviD)J die 
Service Secretary and am officials of near equal rank of aajor l:lurdens m 
intra-govemnental relations. In short, the Ar:.my believes it undeniable 
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that the role played by this efficient office in the 011ersight of realign­
ment, restationing and land acquisition problems is extremely illportant 
and of great benefit to the administration of the Depart:lent of Defense. 

lt. S'ruDY ~TIOO N:> 11: 

Integrate, in each Military Department, the Research and Engineering 
Staffs l'lOW separately reporting to the Assistant Service Secretary and 
Service Olief, and CDI'lcurrently, increase the l'lllltler of develqment and 
acquisition programs assigned for primary mnagement authority to the 
Military Departments. 

ARMY <:XHIENI': Nonconcur. We support the principle r:L increasing the 
nwnber of development and acquisition programs assigned to Military 
Departments for primary mnagement authority. We d:> not support the CXXt­

cept of merging the Army research and engineering staffs. Consolidating 
the two agencies, ASA(RD!'.) and OCSRD!'., would provide inaJnSeqUential 
savings at the expense of independent reviews and the qJerational effi­
ciency which is pturoted by the expectation of such reviews. In short, 
the present arrangement d:>es not represent redundancy, bJt a vebicle for 
sounder decision and administration. 

In large part, the ASA(RD!'.) and OCSRD!'. have integrated naturally and effi­
ciently. Programs and budgets are developed and defended jointly, manage­
ment reviews are oonducted jointly, operating policies and procedures are 
CXX!ducted jointly, operating policies and procedures are issued jointly 
and directives on a particular subject are issued by only one principal. 
However, the staff of the ASA(RD!'.) performs independent review and advi­
sory functions, which are largely made effective by its independent tase 
and source of authority. Sometimes C!fPtoaching an adversary role, these 
functions provide significant benefits - sharpened arguments, resolution 
of issues, better decisions and nore efficient develc:pnent of acquisition 
programs. In addition, the OASA(RD!'.) is responsible for procurement poli­
cies and procedures, and the Army Science Board - two uajor functions not 
performed by the Army Staff. 

The dem:lnstrated cchesi ve qJeration of the Secretariat am Army Staffs in 
research, engineering, and acquisition provide for effective and effi­
cient mnagement that oould be degraded by CXX!SOlidation. It has proven 
successful, and there is little reason for altering it. 

Provide COIIIIDn access for lx>th the Service Secretary and the Service Chief 
to the Military Departments' Systems Analysis, Inspector General, and 
Audit Service capabilities. 

ARMY CCJ!MENl': Calcur. 'lbe Army is a.trrently operating in this 
manner. 
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Cc:tltinue the effort to reduce heac}:Juarters militacy staffs t¥ greater 
dependence CJ'l suix>rdinate o:.xrrnands, particularly in the ~~ateriel area. 

ARMY CCI<IMENT: Proposals for further reductions in headquarters staff 
llilst be critically examined for overall illpact anCI possible degradation of 
functional capability anCI responsiveness. Requirements for responsiveness, 
in particular, should be an element in the decision to reduce headquarters 
military staffs !¥ greater dependence CJ'l sulx>rdinate o::mnands. '1'he mili­
tary staff at B(Jlo\ has been reduced significantly, anCI the Army believes 
that it is at or near the practical limits of staff reduction. '1'he Study 
points out that each of the military departments has a mteriel o::mnand, 
and both the Arnv and Navy have these o::mnands in the Washington area. 
Recent reorganization of Beac}:Juarters, Ili\RCCH, anCI realignments of the 
field ~~ateriel o:.xrrnands resulted in significant 1181'1{XlWer reduction and a 
near-zero capacity to absorb additional staff functions. Additional a:.m­
ment may be appropriate upon catpletiCJ'l of the Resource Managenent study. 
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SUBJ'l'X:T1 Detailed Carments Relating to the Report to the Secretary of 
Defense oo the National Military Ccmnand Structure 

A. Or9anization for wartighting 

1. GmERAL: '!be~ is supportive of z:equired periodic re­
examination and study of the Unified Carrnand Plan (OCP) relationships and 
the delineation of responsibilities under the UCP, 

2. DISCUSSIOO CF SPOCIFIC ~IOOS: 

a. tlnified Comnand Plan Organization and Functions 

(1) STUDY REX:D!MENilP.TICII: itle UCP should be reviewed by the 
JCS and the Secretary of Defense at intervals wt to exceed two years. 

ARMY CGIME:m': We agree that a periodic sut::stantive 
review of the UCP, in rore depth than the wrrent procedures, is needed; 
specifically addressing those relationships that might change because of 
changing political and military realities. 

(2) STUDY ~ICII: Unified Ccmnands are joint c:rm­
mands by definition and as sudl selection of the COC should be oo the 
basis of the best available qualified officer with CXll'lSideration qiven to 
mission and forces assigned rather than strictly to Service affiliatioo. 

MMY a::MMENT: Flexibility already exists in the selec­
tion of CINCs oo the best qualified basis. Normally, when CXll'lSideration 
is given to mission and forces assigned, the same individual would be 
selected as is under current selection procedures. 

(3) STUDY ~00: A CINC's "military-diplomacy• 
role should be an inp:lrtant oonsideration. 

MMY a::MMENT: We believe that in selecting the best 
available officer the •total person• should be evaluated, including an 
assessment of his capabilities to perfom all tasks and functions, 
including the military-diplomatic ooe. 

(4) STUDY ~00: 'lbere is no need for Unified 
Comnands to a:>ver all areas of the world. 

(5) STUDY ~00: A special study should examine 
the o:lllpCJ'lent a:mnands with a view toward identifying redundancies in 
functions and persoonel and recamending whidl of these redundancies are 
necessary and which should be eliminated. 



~ .... ' 

ARMY <noJMENT: We ~rt identification and examination 
of all redu!XIancies. We cb not support dlanges that IIWld result in a 
loss of cperational capability for planning, a::mnand ..a control, 
equipping, suppor:ting, or transiticning fran peace to war. 'Dle COCs 
currently have the capability to aonitor areas of mtual ~rt through 
inter-service agreemants. 

b. US European COilmand 

(l) S'ruDY ~00: 'Dle Middle East should remain a 
EUCOM area of responsibility. 

ARMY <noJMENT: Area responsibility for the Middle East 
should be a matter of continuing evaluation with sudl responsibility 
remaining with Eo::ctl until a satisfactocy alternative arrangment aan be 
found. Ideally the EUCOM area of responsibility woold mre nearly coin­
cide with SACEUR's area of responsibility which does oot include the 
Middle East. 

(2) S'ruDY ~00: llXJCaol should caltinue to plan for, 
and execute when directed, all contingency cperations in the Middle East. 

ARMY <noJMENT: J!Ullol should continue to plan for all 
foreseeable contingency cperations in the Middle East m lcJr¥3 as that 
area remains a part of the Etx.XM area of responsibility. Mhile such 
plans should provide for EUCOM execution when directed, c:cmnand arrange­
ments used in an actual contingency should be determined in the light of 
then prevailing circunstances. 'Jhe following recamendation cites two 
possible alternatives. 

(3) S'ruDY ~00: 'Dlere should be sufficient 
flexibility in the Middle East planning to permit a caltingency to be run 
directly from Washington, with J!Ullol in a supporting m1e and/or to per­
mit establishmant of an oo-scene Unified Ccmnand reporting either to 
EUCOM or direct to Washington. 

ARMY <noJMENT: 'l'hese and other alternatives should be 
oonsidered in the planning ptoc:&iS. 

(4) S'ruDY ~00: '1'he JCS should examine the CDncept 
of a subunified comnand for the Middle East, reporting to EUCOM, and then 
provide their advice en the Pfcposal to the Secretacy of Defense. 

ARMY <noJMENT: 'lbis c:cncept as well 111 other possible 
alternatives should be examined as pr:<:poeed. • 

{5) S'ruDY ~00: Africa south of the Sahara should 
not rnt be assigned to Eo::ctl. 

2 



ARMY <XMII:lfr: We support assignment of Africa south of 
the Sahara to REDCX:M. 'nlis issue is wrrently under consideration by the 
Services and the Joint Staff and arrt final determination should be 
deferred to the JCS. 

c. 00 Atlantic Ccmnand 

(1) S'ruDY ~IOO: IJilil'nXM should retain its pre­
sently assigned areas and responsibilities. 

ARMY a::t!MENT: COncur, 

(2) STUDY ~IOO: 'nle JCS should review tbe <XIIllllaoo 
arrangements for us Maritime assets in the Atlantic and the Mediterranean 
and detennine whether these achieve q>tinum effectiveness for OS and NA'lO 
defense postures. 

ARMY <XMII:lfr: Concur. 

d. OS Pacific Conmand 

(1) S'ruDY ~00: PACeM should retain its presently 
assigned areas and responsibilites. 

ARMY <XMII:lfr: Calcur. 

(2) S'ruDY ~IOO: Planni119, practices, and atti­
tudes regardi119 crisis/wartime cx:mnand arrangements for us Forces, Korea 
should retain maxinum flexibility to permit alternative arrangments to 
include: the present o:mnand organization, direct o::mnand by lllilshington 
of US Forces, Korea or a <XIllbination of the two. Where organizational 
decisions cannot be made to acccmrodate these alternatives, they should 
be made in favor of an assunption that there will be a Unified Conmand 
reporting directly to washington, 

ARMY <XMII:lfr: Caltingency planning on cxmnaoo arrange­
ments in Korea should examine the alternatives provided with Ell(tlasis on 
retaining flexibility: flexibility should oot be so great so as to lessen 
oontrol or to lose the capability to respond in a decisive IIBilller. 

(3) SWDY ~00: 'nle Ar:1lfj Colp:ment Olmand should 
not be reinstated unless a oonvincing argument is made that this would be 
dem:lnstrably more effective than present arrangements. 

ARMY a::MMEm'S: 'nle re-establishment of tbe Arllly : 
Calponent Conmand is being iiitensi vely studied and will be CXIIII!ellted on 
seperately. 
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(4) Errors in Fact. P. 16 refers to 'U:i .Army Supoort 
Camand,• which should be "US .Army cmcPAC Support Gnq>.• P. 17 refers 
to the sub.mified o:mnand when it should be the ~ Calponent of the 
subunified commands. 

e. ts Readiness Coomand 

(1) STUDY REX:'CJolloiENMIOO: REIXDI shoold be designated as 
the focal point for the <XlOrdination of the day-to-day aspects of 
JOObilization/deployment planning of all COCs, particularly as they per­
tain to lift requirements and detailed follow-thl'OUI#l cl.Jring major rein­
forcements. 

ARMY <::Cio!MENl': We strongly SUWOrt designation of REOCCM 
as the focal point for initial JJDbilization/deployDI!IIt planning. 

( 2) STUDY REX:'CJolloiENMIOO: REIXDI should bave greater Naval 
and Marine forces participation in its joint training exercises. 

ARMY CCI!MENl': Greater participatim of Naval .and Marine 
forces is desirable. 

( 3) STUDY REX:CfolMENila\TIOO: REIXDI should be given a broader, 
more active role in developing joint doctrine for all forces. 

ARMY CCI!MENl': A full review of cmRDt joint doctrine 
responsibilities assigned to the Services should pteoede any expansion of 
REIXDI's role. 

(4) STUDY REX:'CJolloiENMOO: Navy and Marine participation on 
the REIXDI staff should be increased to achieve these abjecti ves. 

ARMY CD!MENT: Concur. 

f. ts Southern Coomand 

( 1) STUDY REX:'CJolloiENMOO: Retain SOOlHXJI as presently 
constituted for at least the period of negotiations am transfer of 
responsibilities and facilities resulting fran the Pal Canal treaties. 

ARMY CD!MENT: Concur. Retention af m1l'IIXM in the 
present period of negotiation enhances stability. 

(2) STUDY REX:'CJolloiENMOO: When the transition period is 
over, review the future of SCX1lBXM in light of the tben prevailing mili­
tary/POlitical environment. 
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.1\:RMY <XMIENT: i'be review of the future of 9Xr.l'8:X»! 
should be instituted prior to the end of the transition periOd ani! CDn­
tinue through the transition period. 

9· Strategic Air Catmand 

STUDY REX.n!MENil7\Tia.: None • 

.1\:RMY <XMIENT: None. 

h. Military Airlift Ccmnand 

STUDY REX:X:»>MENDA.IOO: None • 

.1\:RMY <XMIENT: None. 

i. Aerospace Defense Catmand 

STUDY~OO: Defers to ongoing Air Force 
Study. 

.1\:RMY <XMIENT: Await the results of review of 'the study 
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

j. Wartime/trisis Management 

(1) STUDY REX.n!MENil7\Tia.: i'be chain of amaand to be used 
in any particular crisis should be clearly enunciated at the ootset. If 
any elenent is to be J¥-passed, it should remain fully infOID!d of deve­
lcpnents. i'bere should be no cx::nfusion as to the pt"Cper no, of a:m­
ID.mications ani! the locus of responsibility • 

.1\:RMY <XMIENT: Concur with the objectiYI!S af clear lines 
of COilllllnications. i'he role of the Ambassador should be clearly defined. 

(2) STUDY ~a.: N::A decisions dJring crisis 
should be written and verified whenever possible. Even on.l decisions 
required <bring energencies should be followed up imediately in writing. 
In cd:Ution, feedback mechanisms should be established to iDsure that 
decision-makers know the status of illplenentation • 

.1\:RMY <.DIMENT: Concur with the objective that li:A deci­
sions be a:m•nnicated 1¥ means which minimize the dlanoe af misin­
terpretation and provide feedback oo the status of illple!lleDtation to the 
extent permitted l:!i the tactical situatioo. ·· 

( 3) STUDY ~a.: A variety of IICS-oentetd CQIIIlaJXI 
post exercises responding to realistic hypothetical crises should be 
undertaken to test the ability of the NMCS to support tbe II:A. Senior 
level policy-making per&Cilnel should be enoouraged to pu:ticipate. 

5 



r 
\ 
~· 
i 

~ ........ --.. -··· .......... 

Al1MY cn!MEN'l': Participation of senior p:>licymaking per- · 
sonnel would provide a mre catprehensive test of the ability of the NM:S 
to support the NCA. 

k. 'l'he Role of the COCs/ROle of the Chairman, JCS 

(1) STUDY ~ICN: 'l'hat the role of the CJH:s be 
expanded to include a participating voice in determining requirements of 
the forces under their carmand, 

ARMY CXJ91Etll': 'l'he COCs already have a voice through 
the relationship to the SECIEF and suhnission of quarterly reports to 
him. we agree that the COCs and the CJCS should have an expanded role 
in any decisions which affect the readiness capability of assigned forces. 

(2) STUDY ~00: 'l'hat the Secretary designate the 
Chairman as his agent for supervising the activities of the coca and 
that to facilitate this he amend present directives to indicate that he 
will oormally transmit his orders to the cocs through the Chairman who 
will act in consultation with the JCS when time permits. 'l'he JCS would 
remain as the illmediate military staff to the Secretary. 

ARMY cn!MEN'l': Designation of the Chairman as .the 
Secretary's agent for supervising the activities of the c:m:::s would for­
malize the manner in which the system currently cperates. 

(3) STUDY ~IOO: 'l'hat the Services/JCS~ conduct 
an in-depth review of readiness/capabilities reporting with a view toward 
developing a system which will provide the Secretary with detailed, 
thorough, and well articulated information oo readiness and force defi­
ciency correction. 

Al1MY cn!MEN'l': We strongly agree that there is a void in 
our readiness rep:>rting which prevents the Joint Qliefs of Staff fran 
describing accurately the readiness of the Total Force. A WIIIU> joint 
Total Force readiness measurement system is essential. 'l'he Ignatius 
Report also addresses the deficiencies in the Readiness Reporting System 
and views the establishment of the 000 Readiness Manageinent Steering 
Group t¥ the SECIEF as a p:>sitive step toward correction of existing 
deficiencies. 

(4) STUDY ~00: 'l'hat the Chairman, SUR?Orted ~ 
the CINeS be given a formal role in resource allocation planning and 
decisions. 

Al1MY CD!MF.Nl': COnrur in principle. 'l'he Chairman 
should, hc:wever, also be SUR?Orted in this role t¥ the JCS. 'l'he 
Chairman's role should focus on: (1) isolating key areas of risk asso­
ciated with current and projected force capabilities to execute the 
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national military strategy, (2) establishing the degree and.relative 
inportance of those key areas of risk, and (3) reeamending prioritized 
resource allocation in light thereof. Any formalization of the 
Chaii11Wl 1 S role should ensure preservation of the ability of the JCS 
(including the Chaii11Wl) to carry out their statutocy responsibility for 
providing militacy advice - responsible but unfettered. 

B. Policy, Plans and Advice 

1. GJ:m:RAL: We are supportive of inproving the internal q:~erations 
and attractiveness of duty on the Joint Staff. We support the objective 
of i.Jiproved policy guidance. 

2. DISCUSSIOO CF SPI!X:IFIC ~IOOS 

a. Policy Direction 

(1) STUDY ~IOO: Specific national security policy 
guidance, which sets oojectives our forces should be capable of. 
attaining, should be provided to the JCS but without undue detail about 
how they are to be attained. · 

ARMY a:H!ENT: Calcur. 

(2) STUDY ~00: The Secretary of Defense, his 
Deputy, and selected key assistants should regularly review current mili­
tary q:~erational planning. 

ARMY tD1Mml': We support the Secretacy of Defense and 
his Deputy regularly reviewing, in broad terms, the concepts, objectives 
and general scenarios involved in q:~erational planning. care abould be 
exercised in determining where broad review ends and involvement in 
detailed planning and execution begins. Review of q:~erational plans by 
OOD should be limited to the mini.Jrum fl.lll'ber of people lobo have a need to 
know. Which key assistants will be involved abould be clarified before 
the proposal is instituted. . 

(3) STUDY R!XXM4END.\TIOO: The role of the Under Secretacy 
for Policy should include: Assuring that national security policy and 
objectives are provided to and reflected in JCS/JS plans for 
contingencies/wars; developing long-range national security policy plans 
for CXli'ISideration by the NCA; assuring that national security objectives 
are reflected in the Consolidated Q:lidance and other PPBS docullents; 
CXIOrdinating IXIl input to national intelligence llllltters; ooordinating tf!e 
amual study, analysis, and gaming program conducted by .lXI) and outside 
agencies to resolve major issues in policy, strategy, force planning, or 
resource allocation. 
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ARMY CXJo!MElfl': 'l'he wle of the Onder Secret:aEy for 
Policy bas potential for positive interaction with the Joint litaff; early 
guidance and clarification of long-range policy are desirable. 

( 41 STUDY ~100: 'l'he Assistant Secretaries for ISA 
and PA&E, the Director for Net Assessment, and the DOO intel]jgence ele­
ments should report to the Secretary through the Onder Secret:ay for 
Policy, who would have tasking and coordinating responsibiliq for th:lse 
offices, while they would retain responsibility and CICI'ltwl c:.er the 
substantive judgments and evaluation of their offices. 

ARMY CXJo!MElfl': 'l'he wle of the Onder Secretaq of Defense 
for Policy in intelligence matters needs further study in vier of the 
current responsibilities of the Deputy Onder Secretary (C3I), ltlder 
Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering and Deputy Jlasistant 
Secretary (Mmin), Assistant Secretary of Defense, Q:mptroller, in 
intelligence matters, 

b. 'l'he Joint Olief of Staff and the Joint Staff 

(1) STUDY RECXJIMENI:li\TIOO: 'l'he JCS should revise ttleir pro­
cedures to make the Joint Staff alone responsible for aJtlan:sbip of JCS 
papers. 

ARMY CXJo!MElfl': 'l'he system presently oolds the Joint 
Staff responsible for authorship; the fact that input is reoei•' fran 
the Services d::les oot change that. Alternatives can be pu:prmed W'lder 
the OJrrent system; alternatives should be subnitted when them are dif­
fering views. We oo mt agree with the idea of making the Jaim: Staff 
alone responsible in any manner which would decrease Service p~r­
ticipation in the developnent of papers. 'l'he Services DUSt at.ain a 
stwng voiee in the joint decision process. 

(2) STUDY lWXMIENDA.TIOO: Present <Xliipiehensive analysis of 
alternatives whenever awropriate, encouraging expression of differing 
views. 

ARMY CXJo!MElfl': 'l'he present system p:ovides tile q;•l:x:~t­
tunity for CIOOSideration of alternatives and differing views. 

(3) STUDY RECXJIMENili\TIOO: JCS should pl:'ivide initial high­
level guidance to the Joint Staff when awrcpriate. 

ARMY CXJ4MENT: Concur. Initial high-level glidance to: 
the Joint Staff CXlUld potentially speed up the planning pt(k • 

( 4) STUDY RECXJIMENili\TIOO: 'l'he Secretary of Defase should 
reissue the Gates Me!IDrandum with a narrower definition of jaiDI; assign­
ments and delegate authority to determine exceptions only to tile 
Chairman, JCS. 
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ARMY CXJi!Man': OOD Directive 1320.5, 26 .lllll8, Subject: 
Assignment to Joint Tours of Duty, reissues the Gates Me" • ' ,., 
Service Secretaries are granted waiver authority. This a.ttla:ity should 
be utilized to prevent potential injustices to ootstanding _.. highly 
qualified officers who have no direct oontrol 011er their i9 •e·lts. 

(5) STUDY REO:.'H!END.\TICN: The Service Chiefs llllald a:mnit 
their mst ootstanding and highly qualified officers for r i!j'M'ent to 
the Joint Staff. 

ARMY <X»1MENT: This problem should be solvrd lletween the 
Chairman and the Service Chiefs through alternative reans &lldl as IIDve­
~~ent of ootstanding officers fran Service Staff to Joint stalL 

(6) STUDY ~<If: The Secretary should IIIIXlller the 
CJCS to cbtain assignment to the Joint Staff en any request:Bl afficer, 
with tenporary exceptions detex:mined l:7j the CJCS. 

ARMY CXJi!Man': The Chairman should not get J.:llved in 
the tusiness of assignment of individual officers. Service Oliefs 
shoold continue to be responsible for providing officers to ant Staff 
who are outstanding and highly qualified. 

c. Increasing the Responsibilities of the CJCS 

(1) SWDY ~00: That the Secretary afDefense 
designate the Chairman, JCS as responsible for providing military advise 
fran a national viewpoint en program and t:u:lget issues. 

ARMY CCJoiMENT: The Arlrft supports the idea af Elting the 
Chairman mre influential in high level decisions that af~ the readi­
ness and fighting capabilities of the Armed Forces. The O•i•wn should 
not be ini/Ol ved in routine program and t:u:lget mnagement. 

That the CJCS be st+lished as a 

ARMY CCJoiMENT: The A.rnrt does not agree that tile chairman 
shoold become involved as a voting Jllelllber of DSARC. Over u.tvement and 
interaction 1:7t the Chairman at a level lower than the SEOB'. and 
involvement in individual programs which are Service oriente!J, would teD::! 
to diminish his influence rather then expand it. 

(3) STUDY REO:.'H!END.\TICN: That the CJCS, in .._-.Jtation • 
with the JCS and the Under Secretary for Policy, as apptcpMe, manage· 
an annual study, analysis, and gaming program CXll'lducted l:7j a. Joint 
Staff, ~. contract agencies, and the Services as IJ?Pl'i'*· It 
should be designated to clarify or teSOlve major issues in a. areas of 
joint military strategy, force planning, or resource allo••• .. 
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ARMY C'CM!Eifl': A loosely structured CDOrdinatiCI'I of the 
current studies progra115 would not be objectionable. care sbou.ld be 
taken so as to not inhibit Service oriented inquiry. 

(4) STUDY REXDIMENDo\TICfi: 'l'hat the Chairman be given 
aJ;Propriate Joint Staff support to make broad program and b.idget 
judgments. 

ARMY C'CM!Eifl': The Joint Staff should investigate Deans, 
within their CMn resources, of providing the Chairman with the infor­
matiCI'I necessary for providing military advice fran a national viewpoint 
on program and bJdget issues. Continued detailed input fran the Services 
should remain an essential part of develq>ing the national viewpoint Cll 

program and bJdget issues. 

d. National Military Advisers 

STUDY RflXHIENI)A.TICfi: For the present ••• recamend 
taking now the steps previously outlined to enhance the role of ·the Joint 
Staff while changing the format and approach in presenting JCS ldvice to 
the Secretary of Defense, and to increase the responsibility of. the 
Chairman, particularly in providing natiCI'Ial advice Cll progranllbudget and 
constrained force structure issues. In the event that these DeaSures are 
not :illple~~ented, or if they should not prove effective in resolving the 
basic problems of inproving the professiCI'Ial military advice to the NCA 
and insuring that their wice is DDre adequately heard in decisions or 
inportant national security issues, the President should o::nsider the 
formation of a group of NatiCI'Ial Military Advisers. 

ARMY CDlMENT: 'lbe recamendations presented tar Mr. 
Steadman and Mr. Ignatius offer p:>tential for resolutiCI'I of problem areas 
presented. 'lbe full spectrum of. their suggestions should be o::nsidered 
prior to any further o::nsideration of a group of NatiCI'Ial Advisers. 
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