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GOLDWATER–NICHOLS REFORM: THE WAY AHEAD 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, Thursday, July 7, 2016. 
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:04 a.m., in room 

2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. William M. ‘‘Mac’’ 
Thornberry (chairman of the committee) presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM M. ‘‘MAC’’ THORN-
BERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM TEXAS, CHAIRMAN, COM-
MITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order. 
Thirty years ago after five years of study and effort, the Congress 

passed the Goldwater-Nichols Reform Act. I think virtually every-
body would agree it has been tremendously successful. I also think 
virtually everyone would agree, in spite of 30 years of success, it 
needs to be looked at again and reviewed because no law that we 
pass is successful for all time. 

The House has roughly a dozen provisions related to Goldwater- 
Nichols and strategic thinking and planning in the military; the 
Senate has about 20. And as we head towards conference, it 
seemed to me it was important to get some learned perspectives on 
the various proposals in our bill and the Senate bill and the things 
we need to be thinking about. 

I could not ask for a better panel of witnesses, either in previous 
jobs or in their current jobs, and to have a former Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, a former Under Secretary of Defense, a former combat-
ant commander, a four-star, gives us a variety of perspectives and 
very helpful insights on the issues we face. 

Before turning to our witnesses, let me turn to the ranking mem-
ber for any comments he would like to make. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ADAM SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
WASHINGTON, RANKING MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON ARMED 
SERVICES 

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with your com-
ments. I think this is a very appropriate time to revisit Goldwater- 
Nichols, to look at the command structure, figure out, you know, 
what is the best plan going forward. And I also agree that we have 
three outstanding witnesses to give us some guidance in that. 

I think the issues that I am most interested in are, number one, 
is it too top heavy the way we have it structured with the com-
mand structures? That is one of the complaints I know that the 
Senators have made, is that as you, you know, create all these com-
mands there then comes, you know, all kinds of bureaucracy that 
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comes with it, various sort of, well, I guess the government equiva-
lent of middle managers. Is that necessary? Could we save some 
money by consolidating that and trimming that down? 

And then the second thing that I have been intrigued by is some-
thing General McChrystal has talked about, is the need for greater 
flexibility in terms of moving around DOD [Department of Defense] 
assets. And is the current combatant command structure the best 
way to do that? 

As a challenge arises, you want to be able to pull together the 
best team from wherever it is to confront that challenge. That is 
what General McChrystal basically did in response to Al Qaeda. As 
he said, it takes a network to defeat a network. And the network 
that was built, not just by him, but certainly by others, took from 
all across government, and not even just DOD, to maximize our in-
telligence assets and our military assets to confront that threat. So 
does the current combatant command structure allow for that level 
of flexibility? 

And then frankly something that I have, you know, always sort 
of puzzled over and don’t know that well is, you know, the Joint 
Chiefs versus the SECDEF [Secretary of Defense] versus the com-
batant commanders, what is the chain of command? Who is in 
charge of what? And how do they all work together? And is there 
a way that they could work together better? 

So those are the three things that have arisen out of some of our 
discussions on our side and also in looking at what the Senate has 
done, that I hope we will hear from our witnesses today. 

And with that, I will yield back and I thank the chairman for 
having this very important hearing. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. I think he raises excel-
lent points. 

Again, let me welcome our witnesses. We are pleased to have Dr. 
John Hamre, the president and CEO [chief executive officer] of the 
Center for Strategic and International Studies [CSIS]; General 
Carter Ham who is now the president and chief executive officer 
of the Association of the United States Army; and Dr. Dov Zakheim 
who is senior adviser at CSIS and also a senior fellow at the CNA 
Corporation. I am not going to take time to go through all of their 
qualifications. 

Again, thank each of you for being here. Without objection, any 
written material you would like to provide will be made part of the 
record. 

Dr. Hamre, the floor is yours. 

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN J. HAMRE, FORMER DEPUTY 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Dr. HAMRE. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Smith, thank you. It is a real 
privilege to be back in front of this committee. I think I have testi-
fied in front of this committee over 50 times. It hasn’t always been 
fun, this one is going to be a lot better than some of them, but I 
am honored that you would have me back. Thank you. 

If I might start with just two very brief observations and then 
I would like to comment on each of the five sections that you asked 
me to review. 
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First, I would just ask you as you are looking at this legislation 
and how it changes the Department, please be careful. We are in 
war. We have got at least two wars going on. We have got tense 
operations around the world. We are going to have a change in the 
government that is coming up. And so I would ask you to approach 
this with prudence, please. 

The second thing I would say is that, unlike 30 years ago when 
I was on the staff of the Senate Armed Services Committee when 
we passed Goldwater-Nichols, at that time we had failure in the 
field. We were failing as a military organization in the field. That 
is what motivated change then. We do not have failure in the field 
today. 

We have policy failure, but it is not military failure. And so I 
think we have to be very careful to understand why we need to 
make changes now. We need to make changes now because we 
don’t have enough resources to support the needs that we have. We 
have to find ways to make this organization more agile, more 
streamlined. 

And the question is, can that be the basis for a substantial re-
form agenda? 

So let me now take—there were five sections that you asked me 
to comment on. 

First, the Senate provision calls for elevating the stature of tech-
nology Director of Defense Research and Engineering [DDR&E] 
and diminishing the stature of the Under Secretary for Acquisition, 
Technology and Logistics [AT&L]. 

Let me say, we won the Cold War not because we had a larger 
military. We won the Cold War because we had superior technology 
on our side of the battlefield. 

And the Packard Commission, when it was formed, the Packard 
Commission wanted to make the Department of Defense a better 
buyer of things. They did not intend to diminish the DDR&E, but 
they did. In effect, we decapitated the head of the innovation eco-
system within the Department. 

The Director of Defense Engineering and Research was the cap-
stone of a system that put superior hardware into the hands of our 
soldiers. We lost that. And I will tell you right now, we are losing 
the innovation agenda between us and the Chinese and the Rus-
sians. We are falling behind. 

I don’t think that you can turn the large organization of AT&L, 
and the numbers are between 1,500 and 2,500, I just can’t get a 
good number, they will never become an innovation organization. 
They are a compliance organization. 

If we are going to restore innovation to the Department, we have 
to create a lean, superior position in the Department, the number- 
three position in the Department needs to be the chief innovation 
officer who is going to bring superior technology and put it in the 
hands of our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines going forward. 

So in this provision, I strongly support this provision. 
The second one you asked me to comment on is the provision in 

the Senate bill that would cut general officers and flag officers by 
25 percent. You have a modest provision in your bill that says that 
you should not have four-stars as sub-unified command officers. I 
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think that you have approached it with a principle about looking 
at the content, and I agree with that. 

I do think that this is a case where I think the Department un-
derstands we probably have too many general officers and both the 
House and the Senate do. What we don’t have is a coherent plan. 
And simply imposing a cut of 25 percent is pretty arbitrary given 
the time we are in right now. 

My personal recommendation is that you keep the 25 percent cut 
in place, but move the implementation date a year away and ask 
the Department to come back to you with a real plan on what it 
would look like. If you don’t like their plan you have a club. But 
let them have a voice on how they would shape this. I think that 
would be an important improvement when you come out of con-
ference. 

You asked me to comment on the provision section 941 in the 
Senate bill on cross-functional teams. And I understand the sin-
cerity of the proposal. But I think it is profoundly wrong for the 
Congress to dictate the operational activities within the Depart-
ment. 

You establish structure and you establish goals; I don’t think it 
is right for the Congress to say how the Secretary of Defense 
should organize the internal activity of the Department. I think 
you ought to hold them accountable. If it isn’t functioning well, 
hold them accountable. 

But to dictate the procedures, I mean, you have got to have this 
many people in the meeting, they have got to meet every Tuesday 
and they have got to have a staff, I think that is wrong. I don’t 
think that is appropriate for the Congress to dictate to the Sec-
retary of Defense. 

Hold him accountable, let him organize the Department the way 
it is best to accomplish those goals. 

Fourth, you asked me to comment on the provision that is in the 
Senate bill that would authorize the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
to do certain administrative functions, but put him in the chain of 
command. 

Here I would say, you know, this is a very important issue. This 
is an issue of almost constitutional significance. In our system, I 
mean, democracies always struggle. How do you control authori-
tarian organizations with guns? And that is what the Defense De-
partment is, it is an authoritarian organization. There is authority 
and people follow the chain of command. 

The way we have handled that problem in this democracy is by 
civilian control, started by George Washington who insisted on ci-
vilian control. 

Civilian control is to make sure only the President, and the 
President can never escape accountability for decisions to go to 
war, and you don’t put the military in the way that confuses that, 
either to give him clouded judgment or to give him an excuse. 

Now, the provision that the Joint Staff is recommending is to let 
them do small administrative things. And I would say civilian con-
trol is a toggle switch, it is on or it is off. It is not a rheostat; you 
can’t dial it. You either have civilian control or you don’t. 

Now, the issue that they say, you know, there are small adminis-
trative things that we should just give to the Chairman. For 4 
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years, I met every morning with the Chairman and the Vice Chair-
man and the Secretary, and I will just tell you it is not a problem 
to do those matters. Those things happen in minutes. 

So I think we are overstating the nature of the problem and we 
are understating the severity of the implications if you go down 
this road. I would strongly encourage you not to accept this provi-
sion. 

Finally, you asked me to comment on both the House and the 
Senate bills, past bills have provisions that would cap the numbers 
of people on the National Security Council [NSC]. 

Chairman Thornberry’s amendment has a different approach, 
which is to say the President can decide how big a National Secu-
rity Council he wants, but if that National Security Council is more 
than a hundred people, it is really doing more operational things. 
Operational responsibility, the oversight needs to be with the Con-
gress for that. 

OMB [Office of Management and Budget] has about 450 people 
and there are 6 members of OMB that are required for confirma-
tion. The National Security Council staff today is about 450 and 
there is no oversight. 

If it is going to be an operational organization, if it is going to 
really be directing activities in the field, the Congress has a con-
stitutional responsibility to oversee that activity, in my view. 

Now, the chairman’s mark, it is somewhat arbitrary. It says if 
it is a hundred people or less we will deem that that is a coordina-
tion organization. If it is more than a hundred, we will deem that 
that is an operational organization. Now, the precise number 
doesn’t matter, but the constitutional principle matters greatly. 

And I think it is exactly the right thing. It is forcing the debate 
we need to have in this country. Are we going to increasingly have 
the operations of the executive branch being run in the White 
House through the National Security Council staff? If that is the 
case, then Congress has an obligation to oversee that. I firmly be-
lieve that is a constitutional principle. 

So I would ask that you carry that into your deliberations with 
the conference. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Hamre can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 43.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
General Ham. 

STATEMENT OF GEN CARTER F. HAM, USA (RET.), FORMER 
COMMANDER, U.S. AFRICA COMMAND 

General HAM. Thank, Mr. Chairman and Congressman Smith 
and members of the committee. Thanks for the opportunity to ap-
pear before you this morning. 

I am honored to be here with two distinguished colleagues, Dr. 
Hamre and Mr. Zakheim, both long-serving, distinguished public 
servants and both of whom have far more experience and expertise 
in the realm of the management of the United States military than 
I do, but I hope I can perhaps bring some insight into the oper-
ational components of this. 

I would agree, Mr. Chairman, that this is an ideal time to review 
the Goldwater-Nichols Act, a law which, in my opinion, has had 
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overall significant, positive effect on the U.S. armed force and it 
has most certainly affected, frankly, my own personal and profes-
sional development. 

I was a captain when the law was passed, not a member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee staff, so a pretty junior officer. 
And not long after the law was passed I was slated to go to the 
College of Naval Command and Staff in Newport. For a soldier, 
this was a very unusual thing to go to the Navy Staff College. And 
truth be told I resisted that assignment with great passion until fi-
nally somebody said you have your orders, report to Newport. 

And so just to emphasize the point, there were two other fellow 
Army majors at that time in the Naval College of Command and 
Staff, Army Majors Ray Odierno and Stan McChrystal. We were all 
in that class together. And I would say that that initial exposure 
to joint education set each of us on paths that would lead to mul-
tiple joint command and staff experiences and, in my view, none 
of which would have been likely absent Goldwater-Nichols. 

As a battalion commander, we deployed to Macedonia on United 
Nations duty under the auspices of Joint Task Force Provide Prom-
ise. Later I attended the Air Force War College. I served on the 
joint staff at U.S. Central Command on 9/11 and for 2 years after 
that. 

As a general officer, I commanded a multinational unit in Iraq, 
had two operations positions on the Joint Staff and, as the chair-
man indicated, concluded my active service at U.S. Africa Com-
mand. 

Again, I suspect that my path would have been far different had 
the Congress not passed Goldwater-Nichols. 

I would agree with Dr. Hamre, and that while I agree that some 
changes are required, I would urge an element of caution. The old 
adage of measure twice, cut once I think seems about right to me 
as we consider changes to this very, very important law. 

And for me from an operational perspective, one of the measures 
of effectiveness ought to be, will the changes that we are proposing 
and considering to implement, will they improve military effective-
ness, not simply be change for change sake? 

And so I look forward to your questions and I am honored to be 
here. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of General Ham can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 54.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir. 
Dr. Zakheim. 

STATEMENT OF DR. DOV ZAKHEIM, SENIOR FELLOW, CENTER 
FOR NAVAL ANALYSES, SENIOR ADVISER, CENTER FOR 
STRATEGIC AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, sir, and Mr. Smith, 
members of the committee, it is nice to be back to speak to you 
again. 

I tend to agree with both the previous speakers in general, par-
ticularly with many of the things John Hamre just said. The ques-
tion as to why do it now is really important. We are not fighting 
the same kind of enemy that we fought when Goldwater-Nichols 
was first passed. We are fighting several different kinds, funda-



7 

mentally different kinds of enemies. We do everything from fight-
ing Ebola to fighting ISIS [Islamic State of Iraq and Syria] to wor-
rying about conventional threats, and China and Russia are not 
identical conventional threats. 

So when you use the terms ‘‘agile and adaptive’’ I think you are 
absolutely right. There is no other way to deal with this. And al-
though John is right that we have done pretty well and Carter is 
right that we need to be careful, we should ask ourselves, have we 
done as well as we could? 

And if you really think we have done as well as we could, par-
ticularly over the last 15 years, then I would argue you don’t have 
to change a thing. 

But if you don’t have a hundred percent feeling about that, then 
you really do need to look to change. And I commend this commit-
tee and, frankly, the Senate Armed Services Committee as well for 
saying no, we could be doing better. 

We are bloated, there is no question about it. We are not only 
bloated in terms of headquarters, we are bloated in terms of total 
civilians, we are bloated in terms of contractors. We don’t even 
know how many contractors we have. 

And therefore, when you talk, for example, about reducing the 
number of four-stars, and I would tend to agree with what this 
committee is saying, which is there are some obvious changes that 
can be made, you can have one task force commander and not 
three, four component commanders. I would argue you do need 
some numbers or some percentage. Otherwise, DOD is not going to 
do what you ask them to do. 

Do the numbers or percentages have to be as large as the Senate 
side recommends? I don’t think so. I think your side is probably 
closer to the truth on that. You have got to give some flexibility to 
DOD. You can point to some obvious changes, as I just mentioned. 
But nevertheless, some target has to be there. If there isn’t a tar-
get, they are not going to shoot at it. 

Regarding the acquisition side, I totally agree with John regard-
ing the USDR&E [Under Secretary of Defense for Research and 
Engineering]. I would say this, though. We have a very underedu-
cated acquisition corps. There is no mandate that every single per-
son who is in the acquisition business get up to speed on modern 
technology. You can get a master’s degree and not go to another 
course again and wind up being in Senior Executive Service [SES]. 

And if you will come back and tell me, oh, yes, there is the De-
fense Acquisition University, I would ask you to take a look, go on-
line and take a look at their curriculum and then tell me if that 
is adequate. And I guarantee you won’t. 

So it seems to me when you have a system that created its own 
rapid acquisition system to get around itself, which is what DOD 
did, something is fundamentally wrong. 

Now, the only question that arises if you want DOD to really 
focus on innovation is, how do you reach out to the commercial sec-
tor? And the ways and means for doing that are not the ways and 
means we operate with right now. Profit is seen in a very different 
light by the commercial sector than by the bureaucracy, for exam-
ple. 
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We have different parts of the FAR [Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion] that address these. We tend to go to the more conservative 
route, the more mechanistic route. And the more we do that, the 
more we alienate the very kinds of cutting-edge technologists that 
we would really want to work with. 

And one other thing. If you want to get somebody who is really 
going to be great, another Bill Perry as it were, then you better 
make it a lot easier for them both to get confirmed and then to do 
the same work when they leave the Department. 

The kinds of people that we really need are exactly the kinds of 
people that don’t want to come. And I think we need to bear that 
in mind. 

Cross-functional teams, I think John Hamre dealt with that ex-
ceedingly well, and as well with the question of the NSC staff. 

I want to say one thing about the role of the Chairman. John’s 
experience may have been what it was, but it has not always been 
clear to me that the Chairman really is a source of independent ad-
vice to the President. And the Chairman should be, to the point 
where if the Chairman needs to disagree with the Secretary of De-
fense, the Chairman should be able to do that without any reper-
cussions at all. 

So the 4-year term for a Chairman is really important in that re-
gard. If you know you are going to be turned over within 6 months 
or 12 months or 18 months, you are going to be very cautious about 
what you say because it is the Secretary that reappoints you. If you 
know you have got a 4-year term, you are going to speak your mind 
in front of the President. And I think the Nation needs that. 

If we are going to look at headquarters staff and the Joint Staff 
in particular, we had better start looking at agencies as well. One 
of the great shell games that we have played in the Department 
is the old Doc Cook game, right? They were told to cut head-
quarters staff in OSD [Office of the Secretary of Defense], he cre-
ated Washington Headquarters Services and everybody moved to 
WHS where they still are, by the way, and have grown by 70,000 
civilians in the last 15 years. 

When Secretary Gates closed down JFCOM [U.S. Joint Forces 
Command], what happened? Everybody floated somewhere else, 
and not just the military folks whom you could assign to other 
things like combat positions, but all the suits like me, they moved 
as well. That is not what you want. If you are going to reduce, you 
have got to reduce vertically, not just horizontally. I think that is 
critically important. 

Let me just close with one other point, having been comptroller 
in my last job. We have a system now called PPBE [Planning, Pro-
gramming, Budgeting, and Execution]. We added an E, I was the 
one that added the E actually for execution, but we don’t really fol-
low execution terribly well. 

If you want to spend your money well, you need to be able to re-
view your burn rates, as they are called in the commercial world, 
on a regular basis. We do it once a year in between the budget 
itself. That is not enough. At a minimum it should be every 3 
months. See what has come up. Look at ISIS; ISIS came up out of 
nowhere. 
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You need to move your money quickly. By the way, a little bit 
of help on the reprogramming side from the Congress wouldn’t hurt 
either, but you need to move your money quickly, you need to re-
view where the money isn’t being spent as quickly as possible so 
you can move it into those things that are needed to fight an ISIS 
which bites you all of a sudden or an Ebola which bites you all of 
a sudden. 

We need 21st century financial management as well as 21st cen-
tury acquisition management. 

I think I have run out of time, so I will stop here and take your 
questions. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Zakheim can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 57.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you all, very interesting, helpful com-
ments. 

I am going to reserve my questions until later and yield to the 
ranking member. 

Mr. SMITH. Just one very broad question, and this is something 
we discussed at a dinner at CSIS and had a very good conversa-
tion, I think, about the national security staff. But the question 
that sort of came up near the end was, you know, the National Se-
curity Council was created post World War II, and post-World War 
II we built basically an infrastructure for the national security 
threats that we saw at that time, basically to, you know, deal with 
the economic fallout of a, you know, devastated world, deal with 
the threat of communism. 

And we have built, you know, from the Marshall Plan to the NSC 
to all manner of different things to confront that. And I think we 
had a fairly clear idea both of the threat we were facing and what 
we were doing to respond to it. 

We are in a bit of a pickle on that at the moment in that I think 
we do have a clear understanding of the threats that we face. It 
is just that there is a lot of them. They are very, very different. 
Just, you know, to run through it, certainly there is terrorism in 
all its iterations, and then there is what Russia is doing, there is 
what China is doing, Iran, North Korea. And then as you men-
tioned there is the various things, like Ebola and other things, that 
come up that would play a role. And so I think you could fairly eas-
ily put out a matrix and say this is what we are trying to contend 
with. 

What you can’t really do is explain how our entire foreign policy/ 
national security apparatus is structured to meet that threat. I 
would say that there are two reasons for that, and I think the sec-
ond one actually is more important. But the first reason is because 
of the sheer complexity of it. 

But the second one is we want to imagine that we have more 
money than we actually do. And also, worse than that, we keep 
hoping that at some point in the future more money will show up. 

Now, in 2010, Secretary Gates and the Obama administration 
did this sort of deep dive on national security strategy and looked 
out 10 years and said, yes, how much money are we going to have 
to deal with this, and built a budget around those threats. And 
those threats, A, have changed since 2010 rather dramatically, but 
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B, we have a lot less money and are going to have a lot less money 
than we thought we were going to have in 2010. 

So how would each of you sort of build a strategy so that we can 
get more out of what we have and recognizing we simply don’t have 
the money frankly to meet all of those threats in the ways that we 
would like to meet them. But given that, where should we spend 
our money? What are the two or three most important reforms to 
meet that threat environment that I just described? 

I think you went through each of them in a very helpful way, but 
not in sort of that, you know, comprehensive picture, here is the 
strategy, here is our limited resources, here is where we need to 
spend the money. 

So I would be curious, you know, it is like 1946 all over again 
and we are rebuilding our foreign policy/national security appa-
ratus, what is most important for us to do? And again, be realistic 
in terms of what our dollars are that are available. 

Dr. Hamre, if you want to—— 
Dr. HAMRE. Well, let me take just a narrow piece of it. It is such 

a broad question. 
Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
Dr. HAMRE. But let me take just a narrow piece. And I think part 

of it is, you know, is the structure of our regional combatant com-
manders right for today? 

And I think to step back to say, what is our grand strategy 
today? Well, our grand strategy today, because we have such a 
multiplicity of threats, our grand strategy today is to build up al-
lies and partners around the world that can join us to create a se-
curity environment that is peaceful and deters bad action. That is, 
I think, our grand strategy, that is what we did after World War 
II in Europe. We never really pulled it together in Asia; we are 
pulling it together now in Asia. 

So I think you do need forward-placed, regional commanders. I 
think calling them combatant commanders was a mistake actually. 
We ought to change that name. 

But it is a huge advantage for us to have these officers forward, 
four-star officers forward who can engage in a very proactive way 
building alliance partnerships. 

Now, when we passed Goldwater-Nichols, we had the assumption 
at that stage that we were going to actually fight wars through 
those regional combatant commanders. We have now formed task 
forces, joint task forces and combined task forces and I think that 
there is some capacity to make some structural change in how the 
Department is organized. 

Carter Ham was a combatant commander and so I think he 
needs to be the one to speak more about this. We cannot afford to 
lose those four-stars forward. We probably can make it more effi-
cient on how we resource them, their structure, and how we bring 
things together for the task forces that are under them. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. I think the most important thing you said there 
and something that we need to more clearly include in our national 
security strategy is the building of partners because that is the 
only way we confront those threats. 
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Now, obviously, we were trying to build partnerships during the 
Cold War and all that, but we were still overwhelming dominant. 
That is not the case now. 

And, General Ham, actually that is a good segue to you because 
in Africa I know that, you know, that has been key. And you have 
sort of looked to the Horn of Africa where I think we have been 
reasonably successful because we have had decent partners and it 
is a sliding scale, I will grant you, but in Kenya and Ethiopia and 
Uganda to confront the threat in the Horn and the Arabian Penin-
sula. 

Whereas you look at Mali and West Africa, we haven’t been able 
to find those partners to confront the narco [narcotics] states, to 
confront the terrorism, to confront the problems spilling out of 
Libya. 

So if you could talk a little bit about that piece. How might we 
restructure, for instance, you know, work better with the State De-
partment, work better with USAID [U.S. Agency for International 
Development], which are component parts of building that partner 
capacity? 

General HAM. Thanks, Congressman Smith. It won’t surprise you 
that having formerly sat in that seat I think there is value in hav-
ing in the six geographic combatant commands a group of people 
who wake up every day focused exclusively on the United States 
relationship with the countries in that area of responsibility. I 
think there is a lot of goodness that derives from that. 

I would, though, agree that change is necessary. I will confess to 
this committee that frankly I was too timid as the commander of 
Africa Command on making adjustments and reducing the size of 
the staff and, frankly, the size of the headquarters budget. 

We made some modest reductions, about 5 percent each year. It 
wasn’t enough, given the fiscal realities that the Department was 
facing. So I think there is change that can be effective in looking 
for opportunities where common capabilities can be shared more ef-
fectively and efficiently across combatant commands so that each 
combatant command doesn’t have to have its own particular staff 
or command element that provides a certain function. 

In the development of strategy, I think we actually have a pretty 
good model, at least of military strategy. When I was still in active 
service and started with Admiral Mullen and Secretary Gates, con-
tinued with General Dempsey and Secretary Panetta, which ulti-
mately yielded the Defense Strategic Guidance of 2012, that proc-
ess, to me, was pretty good. 

It was led by the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy, as you would expect it would be, and also by the Joint Staff. 
But the service secretaries, service chiefs, combatant commands 
were all part of that process. We all had the opportunity to provide 
our input, our advice and recommendations up to and including a 
conversation with the Commander in Chief as the product was 
nearing finalization. 

But then I think there was a next step which was done largely 
out of the public view, which was very, very important to me. 
Under the Chairman’s direction or General Dempsey’s direction, we 
then tested that Defense Strategic Guidance against the threats 
that we envisioned present and near term. And we assembled the 
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right people, the combatant commanders, the service chiefs and 
others and applied the capabilities that we envisioned, that were 
outlined in the Defense Strategic Guidance against known and an-
ticipated threats. 

And that yielded for the Chairman and I think for the Secretary 
of Defense a measure that says, can we in fact achieve the out-
comes envisioned in the Defense Strategic Guidance of 2012 with 
the means that we think will be available to us? And what is the 
level of risk? 

So it is not just the development of the strategy, it is how do you 
then evaluate the level of risk for that strategy to be effective. 

Lastly if I could, Mr. Smith, on the national security staff, my 
perspective is different than my colleagues’, from two different per-
spectives as a combatant commander and then as the director for 
operations on the Joint Staff prior to that. 

As a combatant commander, I didn’t often have direct interaction 
with the national security staff, but sometimes would be brought 
in for deputies’ committees, sometimes for principals’ committees if 
there was a particular matter that was being discussed. 

I had a lot more engagement as the director for operations in the 
Joint Staff. And I think the way that former Secretary Flournoy 
described it is the tyranny of consensus I think was a real chal-
lenge in that environment where there was a seemingly almost 
endless review of deputies’ committees and other gatherings below 
the principals’ level on the National Security Council trying to ad-
dress the various difficulties, challenges, sometimes objections that 
would be raised by one participant or another in that process. 

That seemed to me to be indicative of a lack of agility, a lack of 
responsiveness. So we have got to find some mechanism, I think, 
when the information is largely known, but there is disagreement, 
how do you still advance that issue ultimately for decision by the 
President or whoever the right body may be. 

Mr. SMITH. And I am sorry, I have taken up a lot of time, so if 
you have something just quickly, Dr. Zakheim, I want to let some 
other folks get in. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Just very quickly then. First, I think your question 
fundamentally goes beyond the Defense Department. It is a real 
issue of national strategy. 

Mr. SMITH. Right. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. We still haven’t figured out how to relate Defense 

to State to AID to the agencies you have talked about, not to men-
tion Agriculture, FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation], a lot of 
others as well. So it starts there. That is where the White House 
is important. 

I don’t agree, as General Ham said, regarding the NSC staff be-
cause once they get too large they begin to think they are oper-
ational. They never really are. They are not qualified to be; it is 
not what they are supposed to be doing. But when you think you 
are operational and you tell the operators how to operate, you real-
ly make a mess and I think we have seen that several times. And 
it isn’t just one administration that has done that. 

But just very quick thoughts about what our national strategy 
might look like. I agree, allies are important. We ought to look at 
integrating them a lot more. You know, we have Australian deputy 
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commanders in WESTPAC [Western Pacific], you know, for our 
own combatant command we have foreigners as part of our chain 
of command. We ought to think about how to expand that, how to 
really make them functional allies and not just nominal allies. 

We ought to look at also at the fact that we no longer can think 
about everything as less or included cases. We used to do that dur-
ing the Cold War and in many ways we still implicitly do. There 
are some cases that just are not less or included. We need to out-
line those, outline all the others, and then see, okay, where can we 
take greatest risk. 

And finally, I think it is terribly important that we have a better 
sense of when we intervene and when we don’t. We are never going 
to know for sure, at least let us have some guidance. 

Mr. SMITH. Okay, thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forbes. 
Mr. FORBES. Chairman, thank you. 
And to each of you, let me echo what the chairman said about 

applauding you for your service to our country and thanking you 
for that. All three of you deserve that. 

I would like to expand a little bit on this strategy concept be-
cause there is a huge disconnect with even what we mean by the 
concept of strategy. When I hear people talking about our allies, it 
seems like we want to get bigger and bigger and broader and 
broader on our strategy until we get almost to the point like a 
beauty pageant where we are just talking about world peace and 
nobody can really argue with the strategy, but yet we don’t know 
how to make procurement decisions based on it. 

So we have general after general who retired that come sit before 
us and tell us DC is now a strategy-free zone. Andy Marshall 
would sit here and testify that a lack of strategy is probably our 
biggest threat. 

At some point in time, we can’t have a global strategy. We have 
to have something that this committee can look at and say this is 
our strategy, we are going to base procurement decisions on it. 

That 2012 defense guidance, General, that you mentioned, we 
had General Dunford testify it was based on four major faulty as-
sumptions that, one, Russia was going to be cooperative; two, 
China was going to be cooperative; three, that ISIS wasn’t going to 
be a problem; and four, we are going to be out of Afghanistan and 
Iraq. 

But when all of those fail, that strategic guidance fails and every 
single person, based on procurement decisions, when we would lift 
that up and say can you make procurement decisions based on this, 
those guys, they just laugh, they laugh at us. 

So my question is this. When we look at threats like ISIS and 
we look at the rise of China and we look at Russia, do we have to 
structure at the Pentagon? What do we need to change so that we 
can create realistic strategies that we can then articulate to policy-
makers? Because if we are articulating them, it is being done some-
where that I haven’t found over the last 16 years because over and 
over again we are saying tell us that strategy. 

And then the third thing, how do we make those strategies so we 
can articulate them faster and so that we can then have some con-
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sistent procurement basis so that we can make the long-term pro-
curement decisions we need to implement those strategies? 

And the last part of this. I know, and I am one of these, we love 
to have this great—we decry interservice rivalry. But at some point 
in time, does interservice rivalry actually play a good role in help-
ing make sure we are not getting faulty assumptions and we are 
really getting the right strategies that we need to have? 

So I would throw that out to all three of you for your thoughts. 
General HAM. I will start, sir. So my point on the 2012 Defense 

Strategic Guidance was the process, I thought, was very, very help-
ful. And I think it yielded a good product. Indeed, the conditions 
changed and I think we have not adapted to those changed condi-
tions. 

But again, I come back to I think that was not a bad process to 
develop it. Maybe we ought to do it more frequently in order to ad-
just as the global security environment changes. 

With regard to, I think, a body whose voice is, in my view, not 
as influential as it should be in the development of strategy and 
in the implementation of operations is the collective body of the 
Joint Chiefs. The Chairman obviously has a primary role and advi-
sory role to the President, to the Secretary of Defense, to the Na-
tional Security Council. And I think the Chairman individually exe-
cutes that function quite effectively. 

In my view, the body of the Joint Chiefs, the collective wisdom 
and military judgment that is resident in that body, I think that 
could be reinforced and strengthened, not to counter the Chairman, 
but to offer to the point that you raised, that there are sometimes 
different perspectives based on service culture, background experi-
ences, operational experiences. 

And so I think that, in my view, the most senior policy and 
decisionmakers would be well-served by broader, more substantive 
engagement with the body of the Joint Chiefs, not only the Chair-
man. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. It is a good question. And part of it is that we tend 
to forget that strategy is talking about how to apply means to ends. 
And what has been driving many of us crazy is no one defines the 
ends anymore. 

So what are the ends? Well, we know some. We don’t want a 
fight at home, it is much better to be forward deployed. We want 
to work with allies, it makes a lot more sense that way. 

But there are other things as well. How do we define threats? Is 
every threat something that calls for military response? Are there 
those that don’t? Now, of course, issues will arise that we can’t pre-
dict, but in general how do we think about these things? We 
haven’t defined that at all. 

What we have done instead is create mechanistic formulas and 
mechanistic papers, like the QDR [Quadrennial Defense Review]. 
So every time a budget changes we come up with a so-called new 
strategy, but that doesn’t really mean anything. You know, if you 
change your strategy every other year, you don’t have a strategy 
at all. 

Mr. FORBES. Thank you. 
My time is expired, but I would love, Dr. Hamre, at some point 

in time to talk with you about this. 
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Dr. HAMRE. If I may just 1 minute just to say—— 
Mr. FORBES. He is the boss. 
Dr. HAMRE. I think we have a coherent strategy with China. We 

haven’t articulated it very well. We are not going to let China push 
us out of Asia, and our role is to make sure that we are there and 
that everybody in Asia feels comfortable and wants us there. That 
is working and I think we have a strategy. 

I think our strategy with Russia is very clear. We are going to 
buck up NATO [North Atlantic Treaty Organization] again. We 
took our eyes off the ball, we are going to get NATO strong again. 
And we have got to ask that the Europeans do a better job of their 
own defense. It is a familiar theme. 

If we have a strategy in the Middle East, I don’t know what it 
is. I can’t see it. I don’t know how we are designing it. And I think 
we do need to have a strategy to know what we are going to do 
going forward. 

Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. I will try to be a little more flexible on time, but 

I also want to get around to everybody. 
Ms. Bordallo. 
Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Rank-

ing Member Smith. 
I would also like to thank the witnesses for taking the time to 

be with us today and making critical decisions regarding the com-
position and the operation of our armed services. 

Goldwater-Nichols resulted in significant changes in the way our 
military plans, trains, and fights, and few would argue that these 
changes were generally beneficial in terms of operations and effi-
ciency. 

I strongly, gentlemen, support reform that strengthens our 
Armed Forces while also allowing them to operate more efficiently. 
But I do oppose change simply for the purpose of change. 

Like some of my colleagues, I, too, am concerned that across-the- 
board cuts to GOs [general officers] and SESs, as described in the 
Senate NDAA [National Defense Authorization Act], are unwise, 
given that each organization and headquarters faces different mis-
sions, operating environments, and challenges. 

I am in favor of reducing staffs if they have indeed become bloat-
ed. But we must be sure that we aren’t eliminating vital positions 
in the likely event that some of our organizations are truly running 
efficiently today. 

So I do want to thank you all for your comments. I also appre-
ciate your commentary on security cooperation and building part-
ner capacity. 

General Ham, I know you know this firsthand. As Ranking Mem-
ber Smith noted, and I have appreciated your comments on the Na-
tional Guard State Partnership Program which has unique capa-
bilities to work around some of the bureaucratic challenges on a 
country-by-country basis. 

But I do have a question for Dr. Hamre. And I appreciate your 
answering very bluntly and forward your five points that we asked 
you to answer. 

Joint officer development, including JPME [Joint Professional 
Military Education], was a major part of the reform in 1986. Now, 
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this was imperative given the starting point that we faced on the 
heels of the Vietnam War and other significant military operational 
failures. 

Today as a result of the past 30 years, joint operations are more 
ingrained in our leadership and officers. So given the military of 
today versus the military of back then, 1986, do you feel that the 
very specific and often cumbersome officer development and edu-
cation requirements of Goldwater-Nichols are still required to en-
sure joint knowledge? 

Dr. HAMRE. Thank you, it is a very key question. And I person-
ally believe we need to do a fairly fundamental review of this. I am 
not smart enough and I haven’t done that review personally to give 
you a recommendation. 

I do feel that for 30 years we have had a calorie theory of man-
agement, not a vitamin theory. You know, we have put more 
money on it, we have made things bigger, but we really haven’t fig-
ured out what does it take to create a healthy organization and we 
have just let putting more money into it as being the answer. 

You know, we created the joint duty officer assignment about 10 
years after DOPMA [Defense Officer Personnel Management Act] 
was passed. And Congress created DOPMA. DOPMA creates a fair-
ly rigid process by which officers have to advance. And we put joint 
duty officer on top of that. 

It is now a, in my view, too constrained a system. It needs to be 
re-engineered, but it has to be re-engineered by experts who really 
know personnel management. I do not have that background. I am 
not competent to be able to give you an answer for that. I do think 
you are right to press for it. 

And I think probably this would be one of those things where the 
committee asking for, you know, a genuine commission, you did 
very well with the commission you set up to look at retirement and 
health care, that sort of thing, something like that again, looking 
at how well we are doing managing officer talent would be, I think, 
very valuable. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you. 
I have one final question. I am just curious, and maybe you don’t 

have the answer as well. But if we implement some of these 
changes, is there a significant cost saving? 

Dr. HAMRE. Well, I don’t think that, you know, cutting the num-
ber of general officers isn’t going to be a cost saving directly. What 
it is, it starts the process where we spend less energy friction inter-
nal to the system and more of our energy goes towards output. And 
we are going to find lots of opportunities to make our organization 
more streamlined if we start at the top and think how could we do 
things differently. I think there are a lot of opportunities for that. 

A little example, you know, we will have a thousand people man-
aging a constellation of satellites where the private industry will 
have 10 people doing the same job. So you are not going to discover 
that until you really break open organizations saying, how do we 
do things differently? 

I think that starts with the top. That is why I would recommend 
that you seriously look at top changes. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you. Thank you very much to all the wit-
nesses. 
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And I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
General HAM. Mr. Chairman, could I make a comment about 

JPME? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir. 
General HAM. So I think you are right, ma’am, that the cohort 

of officers serving today are much more attuned, much more com-
fortable operating in a joint environment than I was growing up. 
That is a result of what you did in the law, so we don’t want to 
lose that. 

I think there is measure for some greater flexibility in the appli-
cation of joint duty assignments. There are lots of examples that 
two officers sitting side by side doing largely the same function, one 
gets joint credit and the other doesn’t. There are some improve-
ments that I think could be done in that regard. 

I think there is merit in the proposal to reduce the timeline of 
assignments from 3 years to 2. That seems to be about right. 

But we don’t want to lose the goodness that this cohort of officers 
have, that feel very comfortable while retaining their service pride 
and culture, but they are very comfortable in the joint environ-
ment. That is a good thing for the Armed Forces and we want to 
make sure we continue that. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you, and I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Dr. Fleming. 
Dr. FLEMING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you, gentlemen, for being here today, and thank you 

for your service to our Nation. 
I want to focus for a moment on the downsizing of the four-stars. 

I believe I think I read 41 down to 27 is being considered. Is that 
locked in stone or is that still just up for discussion at this point? 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. My understanding is it is very much up for discus-
sion. 

Dr. FLEMING. Okay, all right, just asking. So my question is, just 
briefly because I have follow-up questions, what are the pros and 
cons? What do we give up by downsizing our number of four-stars? 

General HAM. So I will start. There are some modest savings in 
immediate staff of a four-star, unsurprisingly. A four-star’s imme-
diate staff is a little bigger than a three-star, et cetera. But it is 
the downward effect of a four-star headquarters and then the cas-
cading effect. 

Dr. FLEMING. Right. 
General HAM. On the negative side, I think we ought to be a lit-

tle cautious. Four-stars get access to places that sometimes three- 
stars can’t. 

Dr. FLEMING. Yes. 
General HAM. I am most familiar with Europe. I was the last 

four-star Army service component commander in Europe, that my 
successors have all been three-stars. It has been okay, but the re-
ality is most of their counterparts are four-stars. 

Dr. FLEMING. Right. 
General HAM. There are access challenges. It was tough some-

times for me as a four-star to have conversation with Russian coun-
terparts. I know we are suspended from that right now. 

Dr. FLEMING. Yes. 
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General HAM. I have heard that the same is true with China. 
The Army for a long time had a three-star Army service component 
commander in the Pacific, difficult for that commander to have dis-
cussions with their Chinese counterpart, easier now that that Army 
component is a four-star. 

Dr. FLEMING. Correct. 
General HAM. So there is balance. 
Dr. FLEMING. Sure. Well, the reason why I bring it up is you may 

recall, and I hate to bring up bad things that happen in history, 
but Barksdale Air Force Base is the Air Force base now home for 
Global Strike Command in Louisiana. They are in control, of 
course, of nuclear missiles and nuclear bombers. 

You may recall that back around 2007, 2008 there were several 
instances that happened with nuclear weapons that were very un-
fortunate. One was the transport, unauthorized transport of nu-
clear weapons from one point to another, which actually it was ac-
tually found and discovered at Barksdale itself. That led to stand-
ing up Global Strike Command, and now there is a four-star gen-
eral in charge of that. 

And the reasons cited, among them was the fact that there was 
not a high-level general in charge of our nuclear weapons, which 
is arguably the most important tools of war that we have, certainly 
the most devastating in case of a mistake. 

One of the reasons cited for having a four-star in charge of Glob-
al Strike Command is to make sure that there is top-level access 
to discussion and resources. So I do have a concern, at least when 
it comes to the Air Force, about, again, the shedding of four-stars 
and how that could impact our nuclear armament. 

So I would love to have your comments on that. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, I would simply say that the way the House 

side has approached the issue with a smaller number of cuts to the 
four-star levels and essentially saying to the DOD look carefully at 
what is needed, so a case like the one you made probably would 
carry some weight over there. 

Dr. FLEMING. Sure. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. Arbitrarily cutting whatever it is, 17, whatever the 

number is, probably is too far, too fast, and without enough 
thought. 

So there is a way to approach this, there is a case for reducing 
the number of four-stars. I am not entirely convinced that if you 
are a three-star you don’t have any clout at all. 

Dr. FLEMING. Right. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. Certainly that is not my experience when I was in 

the Department. 
Dr. FLEMING. Sure. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. But nevertheless, you have got to do this with 

some care and understanding. And I think the way this particular 
committee is approaching it is about right. 

Dr. FLEMING. Yes? 
Dr. HAMRE. Just very briefly, I was on the Schlesinger Commis-

sion that reviewed that incident. 
Dr. FLEMING. Yes, right. 
Dr. HAMRE. My personal view is that this was a long-term trend. 

It started when the Air Force transferred the bombers from the 
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Strategic Command to the Tactical Command. There was a four- 
star in charge—— 

Dr. FLEMING. Right. 
Mr. HAMRE [continuing]. But he didn’t care about the nuclear 

mission. 
Dr. FLEMING. right. 
Dr. HAMRE. And are there ways that you can keep the focus for 

the nuclear mission with a three-star? I think you can and I think 
the Air Force has really embraced it now, but it does require the 
chief to understand that that is his responsibility to make sure that 
that part of the mission suite is healthy. 

And I take my hat off to General Welsh. He did a great job, I 
think. I am confident that General Goldfein will do the same thing. 

I understand your concern. But the real cause of losing a focus 
was when we took the bombers and gave them to the Tactical Air 
Command. 

Dr. FLEMING. Yes? Okay. 
General HAM. So I would just add to what Dr. Hamre said in his 

opening statement. I think to afford the Department of Defense the 
opportunity to conduct a review, maybe a little bit more time, ex-
tending this a year, let them come back to you and say here is our 
proposal, that makes a lot of sense to me rather than trying to do 
it in the near term. 

Dr. FLEMING. Yes, okay. 
Thank you, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Mr. O’Rourke. 
Mr. O’Rourke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And I would also like to thank each of you for your presentation 

and the questions that you have answered so far. You have really 
hit on, I think, the most critical, most fundamental aspects of what 
we do as Members of Congress. And you mentioned the separation 
of powers, the civilian control of the military. 

Dr. Zakheim, you said no one defines the ends anymore. 
General Ham, you talked about the tyranny of consensus and the 

importance that we escape that. 
All those are on my mind. And when I think about a defense 

budget of $610 billion that consumes half or more of our discre-
tionary budget, I don’t know if that is too much or too little. I don’t 
know exactly what we are trying to achieve in the world and in 
specific areas like the Middle East, it is especially confusing. 

And so I know that much of what we are talking about today is 
about the executive’s authority, the NSC, whether it is too large, 
whether it is operational or merely coordinating, and I think those 
are important questions and you have helped me to better under-
stand that. 

But perhaps each of you could spend a little bit of time guiding 
me as a Member of Congress in terms of what we could do to better 
define these ends, to have a defined strategy towards which we can 
apply the means, use to help us make decisions on specific weapon 
systems, force levels, total budget levels. 

The themes that you have touched on could not be more impor-
tant to the job that I am trying to do. 

So, Dr. Hamre, I will ask you to begin. 
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Dr. HAMRE. Thank you. I was on the committee, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee back in the 1980s, into the 1990s. I re-
member the first year that I was on the committee our bill was 5 
pages long and our report was 96 pages long. This year, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee bill is 1,600 pages long. 

The Congress, and this is collectively, it is this committee, it is 
the Senate committee, everybody, is on the wrong path. You are 
not more powerful when you ask thousands of little questions. You 
are powerful when you focus on big issues. 

That used to be the historic role of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, focus on the big issues. What fundamentally is shaping the 
direction of the country and our national security? Instead, the 
committees have become trapped in chasing after thousands and 
thousands of little issues. And I think it has been to the diminish-
ment of the committee. 

So I strongly would urge you to pull back from all of this me-
chanical stuff. I mean, the Department loves it when you do that, 
by the way, because they can throw a thousand colonels at you, you 
know, I mean, they will win. 

But when it comes to debating the big issues, the big issues of 
state and national purpose, you have the upper hand, but you are 
not playing in that court. And I would ask you to reconceptualize 
how you think about your role as a committee. 

General HAM. Sir, I would take a similar vein. We have talked 
a little bit about the development of national security strategy from 
which derives the national military strategy. And while this com-
mittee appropriately focuses most on the national military strategy 
and the role of the Armed Forces, it must be understood that that 
occurs in a context of a broader, you know, cliche phrase of whole- 
of-government approach that applies all of the instruments of na-
tional power. 

And for this committee to say how do the Armed Forces, how 
does the Nation’s military capability fit into that overarching na-
tional security strategy, I think we probably have, in my view, 
have, in many times and many cases, overemphasized and focused 
almost exclusively on the military component and not so much on 
the other underlying and albeit important, at least equally if not 
more important other elements of national power. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I would align myself with those points. I would also 
add this. You have the power of the purse. If you have a better 
understanding of the big questions the way John Hamre just laid 
them out, then you can ask, how does what the Department is ask-
ing you for fit in with those big questions? So if they want some-
thing that relates, say, to the Middle East, and I agree with John 
Hamre, we have no strategy in the Middle East, and you ask them, 
well, why should I pay for this if it is for the Middle East, what 
is it actually going to do for me when I don’t know what you want 
to do, those kinds of questions you can and should ask. 

And one other area which is terribly important, you have got to 
do the things that DOD will not do for itself. This whole hearing, 
the whole idea of acquisition reform, Goldwater-Nichols. Gold-
water-Nichols wasn’t cooked up by DOD. I was in DOD at the time. 
When John was on the Hill, I was inside the Department. We were 
bitterly opposed to it. 
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So if you want and see a need for change, don’t bet on DOD 
doing it for you. And that is something else you should be doing. 

The CHAIRMAN. I just have to say I think Dr. Hamre and Dr. 
Zakheim are exactly right on both cases. One of my goals, which 
I have completely failed at so far, is to shrink the size of our bill 
over the last 2 years. A variety of reasons, but I think we have got 
to do better at focusing on the big stuff, so very good questions. 

Mrs. Walorski. 
Mrs. WALORSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, gentlemen, for being here. 
As you know and you have already spoken to this, the question 

on the NSC, the National Security Council, I was interested in the 
comments that former Secretaries Gates and Panetta when they 
talked about the National Security Council’s micromanagement of 
military operations. 

I am interested in hearing from all of you, but I just wanted to 
direct this first question to General Ham. From your perspective as 
a former combatant commander, how do you see this issue of 
micromanagement as Panetta and Gates have described? 

General HAM. As a combatant commander, ma’am, I didn’t actu-
ally perceive it as micromanagement because, frankly, our engage-
ment with the National Security Council staff was pretty minimal. 
I mean, it was occasional with me personally. If there was a par-
ticular contingency or matter that was being discussed, usually at 
the invitation of the Secretary of Defense or the Chairman, then 
I could have been brought in. 

My perspective as the director for operations, J–3 on the Joint 
Staff, was different. And there were the frequency and the level of 
detail that was requested by the National Security Council staff 
was beyond that which I felt was necessary for that body to make 
policy decisions and I think started a trend very much into oper-
ational matters. 

And so there was tension there and sometimes we would get 
guidance from the Secretary of Defense or the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to say simply, you know, we are not going to 
go down that path, we are not going to provide that level of detail 
because it is too operational. 

But it was, you know, near-constant dialogue, particularly if 
there was a pending contingency operation that was being dis-
cussed at those levels. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Yes, Dr. Zakheim, if you could kind of weigh in 
on what Dr. Hamre was talking about earlier, just your perspective 
on the Senate having a cap on members versus the House language 
which requires FOIA [Freedom of Information Act] and Senate con-
firmation, those two types of things. I am interested just to hear 
your perspective as well. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, I personally think that the House side’s ap-
proach is probably better in the sense that, look, if the NSC staff 
is relatively small, then it truly is an advisory staff and there is 
no need to confirm the national security adviser. Once it gets too 
big, it is operational. And John pointed out the size of OMB and 
the size of the NSC staff are roughly the same. 

So yes, the whole purpose of the national security adviser has 
just changed. 
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I would point out something else. General Ham speaks from his 
experience. But when you were the J–3 the NSC was smaller. The 
problem with the NSC staff is that it has gone up like that. And 
frankly, when you have all these people sitting around, they are 
going to look for something to do. 

And I will never forget, sometimes we would get a call when Mr. 
Rumsfeld was my boss, you know, the White House wants X or 
somebody would tell us the White House wants X. And the Sec-
retary would say, well, who in the White House? I mean, the White 
House is a big place, it has janitors, too. 

So you get this tendency, the President wants, the White House 
wants, that is the part of the problem. When you have a small staff 
that understands its function and that is working full tilt at that 
function, you are not going to have these sorts of problems. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Dr. Hamre, you want to add anything to that? 
Dr. HAMRE. Just to say that when Henry Kissinger was national 

security adviser he had 40 people on his staff. When Zbig 
Brzezinski was national security adviser he had 44 on his staff. 
There are 450 right now. 

Now, that is qualitatively a different operation. And I hear it 
from all of my friends who are, you know, CINCs [commanders in 
chief] and the Joint Staff, they are getting phone calls from GS– 
11s telling him turn ships around. I mean, that is not the role of 
the National Security Council. 

And if it is the role of the National Security Council, the Con-
gress has a responsibility, a constitutional responsibility to oversee 
it. We just have to decide how we are going to go here. 

That is why I think the Thornberry amendment and now the 
House approach is the superior way to proceed on this. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. And I would just add—— 
Mrs. WALORSKI. Sure. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. I would think Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Brzezinski 

were pretty good at their job with that small number of people. 
Mrs. WALORSKI. I appreciate it. 
I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Gabbard. 
Ms. GABBARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, gentlemen. It is very insightful to hear your different 

perspectives on this. 
Dr. Zakheim, you talked about national security strategy as real-

ly being kind of the big-picture approach that we need to be looking 
at if we are looking at the cause and how we can improve the situ-
ation. 

You know, I think there is no argument that the security envi-
ronment today is far more complex than it was during the Cold 
War, yet our national security strategies and processes have not 
necessarily evolved to reflect that reality. 

I think both the House and Senate bills have recommended 
streamlining the strategic planning within the Department by 
eliminating the QDR, replacing it with a top-down defense strat-
egy, but it still does not go to the heart of the issue with what you 
raised, Dr. Zakheim, which is all of the other elements within the 
Federal Government that play an important role in this national 
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security strategy so that the DOD is not operating kind of in a silo 
or in a vacuum. 

You know, I think we have seen some marginal efforts and at-
tempts to do this that really have not been particularly successful. 
You know, I don’t think they will happen on their own. 

So I would like to hear from you how we can develop or conduct 
a national security review that would accomplish that goal, what 
your recommendations would be of building this overall national 
security strategy wherein the DOD obviously plays a very critical 
role working alongside and in parallel with these other agencies. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Since you mentioned me I will start, Congress-
woman. 

The first thing is to recognize that DOD is not the answer to 
everything. DOD has become the default position. My favorite anec-
dote about Afghanistan was the Iowa National Guard teaching 
farmers out there to farm because the Department of Agriculture 
wasn’t sending people because they didn’t have to. 

National security involves a lot of agencies. And this is some-
thing the National Security Council staff should be doing. Instead 
of giving operational guidance that drives people like General Ham 
a little bit crazy, they should be working on a comprehensive na-
tional security strategy reaching out to every single agency that 
has an input, that has a part to play, and rethinking the role of 
those agencies. 

And why is it that State Department people get killed and people 
in uniform get killed and people in the intelligence agencies, but 
somebody in the Agriculture Department who needs to go out to Af-
ghanistan doesn’t have to go if he or she doesn’t want to. There is 
something fundamentally wrong with that. 

We need to reconsider what we mean by national security. To 
me, that is job number one of the National Security Council staff. 

Ms. GABBARD. Thank you. 
General HAM. I would agree with that, ma’am, just to say it is 

much broader than the armed services and we have got to find a 
way, and I would agree with Dr. Zakheim that I think the national 
security staff is the right entity to forge the various elements of our 
government, craft a national security strategy from which derive 
all of the others. 

How do you get to that? How do you drive that? I think it is by 
asking those tough questions that Dr. Hamre said, the big ques-
tions rather than the specific questions. You know, what is it that 
we are trying to achieve? And then I think for this committee, you 
know, what is the military component of that strategy? 

But absent that broader, overarching strategy, we always say, I 
mean, uniformly everybody signs up and says there is no military 
solution to this problem or that problem or this campaign, but yet 
there is very little conversation about other than military solutions 
to those challenges. 

So again, broadening and deepening the conversation, I think, 
will be helpful. 

Ms. GABBARD. Thank you. 
Dr. HAMRE. Ma’am, the reason DOD is always tasked to do 

things is because we are the only part of the government that can 
mobilize capacity beyond what we are in peacetime. You know, we 
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do not buy extra policemen. You know, we make them work over-
time when it is the 4th of July. We don’t have extra firemen, you 
know, we don’t have extra diplomats. 

But we do have the capacity in the Defense Department to fun-
damentally change ourselves when the President says you have got 
to do something. We can bring up reservists, we can bring in con-
tractors. We know how to do that, that is why we are always the 
ones that get tasked to do it. But we are frequently being put in 
positions where we are not the best party to be doing it. 

This has to be something that the President makes a priority to 
get other agencies of the government to be working with us. So I 
strongly agree with my colleagues on that. 

I also feel that, you know, the Department needs to be held ac-
countable to the big questions, not all the little questions. I mean, 
the little questions are mechanical, those are administrative. They 
have the responsibility to do it right, you need to be pressing them 
on the very large questions. What are we doing in the Middle East? 
What is our strategy? 

Ms. GABBARD. Yes. 
Dr. HAMRE. How are we going to turn that situation around? It 

is spiraling into chaos. What are we going to do? 
I think we have a strategy in Asia, we just haven’t gotten any-

body in the administration to articulate it very clearly. 
So I think if you press, lift this debate up, lift this debate up so 

it is at the national purposes, what are we doing as a nation, what 
do we need for our people, this is why we asked you to serve to 
do those questions. 

Ms. GABBARD. Thank you. 
Thank you, very much. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Smith. 
Mr. SMITH. I just wanted to follow up quickly, Dr. Hamre, on 

that issue as you talk about, you know, the military does it because 
they have the bandwidth basically, whereas you would have an in-
stance where USAID or Ag [Agriculture] or Justice or any number 
of different departments would be better qualified. 

At the end of the day, the reason for that is they don’t have the 
money, they don’t have the personnel. I don’t see that changing. I 
don’t see where that money is going to come from. I mean, the only 
logical place to take it from would be, well, if the DOD is doing 
something that it would prefer someone else to do, take the money 
from DOD, put it in the State Department, good luck with that. 

Am I wrong about that, first of all? Do you think that is a real-
istic approach to say, hey, let us move more money in there? But 
more importantly, short of that, if we can’t do that, is there a bet-
ter way to do it than we are doing it now within the confines of 
the money that we have? 

Dr. HAMRE. Well, sir, I think there is no easy way to do it in the 
short term. For example, one of the reasons the Defense Depart-
ment, we budget excess officers. You know, we have a TTHS 
[Trainees, Transients, Holdees, and Students] account where we 
buy 10 percent more officers than we need to fill all the jobs. But 
that is because some of them are in transit, some of them are in 
training. I mean, there are different reasons why. But you have 
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given us the permission to do that and we bake that into our budg-
et. 

The overhead account in personnel in the State Department is 
one-half of 1 percent. That is long-term disability. They need to 
have a higher percent of authorized Foreign Service Officers so 
that they have the capacity to send people off to training, they 
have the capacity to mobilize and to get people into a theater on 
short notice. Right now they have to take it out of resources be-
cause they don’t have it. 

So honestly, it is a mechanical thing, but budgeting a small 
amount of overhead would help dramatically with this problem. 

Mr. SMITH. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General HAM. Mr. Chairman, may I follow up on Mr. Smith’s 

question? 
So I would agree with that and it certainly manifests itself in 

professional military education where a small number of civilians 
from various agencies across the government go to the National De-
fense University and other places. That is invaluable experience for 
them, but also for the uniformed officers who are in that. If we 
could increase that, that would be good. 

And lastly, as combatant commander, I really appreciated the so- 
called dual-key authorities that the Congress has given to the State 
Department and Department of Defense that you can go do some-
thing if both departments agree on that. That is a great way, 
again, to build the synergy between, you know, the State Depart-
ment and Department of Defense in activities abroad and I found 
those to be very useful. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Coffman. 
Mr. COFFMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Obviously, one concern that I have, I think that the Congress 

has, is the extraordinary growth in the size of the bureaucracy in 
the Department of Defense. And now we are having a debate about 
reducing the number of four-stars. But it seems that the genesis 
or the origin and the growth is the rise of these combatant com-
mands. 

And it seems that certainly some of them have a good focus. But 
it seems like in some of them they have become incredibly paro-
chial as to their region. There are redundant functions with the 
State Department. So how would you state that we ought to look 
at the effectiveness of combatant commands and to what extent we 
ought to have them going forward? 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, let me try to deal with that. 
The combatant commands may have generated some additional 

civilian slots because the military end strength is what it is. But 
I don’t think that is the major driver in the growth of civilian num-
bers. 

And I think what is needed is a far more careful look clearly with 
congressional legislation, otherwise it will never happen, at why we 
need as many as we have added in the last 15 years. 

I mean, it is arguable that as we have added the 7,000 civilians 
we haven’t gotten particularly more efficient. If we had, you might 
not be having this hearing today. So there is something fundamen-
tally wrong and it goes well beyond the combatant commands. 
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As to the combatant commands themselves, I agree with you 
there needs to be some change. I think there should be a four-star 
cyber commander, for example. 

Whether you need a NORTHCOM [U.S. Northern Command] and 
a SOUTHCOM [U.S. Southern Command] separately is something 
that needs to be looked at. Whether you need a CENTCOM [U.S. 
Central Command] and an AFRICOM [U.S. Africa Command], 
given that the locus of Islamic terror is somewhere between the 
two of them, maybe you want to rethink that. 

I think there needs to be a closer look, again going back to John 
Hamre’s point, what are we trying to do in the world, and then, 
okay, what kind of commands do we need in order to do that. Un-
fortunately, that is not how the UCP works, the Unified Command 
Plan, and those aren’t the questions we have been asking. 

General HAM. It won’t surprise you, Mr. Coffman, that I feel 
pretty strongly about the value of geographic combatant com-
mands. Again, as I stated earlier, I think there is great value in 
having a commander and a group of people who wake up every day 
focused on a specific region. 

I would agree, though, that they don’t need to be as large as they 
are. I failed in that in my time at Africa Command. I should have 
been more aggressive at reducing the size of the command and I 
regret that. So I think there is a time to do that. 

But I wouldn’t give up the goodness of the relationships that are 
developed between that combatant command and the military lead-
ers in the area of responsibility. That is a very valuable component, 
I think, in our building partner capacity and reliance upon others. 

The point that the threats that we face today are no longer exclu-
sively regional or transregional, some of them certainly are global 
threats, so mechanisms that allow greater agility in the application 
of force and capabilities across combatant command boundaries, I 
think those would be helpful. 

I always felt that I had a great relationship with European Com-
mand, Central Command, Pacific Command as we did things to-
gether. But frankly, it was more based on personality than it was 
on structure. So we need some structure that makes cross-combat-
ant-command boundaries more effective and more efficient. 

Mr. COFFMAN. So when we look at Goldwater-Nichols, it seemed 
that the momentum for it was looking at military setbacks that 
have occurred with the failure during the Carter administration of 
the rescue in Iran and with the failure, ultimate failure of the Ma-
rine Corps presence in Lebanon under the Reagan administration. 

I was involved in the early phases, the unfortunate failure in 
Beirut that led to the loss of, I think, 241 U.S. military personnel. 

So when we look at the response in Benghazi and we look at our 
structure, what have we learned? Because I was in a Marine am-
phibious unit positioned off Lebanon to evacuate the U.S. embassy 
on order. And we were there, we were positioned there when things 
were getting hot in Lebanon. What have we learned in terms of our 
inability or our inertia in terms of responding to a Benghazi from 
the standpoint of looking at our overall structure? 

General HAM. I obviously have some familiarity with this subject 
and have appeared before this committee on this subject. 
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I think we have learned a lot. I think first and foremost, obvi-
ously, the security of U.S. diplomatic facilities is primarily the pur-
view of the Department of State and host nations. There are some 
things that can be strengthened there. 

In terms of military response, I think some of the things that the 
Department of Defense has done over the past few years to de-
crease response time by establishing a Commander’s In-extremis 
Force dedicated to Africa which didn’t exist before, to establish the 
Marine Corps Special Purpose Marine Air-Ground Task Force in 
Spain that is postured to respond more quickly, I think those are 
all very, very positive steps that have occurred from a tragic inci-
dent. 

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Mrs. Davis. 
Mrs. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It is good to see all of you here. Thank you for your inputs and 

really all your service to the country. 
I wanted to ask you if you could, you know, this is probably a 

difficult thing to do, but I know that it is something you have 
thought about a lot, could you look at an Iraq-type decisionmaking 
process today and think about what would be different between 
now and, say, 2003? And what still needs to change, what would 
need to change in statute as well as internally at the Department 
of Defense? 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I lived through that. 
Mrs. DAVIS. Right. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. I don’t know, is the answer. And the reason I tell 

you that is that when you get to the level of the President and the 
Vice President and the Secretaries of State and Defense, those are 
decisions that are not going to be driven by a particular mechanism 
or indeed by some kind of structure. 

Those are the kinds of decisions that are made for a host of dif-
ferent reasons and different motives. And so as you saw perhaps 
just from what happened in Britain with Mr. Blair’s reaction to the 
really sharp criticism of Britain’s involvement in Iraq, on the one 
hand he was kind of penitent, but on the other hand he had his 
back up and said, no, you know, this is what I wanted to do. That 
is what Presidents do. 

I mean, ultimately, Truman was right, the buck does stop there. 
And for something like that, the buck will always stop there. 

General HAM. I will try, Mrs. Davis, and just say simply, you 
know, military planning we often develop plans based on what do 
we think are the most likely outcomes, most likely enemy or adver-
sary reactions and then what are the most dangerous. 

And I think sometimes we get fascinated by the most likely and 
build all of our plans and contingencies based on what we antici-
pate will be the most likely outcome, and we are less prepared for 
the most dangerous, perhaps an unlikely outcome, but one that has 
very significant consequences. So we need to be prepared for that 
bad outcome as well as the most likely outcome. 

It is a reminder to all of us that when we begin military oper-
ations, there is not a lot of certainty as to what the outcome will 
be. And so making sure that we have the ability, the adaptability 
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to recognize when conditions are changing and then the flexibility 
to modify our courses of action and our policies as those conditions 
change. I think that is probably one of the lessons that we have 
learned over the past 10 or 15 years. 

Dr. HAMRE. Representative Davis, forgive me for kind of doing 
this, but I think this is why you want to have civilian control. I 
don’t think that the decisionmaking in 2003 was produced by the 
military demanding a war. I mean, you want absolute accountabili-
ty for why things are done and it rests with the President, it rests 
with the constitutional officers that execute the President’s direc-
tions. 

And this is why you do not want to bring in a complicating factor 
where you can blame the military for what, in essence, is a political 
decision. This was back in a time when there was a great deal of 
fear in America and we didn’t really understand what had hap-
pened to us after 9/11. We reacted with anger and blind rage in 
many ways. 

But that was a political decision, it was not the product of mili-
tary recommendations or the byproduct of the civilian/military rela-
tionship. It was unequivocally a policy choice and I think we have 
to always keep it that way. 

Mrs. DAVIS. Well, I certainly appreciate all of your answers. I 
think part of the concern as you were talking about how we, you 
know, strategically look at capacity, capacity on many different lev-
els, and part of what I know I have always been concerned about, 
I think we all were, is whether we asked those appropriate ques-
tions. 

What capacity do we even have for understanding the situational 
awareness, if you will, and trying to get underneath? You know, 
what really lies at the bottom of some of those decisions? So I ap-
preciate that. 

Dr. Zakheim. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, I was just going to say that is a role of both 

the Intelligence Community and the military to lay out as best they 
can what the situation looks like from their perspective. 

On the other hand, the decision is the President’s and his senior 
people, his political people. It is a policy decision, John’s absolutely 
right. 

Mrs. DAVIS. Right, thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Wittman. 
Mr. WITTMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Hamre, I wanted to begin with you. You wrote an article 

back in March speaking about the role of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs, saying specifically that they shouldn’t be inserted into the 
chain of command, the role should be advisory so they can be more 
directive from that perspective rather than in the chain of com-
mand. 

Subsequent to that in April, Secretary Ash Carter came out and 
said that he wanted to look at ways to clarify the role and author-
ity of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. And he also wanted to 
make sure that the Chairman maintained his independence within 
that particular realm of duties. 
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Give me your perspective on where you think the Chairman 
should function in the role between the Secretary, the administra-
tion, and the Joint Chiefs and staff, therefore? 

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think this is, of course, one of the most com-
plicated questions. And I would say the role of the Chairman is 
probably the most complicated job in the world if you think about, 
because his job is to ensure that the President understands the im-
plications of choices he or she wants to make, but is objective about 
those recommendations to the President and so he can’t become an 
advocate for what comes up through the chain of command to the 
Secretary. 

His role is really to be this superior counselor to the President, 
that can give him military judgment and advice as he thinks about 
it. And I think the chairmen have actually done a good job of that. 
I think they have worked very hard at that because they were not 
invested in the recommendation that sat in front of the President. 
They certainly knew about it, they helped to shape it, but it was 
their job to give independent advice to the President. I think we 
want to preserve that. 

And I don’t think we want to cloud in any sense it is the Presi-
dent’s decision if he is going to put somebody in harm’s way. It is 
the President’s accountability to the public. We can’t let that get 
confused by somehow thinking, well, the military were the cause 
of that. The military cannot be the cause for political decisions. 

Now, I think the issue at hand and I think the way that your 
committee dealt with it was to acknowledge the Secretary has a lot 
of delegation authorities that he could exercise. And that is within 
the prerogative of Goldwater-Nichols that was established and I 
think you are right to highlight that and to say, why doesn’t that 
become an appropriate vehicle for dealing with what are truly ad-
ministrative matters? 

But I know the political power of the Joint Staff and I would be 
very loathe to give the Joint Staff more political power when it ulti-
mately is a political decision that has to be accountable to the elec-
torate. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Thank you. 
Dr. Zakheim, I want to shift gears a little bit here. You spoke 

earlier about efficiencies within the Department of Defense and 
specifically where dollars are going. And I am very much concerned 
along the same realm, and that is that we are getting dollars di-
rectly to readiness. And in many situations, they are not getting 
there. 

You pointed out, I think very eloquently, that about 40 percent 
of the total Pentagon budget or spending, which is about $240 bil-
lion out of the base budget, goes to overhead and support. So it 
doesn’t get directly to the warfighter, it doesn’t get to the things 
that we need to be doing, whether it is training, whether it is the 
overhead of operations and maintenance and modernization. 

And you have also seen, too, that since 2009 the workforce there 
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense has grown by more than 
2,000 people or 18 percent, and the Joint Staff grew from 1,286 to 
4,244, an increase of 240 percent. 

I think all those things are very, very significant in looking at 
that element of growth. 
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Tell me this. How do we in the future reshape the direction of 
resources to make sure that we are indeed focusing that on rebuild-
ing readiness? You know, the full-spectrum readiness is not a place 
where we are going to be until sometime in the 2020s. To me, the 
way to short-circuit that, sans all the issues we deal with, seques-
ter and those kinds of things, is to create efficiencies within the 
Pentagon. 

Give me your perspective. I know you spoke a little bit about it, 
but I wanted to get you to drill down a little bit more about how 
we get there. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, starting with the Office of the Secretary and 
the Joint Staff, I mean, clearly you can legislate a ceiling for both. 
It has been done before. What you have to watch out for is another 
WHS or the siphoning off to other agencies. And unless you put in 
language there that says these people really have to go, they are 
not going to go. So that is number one. 

Number two is one of the biggest black holes in budgeting, and 
I think John Hamre will probably agree with me on this, he was 
a comptroller before he was a deputy, is base operations. What do 
we mean by base operations? There are things that we really need 
to spend money on and there are things that maybe we shouldn’t 
be spending money on. 

And I think getting to the bottom of that is daunting, but it is 
very important if you are looking for the kinds of efficiencies that 
you could then turn the money over toward procurement and R&D 
[research and development] and the other things you are talking 
about. 

And finally, as I said, getting your arms around the contractor 
corps. What does it mean? 

One thing that I have suggested over the years is you put a 2- 
year moratorium on anybody leaving the Department, whether 
military or civilian, before they can become a contractor that is 
doing staff augmentation, which is really the problem. Because 
what they do is they flip their badge and they go back to the same 
job, but meanwhile somebody else has replaced them as well and 
all of a sudden you have got two people doing one job. 

There ought to be a moratorium set on that. You ought to make 
it much, much harder for people just to flip their badges. Once that 
happens, they are going to look elsewhere and that will start bring-
ing the numbers down, too. 

Mr. WITTMAN. Very good. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Larsen. 
Mr. LARSEN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Hamre, an important role of the AT&L Under Secretary is 

serving as a milestone decision authority for major defense acquisi-
tion programs. So in that role, as we know, the Under Secretary 
is a key decisionmaker in the DOD in whether a program starts, 
whether it moves into development or into productions. So even 
though the fiscal year 2016 bill encourages AT&L to push that au-
thority down to military services in more cases, the Under Sec-
retary still retains the authority to serve as a milestone decision 
authority on programs. 
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So the Senate has a proposal to break up the Under Secretary 
for AT&L and it is not 100 percent clear on whether or not the new 
Under Secretary for Research and Engineering would continue to 
serve in that role as the decision authority. 

So a couple of questions, do you support the Senate’s idea of a 
new Under Secretary retaining this milestone decision authority? 
Or should Congress make clear in whatever language you need to 
come up with where that authority sits? 

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I think my personal view is we need to lift up 
the Director of Defense Research and Engineering to make it the 
number-three position in the building again. It once was, we need 
to put it back there again. You cannot have that be the number- 
three position and not let him have milestone acquisition authority. 
You are going to have to keep that role with the DDR&E. 

But we don’t need a giant compliance organization surrounding 
him and that is what we have had. And I think putting a lot of 
the responsibility back to the services, which is what you did last 
year, was the right thing to do. 

This year I think it would be a mistake to try to separate the 
milestone authority and put it into another Under Secretary. You 
need to keep that with the DDR&E and I think you can fix that 
when you are in conference. 

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Zakheim. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. I agree with that. I think that General Milley, the 

Chief of Staff of the Army, has proposed a number of other things 
that can be devolved back to the military, which will, again, reduce 
the need for these massive staffs that support the current Under 
Secretary. 

I think the intent and the focus should be on innovation and 
technology development. That is why the suggestion that you 
change the nature of what the Under Secretary does is so impor-
tant. 

And most of the acquisition work, leaving aside the milestone 
issue that was just discussed, belongs with an Assistant Secretary 
for Acquisition who should do that job. That is not where we go if 
we really want to innovate. That is where we have been. And ev-
erybody agrees we are not innovating. 

So you need to have this focus that, you know, what Harold 
Brown did when he had that job, what Bill Perry did when he had 
that job, that is what they should be doing. And if you look at their 
records and what they brought in and the records of what DOD has 
done over the last many years actually, compared to what is going 
on in the commercial sector, you will see that something is amiss 
and maybe we should go back to that original model. 

Mr. LARSEN. Yes, thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Mr. Lamborn. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The Senate is coming up with some interesting proposals regard-

ing military structure, so I would like to focus on two of these pro-
posals. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I have here a letter to start out with from 
11 retired senior military commanders, including former STRAT-
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COM [U.S. Strategic Command], PACOM [U.S. Pacific Command], 
and NORTHCOM commanders, expressing concern with Senate 
section 502 which would repeal the requirement for the director of 
the Missile Defense Agency to be a three-star officer as part of the 
imposition of an across-the-board cut to general officer/flag officer 
billets. 

The letter gives five reasons why the director of this critical $30 
billion agency should be a three-star and not a lower-rank officer. 
So I would ask unanimous consent that this be entered into the 
record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. 
[The letter referred to can be found in the Appendix on page 69.] 
Mr. LAMBORN. So my question for the witnesses is, given the im-

portance of missile defense, do you agree that experience has 
shown that the MDA [Missile Defense Agency] should be led by a 
three-star military officer? Who would care to comment on that? 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I will be happy to. I was there in 1983 when Gen-
eral Abe [Abrahamson] was the first three-star officer in charge of 
what was then called SDI [Strategic Defense Initiative]. 

There is no question in my mind that you should have a three- 
star. I don’t know if my colleagues will agree with me or not. As 
long as missile defense is an important national defense priority, 
then you should have a three-star dealing with it. And the reason 
is very simple, there are tons of two-stars. 

I know of one person who once held my job who would only see 
four-stars. I thought that was pretty outrageous myself. And be-
lieve me, the services that had to deal with that individual were 
not happy either. 

But there are just a lot of two-stars. And when you have an 
Under Secretary or a Secretary or Deputy Secretary, and John 
Hamre can speak for the latter, they are just not going to deal with 
a two-star the way they deal with a three-star, nor with—would I 
argue, I suspect, would the Hill. I can’t speak for the Hill, but that 
is my suspicion. 

As long as it is a major and priority American defense activity, 
it should be a three-star, it should be run by a three-star. That is 
my view. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Any other comments? 
General HAM. Just very quickly. I think obviously missile defense 

is a vital component of an overarching strategy. The decision as to 
individual positions and officers, I think, ought to be part of a 
broader, more comprehensive review of the general and flag officer 
ranks within the Armed Forces. 

In the particular case of the Missile Defense Agency, one advan-
tage of having a three-star is that that requires a specific nomina-
tion and confirmation process, obviously why you all obviously still 
confirm promotions to major general, it is more individual and tai-
lored at the three-star level. And that level of scrutiny may be ap-
propriate given the importance of missile defense. 

Dr. HAMRE. Sir, this is the first I have learned of this and so I 
haven’t had a chance to study it. 

I would just like to step back and reflect. I mean, we had a one- 
star Army general that brought together the Manhattan Project. 
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You know, the man who did mobilization for armored combat vehi-
cles—— 

Mr. LAMBORN. If you could wrap up in about 20 seconds because 
I have got a second—— 

Dr. HAMRE. Yes—for armored combat vehicles, he was a colonel. 
Mr. LAMBORN. I have got a second question. 
Dr. HAMRE. I mean, so all I am saying, it is the context of gen-

eral officer structure, which is what General Ham said. I person-
ally am not convinced you need to have four-stars heading up ac-
quisition commands. And so I think it needs to be put in the scale 
with a thoughtful review that needs to be done by the Department. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Okay, thank you. 
My second issue is Senate section 903 would establish an Assist-

ant Secretary for Information. And this would combine oversight of 
space and cyber. 

Now, do you think it is a good idea to combine those two fields? 
And would it possibly make one of them, like space, be relegated 
to a lesser status or overseen by having that new position? 

Dr. HAMRE. Well, if I may on this. Sir, assistant secretaries do 
not oversee four-star generals. Let me just be candid. I mean, so 
when you are talking about CYBERCOM [U.S. Cyber Command], 
you are talking about one of the biggest things and most important 
areas. 

Right now, the only position right now that you can adequately 
oversee that is the Deputy Secretary of Defense. So this is new to 
me. I personally would doubt that an Assistant Secretary would 
have the throw weight to be able to oversee the scale of issues that 
are inside those two areas. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Any other comments before my time is up? 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. No, my experience is exactly the same. 
General HAM. I would agree. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you very much. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Walz. 
Mr. WALZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you all three for being here. And I really appreciate, 

I think, just in the brief time I have been here the stress on a na-
tional security strategy and the idea of interagency cooperation, ob-
viously that has always been a goal, but the three of you with the 
expertise you bring. 

And it might be somewhat encouraging to you, we just came, 
some of us, Colonel Gibson and Chairman Conaway who are over 
chairing an Ag Committee hearing on the intersection of agri-
culture and national security, focusing on the agri-business devel-
opment teams in Afghanistan and some of these things about how 
we can use all our smart power, exactly what you are talking 
about. 

And General Ham, I think I would start with you. Just recently, 
your successor, General Rodriguez in AFRICOM, asked for congres-
sional authority to be able to move funds over to USAID for this 
very purpose. We can train and equip all we want, but if you have 
got a food-insecure population as a basis, we are not going to get 
anywhere. 
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And can you explain from your perspective when you were in 
there of how that hampers you, that ability of what he was asking 
for? 

General HAM. Absolutely. I think what has happened over the 
past couple of years was that appropriately we are taking a broad-
er, more current, comprehensive view of what constitutes security. 
It is not just military forces, it is food security, it is water security. 
And so it goes back to the comments before of a national security 
strategy that embraces all of that and how do we most appro-
priately bring the many tools that the government has to bear in 
these issues. 

And so the Department of Defense has capabilities, both per-
sonnel, other resources. Can we find ways to have the authority to 
use those resources to achieve a security objective that might be 
nontraditional, might be nonmilitary? So greater flexibility is most 
appreciated and most helpful. 

Mr. WALZ. Can any of you explain the dynamics of what is hap-
pening here? When we were doing the NDAA, we were asked about 
this and I had that amendment. And the combatant commander 
was obviously asking for it, the folks were asking for it. But when 
we tried to put this forward, folks at DOD seemed to be resistant 
to it, which seemed so counterintuitive to me about did the right 
hand know what the left hand was doing. 

What do you think the dynamics of that was of what was going 
on there? Because it was a shift of money, it was basically taking 
DOD money and sending it to State, which apparently seemed like 
a major threat, but it was for the purpose of giving that combatant 
commander the exact flexibility you are asking about. 

General HAM. I think that is exactly the issue is obviously in a 
resource-constrained environment that, you know, one department 
is loathe to apply its resources for another department or another 
agency with some concern that there will be a shortfall in its own 
functions and, frankly, what the precedent might be. 

Mr. WALZ. A legitimate concern, a legitimate concern. 
And I don’t want to appear naive or whatever, but I think we 

need to fix this, we need to get this done. Who is the person can 
make that happen? Is that with the President’s national security 
strategy and forcing this issue down? Or is this so institutionally 
siloed and ingrained that it just—— 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. It can be dealt with. First of all, and I will speak 
as somebody who actually did agree to transfer money to State 
when I was comptroller, I did it through OMB. And that is where 
you have to start looking. You know, everybody brings Congress be-
cause, you know, you have got the oversight committees and they 
have their own budgets, but it all starts with OMB. OMB is the 
one that allocates. 

And what they always say is, well, we can’t allocate more to 
State because if we do Congress won’t accept it. So there is an in- 
built excuse for not changing very much. That is number one. 
Focus on OMB, they will hate it. 

Number two, money alone is not the solution. Let me give you 
an AID example. AID has become a contracting agency. It is mov-
ing away from that. It is fundamentally a contracting agency. 

Mr. WALZ. Yes. 
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Dr. ZAKHEIM. It is not what it was during, say, the Vietnam War. 
One of the things they do is that the people who are actually out 
in the field risking their lives, people in OTI [Office of Transition 
Initiatives], are not even allowed to become part of AID because 
they haven’t checked the right boxes on the application form, all 
they have done is serve the country at the risk of their lives. 

So the nature of what AID should be should change. And that 
is not a dollar thing. That is an internal culture thing. And that 
may be something you want to discuss with your colleagues on the 
other committees. 

So it is really a combination of things and there is no one solu-
tion. But is there a way to solve this thing? Absolutely, we don’t 
have to keep going the way we are going. 

Dr. HAMRE. I would just say, sir, that the further away you get 
from Washington, the more cooperation you get across agencies. 

Mr. WALZ. Yes. 
Dr. HAMRE. If you gave authority for General Ham when he was 

AFRICOM to use some of his money and transfer it to another 
agency to help him with a job, we would get a lot of this out. This 
is not a problem. This is a Washington problem. 

I was the comptroller, Dov was the comptroller. I fought like hell 
to make sure that the State Department didn’t get my money. You 
know, that is my job, that is my job for the Department of Defense. 
But in the field, these guys are looking for people to work with all 
the time. 

So I think a lot of this could be solved if we created some au-
thorities for local commanders to reach out and find people where 
they can get that kind of help. We don’t let them do that now be-
cause of the way we structure control over dollars. 

Mr. WALZ. Well, I appreciate the three of you, your candid and 
refreshing remarks on this, because we have got to get this right. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
And I recall that there was some controversy about the flexibility 

that the commanders, say, in Iraq and Afghanistan. What was 
that, commander’s something? Yeah, yeah. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Oh, CERP [Commander’s Emergency Response 
Program], yeah. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yeah, the CERP money. You know, and that was 
controversial because you couldn’t figure out where it was going to 
go. But I am very sympathetic with what you all are talking about, 
more flexibility on the ground by the people who have to live there 
makes a lot of sense. 

This has been terrific. Let me just touch on a couple of things 
right quick. 

Dr. Hamre on the AT&L, DDR&E issue, if you keep milestone 
decision authority with DDR&E, doesn’t DDR&E have to have the 
apparatus to evaluate whether a program is appropriate for the 
next milestone? In other words, doesn’t it have to have the bu-
reaucracy to make that decision? 

Dr. HAMRE. It is going to have to have some bureaucracy to help 
make that decision. If you have an Assistant Secretary, AT&L that 
is an Assistant Secretary, most of the mechanics of that will be 
done in that office. 
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And I am hoping that the reform that you put in place last year 
by moving milestone authority back to the services, by making the 
service chiefs accountable is going to lower the obligation to have 
OSD have a giant organization that is checking every little box. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yeah, okay. I hope so, too, but I just wanted to 
check on that. 

Dr. Zakheim said he thought extending the term of the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs from 2 to 4 years was a good thing. Do ei-
ther of the other of you have an opinion on that? 

General HAM. I fully support a 4-year term for both Chairman 
and Vice Chairman. Ideally they would be offset. I am not sure you 
want to legislate that. I think you still want the Commander in 
Chief and the Secretary of Defense to have a degree of flexibility, 
but 4-year terms would be helpful. 

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. 
Dr. HAMRE. Sir, I also agree. A 4-year term, I think, is a good 

thing. 
I would ask you also to look at another element inside the Senate 

bill, which precludes the Vice Chairman from ever becoming the 
Chairman. I am not sure that that is a healthy provision. You 
know, that is, in essence, taking the Vice Chairman and making 
him the least important guy on the Joint Chiefs. Given the role 
that the Vice Chairman plays, I am not sure that is a healthy thing 
to do. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. And can I speak in support of that point, too, Mr. 
Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yeah. I wasn’t aware it was in the Senate bill. 
Dr. ZAKHEIM. It is in the bill. And what you are essentially doing 

is saying to the Vice Chairman this is your terminal position, you 
are a lame duck from the first day you have taken this job. That 
is not a good thing. 

And quite frankly, if the Vice Chairman is talented enough, why 
shouldn’t he or she be promoted? It is ridiculous. 

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. Lastly, I think the conversation we have 
had about broader strategy has been very helpful. I am going to 
narrow down for just a second. Do any of you have views about the 
specific QDR replacement that we have in our bill, which tries to, 
number one, have it not be so expensive and time-consuming and 
worthless, in my view, but does replace it with something where 
you start out with an outside panel and then come back with the 
Secretary’s defense guidance and then the plans that go from that? 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I think it is a good idea because QDR, like some 
other things that go on in the Pentagon, if you actually were at one 
of those meetings, the walls are lined with people who are falling 
asleep or are asleep. And it becomes this massive group exercise 
not to mention the fact that the language is totally anodyne be-
cause, again, it is this culture of consensus. So it becomes a total 
waste of time almost from the time it is published, maybe even be-
fore it was published. So I certainly support your idea. 

Whether that goes as far as one could, I don’t know, but it is a 
great start. And I would be totally behind it. 

General HAM. I would agree with that, Mr. Chairman, because 
I think a new strategic review begins with a question of trying to 
define the ends, which we have talked about here, rather than be-
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ginning from a conversation of the ways. It seems to be often begun 
with the ways and say what we can fit inside the available ways 
rather than having the larger conversation first. 

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. 
Dr. HAMRE. Mr. Chairman, forgive me for not having studied 

that provision, and so I am going to make a comment in ignorance. 
But the reason that the QDR has become so worthless as a proc-

ess is because you all are looking at it. I mean, they do not want 
to expose their deliberations in a way that takes the international 
deliberations and make them public. And they have a right of pri-
vacy to figure out what they want to do for their recommendations. 

I personally think the committee could have enormous impact if 
you took a select group of, say, 10 members of the committee, 11 
members of the committee to preserve the majority, and say you 
guys write a national strategy for the committee and then we are 
going to debate it ourselves. I promise you, you will transform the 
way this town thinks because for the first time you are going to 
be looking at a national strategy. And then you bounce that off 
against the executive branch, it will change the nature of how you 
think what your role is. 

Your role is, I mean, you are the chairman of the board and this 
is the board for the Nation, thinking about our national strategy. 
But you are behaving like third-level program managers in a cor-
poration. You are looking at all the little stuff. Please, I plead with 
you, look at big issues. 

You can’t do that with a committee this big. You are going to 
have to create a special task force to try to work through some-
thing and say this is going to be our national strategy document, 
this is what we think the Nation is going to need for the next 10 
years and we are going to debate it inside our committee. 

I think you would transform things because you also change the 
way your committee would be thinking about itself. 

The CHAIRMAN. Interesting. 
Dr. Hamre, CSIS, as you know, produced a report, I think it was 

in 1999, called ‘‘Beyond Goldwater-Nichols.’’ One of the key ele-
ments, to me, that stood out was the point you made very well that 
when you go to battle with the majors we are not asking the big 
questions and we inevitably lose. And so I take your point. 

It has been challenging for me to figure out how from the legisla-
tive branch we encourage or require a real strategy rather than 
this thing that the QDR has become. It is hard for us to make that 
happen. 

You know, so maybe your thought or your idea is worth pur-
suing. 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I would just add, Mr. Chairman, that maybe it is 
a combination of both. In other words, as long as you have some-
thing like the QDR it is going to be useless. So change that and 
maybe John’s idea alongside it, so then you get a real discussion 
as to where we want to go as a nation. 

Dr. HAMRE. There is nothing like competition. If the executive 
branch knows you are going to be writing a strategy and you are 
doing it on a bipartisan basis so that it really has, you are going 
to cause them to look at it other than this is just an exercise. And 
I thought the last national strategy was meaningless. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Yeah. Well, we are in agreement with that. And 
I appreciate it. 

Adam, do you have something else? 
Mr. SMITH. No, I guess just a comment. I think it is a very good 

idea to have our committee perhaps do that. I think, you know, 
personally I think we could replace the O&I [Oversight and Inves-
tigations] Subcommittee and that would be a more useful use of 
our time. We have got all kinds of oversight and investigations we 
do within this committee and, of course, with OGR [Oversight and 
Government Reform] and all over the place. It would, I think, be 
a more useful committee if we had a bipartisan group that tried 
to do that, that tried to come up with a strategy for us and then 
we could, you know, hopefully base our bill off of that strategy. 

But other than that, very, very helpful. Thank you very much. 
If nothing else, you educated all of us on what the Senate’s been 
up to. So we appreciate that. 

[Laughter.] 
The CHAIRMAN. For better or for worse. 
Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. I really appreciate you all’s time. I told you we 

would try to finish at 12. We are done. Thank you all very much. 
It has been very helpful. 

The hearing stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 11:59 a.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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Chairman Thornberry, Ranking Member Smith, distinguished members of the Committee, thank 
you for inviting me to appear today to discuss reforms to the landmark Goldwater-Nichols Act. I 
was a member of the staff of the Senate Armed Services Committee at the time the committee 
deliberated on the original Goldwater-Nichols legislation. I knew it was very important work, 
but I had no idea how profoundly it would improve the Department of Defense and our national 
security. This truly was landmark legislation, and demonstrates the enmmous impact of well
designed legislation. 

Let me start with a fundamental point. Back in 1986 we needed to reform the 
Department of Defense in significant ways because we were failing on the battlefield. Today I 
believe there is a need to reform the Department and amend the Goldwater-Nichols Act, but let 
me state clearly that the Department of Defense is NOT a broken organization. We are not 
failing in the field. In every time zone on the globe, American military personnel are perfmming 
effectively on essential missions. 

Yet there is a need to reform the Department again, and I commend the leadership of this 
Committee and all Members for their serious commitment to getting it right. The Department is 
far too inefficient in using resources and cumbersome in adapting to changing challenges. We 
need to reform the Department to make it more agile and innovative. 

Your letter of invitation asked that we address five issues: 

• Eliminating the Under Secretary for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (AT &L), 
the elevation ofthe Director of Defense Research and Engineering to the former 
stature of AT&L, and the creation of a new Under Secretary for Management (are
designation of the Under Secretary for Business Management and Information). 

• A proposed 25% reduction in general officers/flag officers and in the ranks of the 
Senior Executive Service; 

• Establishing "cross functional teams" 
• A new authority to authorize the Secretary of Defense to delegate transfer of forces 

across combatant commands to the Chairman, effectively putting the chairman in the 
chain of command. 

• Imposing caps on the staff of the National Security Council and requiring the 
National Security Adviser to be confirmed by the Senate under stipulated conditions. 

I will briefly comment on each of these issues, and obviously would be pleased to answer any 
questions you might pose to me and the other members of this panel. 

Eliminating USD/ AT &L, and raising the stature of the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering 

Back in 1986, the Congress established the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology. It was part of a series of recommendations proposed by the Packard Commission to 
make the Defense Department more proficient in procuring major systems. The legislation made 
the mechanics of acquisition the most important goal in the overall acquisition process. An 
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unintended consequence was the diminishment of the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering (DDRE). 

In essence we elevated the prominence of"gunsmithing" and reduced the importance of 
marksmanship. The DDRE was the key position that brought innovation to the Department of 
Defense. We won the cold war, not because we fielded a larger military than the Soviet Union, 
but because we harnessed the innovation of science and technology to give our forces 
technological superiority on the battlefield. Great innovators like Harold Brown and Bill Peny 
epitomize the type of leadership we had that made innovation a centerpiece of our defense 
strategy. 

3 

Creation of the Under Secretary for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics and 30 years of 
additional legislative restrictions has turned the AT &L organization into a giant compliance 
organization. Compliance organizations will never foster innovation. The best evidence of this is 
to see how recent Secretaries of Defense have side-stepped the acquisition bureaucracy to 
introduce new capabilities. Secretary Bob Gates famously sidestepped the Army acquisition 
command in order to introduce blast-resistant combat vehicles. Secretary of Carter ha~ created 
innovation centers outside the purview of the acquisition community, in order to bring in 
technology innovation into the department. 

I know the Members of this Committee know the facts better than do I. But we are seeing 
startling technological advances by Russia and China that seriously challenge our capacity to 
operate in combat conditions. America is at risk of losing the defense innovation race. 

We have a giant compliance organization where instead we need a lean innovation organization 
to transform the acquisition process in the Department. I strongly encourage the Committee to 
positively consider the Senate provision (Section 90 I). I have no doubt that the provision can be 
improved through give and take between the two committees in conference, but I hope the 
Committee embraces the need to make structural changes to restore a focus for innovation in the 
Department. 

The Senate provision (Section 901) would also re-designate the recently established Under 
Secretary of Defense for Business Management and Information as the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Management and Support, and provide this position with the responsibility to 
oversee the business operations of the Department. I also think this is a positive 
recommendation. There are four primary "line" operations in the Department-the Departments 
of Army, Navy (including Marine Corps) and Air Force, and the collection of Defense Agencies. 
The Defense Agencies are operating organizations, like the military depmiments. They now 
spend nearly a quarter of the total base budget every year, but there is no direct senior line 
management responsible for their operations. The oversight of the Defense Agencies is left to 
the staff organs of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. I strongly believe that the defense 
agencies should have dedicated line management, as do the military departments. The offices of 
the Secretary of Defense should continue to exercise oversight on policy matters, but we need 
competent management of the business activities of the defense agencies. For these reasons, I 
support Section 90 I in the Senate bill. 
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It is quite important to note, though, that for this Under Secretary for Management to be 
successful, we must change the way the Congress approaches ethics restrictions and conflicts of 
interest It is virtually impossible to recruit a highly skilled, senior individual from industry to 
work for the Defense Department these days because we have made it so onerous to avoid the 
theoretical conditions of potential conflict of interest We are seriously blocking great talent 
from serving because of onerous and intrusive de-confliction rules. The reforms envisioned in 
Section 901 will not succeed unless we also reform the restrictiveness of the confirmation 
process. Much of this can be done by the Senate Armed Services Committee adopting the same 
ethics rules that arc used by other committees in the Senate. This is an essential prerequisite for 
success of this reform initiative. 

Reduce by 25% the number of general officers and flag officers, and members of the Senior 
Executive Service 

The Senate bill contains a provision (Section 50 I) that stipulates which command positions may 
be led by 0-10 officers. The House bill contains Section 910 that would stipulate that 
component commands may be led by only an officer of0-9 rank. Section 1112 of the Senate 
Bill also imposes a 25% reduction on the ranks of the civilian Senior Executive Service. 

I remember something that Secretary Bill Perry once said to me. He said "reductions produce 
reform, reform does not lead to reductions." In the abstract, bureaucracies do not envision 
dramatic reform. As a friend of mine once said "candlemakers will never invent electricity." It 
takes an external challenge to enliven imagination about how work can be done more efticiently. 
So I start with the bias that an enforced reduction in numbers of senior leaders is needed to 
stimulate bureaucratic reform. 

Secretary Carter has stated that he sees value in reducing the number of senior officers and 
civilians in the Department May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that you move the implementation 
date for your mandated cuts to take place one year after the next Secretary has submitted his or 
her budget proposals. If the Department fails to undertake these reforms, your provision would 
remain in place and impose cuts. We arc presently fighting three wars at this time-In 
Afghanistan, in Syria/Iraq and more generally against ten·orist organizations world-wide. We 
also are leading a campaign against intimidation by China in the South China Sea and in Eastern 
Europe by Russia. We will have a new President and a new Administration in six months. We 
really do need to ask the current senior military leadership to give us a thoughtful plan. They 
have received the message that change is needed. I have heard that from each of the Service 
Chiefs. I believe we should give them the chance to give us the plan on the most effective way 
to reduce senior leadership. 

Establishing "cross functional teams" 

You have asked us to reflect on Section 941 in the Senate-passed bill. Section 941 outlines an 
elaborate structure to create integrated cross-functional teams in the Department. I believe I 
understand the aspirations of the Senate Armed Services Committee. I do not think this is the 
right way to do it. In general, I believe the Congress should express to the Secretary of Defense 
broad guidance and objectives. You should leave it to the Secretary of Defense to faithfully 
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implement your guidance. I believe it is hugely inappropriate to dictate to the Secretary how he 
must accomplish your guidance. 

Section 941 is a fundamental violation of the doctrine of checks and balances. The section not 
only tells the Department what the Congress wants accomplished, but stipulates the method by 
which the Department must implement the broad guidance. The Con~:,rress cannot run the 
Department of Defense and it should not try to do so. If the Congress believes that the 
Department needs improved integration of mission planning and execution, stipulate that, but 
leave it to the Department to decide how best to implement that guidance. 

Hold them accountable for outcomes. But do not dictate how the Secretary of Defense should 
accomplish those goals. 

Authorizing the Secretary of Defense to bring the Chairman into the Chain of Command 

The Senate-passed bill contains a provision (Section 922) that would authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to give command authority to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs ofStafffor limited 
actions. Specifically, the Senate has indicated it should be the right and responsibility of the 
Chairman to transfer forces from one combatant command to another without the Secretary's 
direction. 

Again, I understand the intent ofthe Senate concerning this authority, and the desire to make 
some mechanical functions less onerous. But with great respect, I think this provision is a 
mistake, and I think it is dangerous. 

5 

Let me say a word about civilian control. All democracies wrestle with a fundamental question. 
They depend on military establishments for national security. But military establishments are 
not democratic in content or nature. Military establishments are hierarchical, authoritarian and 
command-oriented. Military departments are dangerous f(x democracies, and democracies need 
to establish structures and procedures to control these authoritarian establishments. 

America was blessed that our first President-George Washington-was a military man, but he 
enshrined civilian control as a foundation for our democracy. 

When the Congress adopted Goldwater-Nichols, the leadership of the House and Senate Armed 
Services Committees wrestled with this key question. The central design criteria for reform was 
to strengthen civilian control. I believe that still should be the premier design goal of this reform 
agenda. 

Section 922 of the Senate bill would authorize the Secretary of Defense to place the Chairman in 
the Chain of command for selected administrative matters. This may sound like an insignificant 
matter. But I would also argue that transferring units from one command to another constitutes 
an insignificant burden on the Department. These arc matters that are dispensed with in minutes. 
When I was Deputy Secretary of Defense, Secretary Cohen would host a meeting every morning, 
with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, the Vice Chairman and me. We met every day, even 
when one of the four of us was not in town. We dealt with issues like this all the time. It took 
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only a few minutes to discuss and resolve an issue. It was not a burden on anyone. And it 
preserved the sacred principle of civilian control. 

6 

I know that the Joint Staff has argued that this would be a step toward efficiency to give the 
Chairman the authority to deal with small matters like this. But civilian control is a toggle 
switch---either on or off. It is not a rheostat where you can dial some level of civilian control 
and give powers directly to the Chairman. If delegation authority for force movements is needed, 
a premise I do not accept, then the Secretary should be allowed the ability to delegate to the 
Deputy Secretary or the appropriate Under Secretary, not to a military officer. 

The purpose of civilian control is to establish an unequivocal accountability for military action to 
the President of the United States. No President can blame outcomes on the military. The 
awesome decision to take America to war rests exclusively with the President, through the 
Secretary of Defense. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs needs to be unencumbered as an honest 
adviser to the President. He should have no conflicted judgment because he was accountable for 
actions that succeeded or failed. 

I know that the Senate's recommendation was honestly considered to be minor and 
administrative in nature. But it is the start of a path that is dangerous. 

Managing the evolving activities of the National Security Council 

Both the S. 2943 and H.R. 4909 contain provisions that deal with the role and activities of the 
National Security Council (NSC). The Senate bill (Section 1089) would impose an absolute cap 
of 150 people, either direct employees or detailees, who may serve on the staff of the National 
Security Council. The Thornberry Amendment would stipulate that "if the staff of the council 
exceeds I 00 employees at any point during a tem1 of the President and for the duration of such 
term ... the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate." 

These two provisions are enorn10usly important. We are dealing with an issue that is at the fault 
line of American constitutional govemment. The Constitution requires that the Congress oversee 
the activities of the Departments of the Executive Branch. Officers of those Departments must 
be confim1ed by the Senate. They may operate only pursuant to funds appropriated by the 
Congress. But it is also clear that the President has a right of privilege and privacy in operating 
the Executive Office of the Presidency. 

So the status of the National Security Council rests at the fault line of the Constitution. Is the 
NSC an extension ofthe work of the departments, where the Congress has oversight? Or is the 
NSC an extension of the President where the right of presidential privilege gives privacy and 
autonomy to its deliberations? 

I strongly believe that the Thomben·y Amendment is a superior approach to this issue and should 
be adopted. 
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If the NSC is to function as a coordinating element of the Executive Office of the President, I 
believe it should not be subject to Congressional oversight. If the NSC, however, is to become 
an operating arm of the Executive Branch-and there is enormous evidence that it is becoming 
just that-then I believe there is a constitutional obligation for the Congress to oversee the NSC, 
The Thornberry Amendment makes a judgment that a statT of fewer than l 00 would be deemed 
to represent a coordinating NSC. A staff that exceeds l 00 would be deemed to be an operating 
arm of the Executive Branch and subject to oversight. I should note that currently the NSC staff 
exceeds 400 and that OMB, which has about 450 staff, includes six senior officials who require 
Senate confirmation. 

This provision does not threaten the prerogatives ofthe President unless the President decides he 
wants to direct military forces from the White House, not through the Secretary of Defense. I 
believe this provision honors the constitutional imperatives of both the Presidency and the 
Congress. Therefore, I strongly endorse the House provision, and encourage its adoption by the 
Congress. 

Conclusion 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Smith, distinguished Members of the Committee, there are no 
more important issues that this Committee will deliberate than the issues we have discussed this 
morning. This hearing reflects the fundamental responsibility of this great Committee to lead the 
Nation on fundamental matters of national security. l congratulate you for holding this hearing, 
and thank you for giving me a modest role in your deliberations. l stand ready to answer any 
question you might pose. 
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President & Chief Executive Officer, Association of the United States Army 

General Ham is the President and Chief Executive Officer ofthe Association of the 
United States Army. He is an experienced leader who has led at every level from 
platoon to geographic combatant command. He is also a member of a very small 
group of Army senior leaders who have risen from private to four-star general. 

General Ham served as an enlisted infantryman in the 82nd Airborne Division 
before attending John Carroll University in Cleveland, Ohio. Graduating in 1976 
as a distinguished military graduate, his service has taken him to Italy, Germany, 
Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Macedonia, Qatar, Iraq and, uniquely among Army leaders, 
to over 40 African countries in addition to a number of diverse assignments within 
the United States. 

He commanded the First Infantry Division, the legendary Big Red One, before 
assuming duties as director for operations on the Joint Staff at the Pentagon where 
he oversaw all global operations. His first four-star command was as commanding 
general, U.S. Army Europe. Then in 2011, he became just the second commander 
of United States Africa Command where he led all U.S. military activities on the 
African continent ranging from combat operations in Libya to hostage rescue 
operations in Somalia as well as training and security assistance activities across 
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General Ham retired in June of2013 after nearly 38 years of service. Immediately 
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Commission on the Future of the Army, an eight-member panel tasked by the 
Congress with making recommendations on the size, force structure and 
capabilities of the Total Army. 

He resides with his wife, Christi, in Arlington, Virginia. 
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Opening Statement: 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Smith -thank you for the opportunity to appear 
before this committee. I am honored to be here with Dr. Hamre and Mr. Zakheim, 
both distinguished public servants. 

I agree that now is an appropriate time to review Goldwater-Nichols, a law which, 
in my opinion, has had overall positive effect on the U.S. Armed Forces and has 
most certainly affected my own professional development. 

Not long after the law was passed, I went to the College ofNaval Command & 
Staff in Newport. And, just to emphasize the point, fellow Army Majors Ray 
Odiemo and Stan McChrystal were in my class. That initial exposure to joint 
education set each of us on paths that would lead to multiple joint command and 
staff experiences, none of which would have been likely absent Goldwater
Nichols. 

As a battalion commander, we deployed to Macedonia on U.N. duty under the 
auspices of Joint Task Force Provide Promise. Later, I attended the Air Force War 
College, served on the staff at U.S. Central Command on 9/ll and for two years 
after. As a general officer, I commanded a multinational unit in Iraq, had two 
operations positions on the joint staff and concluded my active service at U.S. 
Africa Command. Again, I suspect that my path would have been far different had 
the Congress not passed Goldwater-Nichols. 

While I agree that some changes are required, I'd urge some caution. The old 
adage, measure twice, cut once seems about right to me. Let's be sure the changes 
to the law are likely to improve military effectiveness, not simply change things. 

I look forward to your questions. 
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It is an honor to appear again before you, today to discuss the way ahead for an updated 
version of the Goldwater-Nichols reform. 

At the outset, I wish to note that the original Goldwater-Nichols legislation fundamentally 
changed, for the better, not only the nature of the chain of command, but also altered in a 
material way the balance of power and influence in the Department of Defense by ensuring that 
the best and the brightest officers constituted the Joint Staff. This had not previously been the 
case when the Joint Staff was a terminal assignment for most officers. 

Nevertheless, the Defense Department faces far more complex challenges in today's 
international environment than it did when Goldwater-Nichols became law. These challenges 
require a DoD and its military and civilian staffs that in the words of HR 4909 is "agile and 
adaptive." This unfortunately is far from the case today. Our national security planning system 
has not kept up with the challenges to our security; staffs are too large, and their product is too 
mechanistic and all too often overtaken by unanticipated events. In a similar vein, our 
acquisition corps is too slow-moving to keep up with cutting edge technological developments in 
the civilian sector, too often insufficiently educated to be sophisticated consumers, and too 
hidebound by regulations to work in tandem with non-defense industry. 

Although military end-strength continues to drop, headquarters are bloated and cumbersome. 
Despite a marked increase in civilian personnel since 2000, the Department is probably less 
efficient than it was then. There are not only too many admirals, generals, and presidential 
appointees, but too many civilian staffers, and far too many contractors serving in staff 
augmentation positions. All in all, DOD overhead now accounts for over 40 per cent. of the 
Pentagon budget more than twice total defense budgets of Britain and France combined. The 
cost of DOD headquarters alone exceeds $40 billion. 

Streamlining and Updating the Combatant Commands 

I applaud both Armed Services Committees for coming to grips with the need for an updated 
version of Goldwater-Nichols, even if their solutions are not identical. with respect to 
headquarters rationalization, there is much to commend the proposal to reduce the number of 
four-star flag and general officers, as long as their civilian staffs, and even more so, civilian 
contractors, are reduced commensurately and not transferred elsewhere, as was the case when 
the Joint Forces Command was disestablished (military staffs could be reassigned to more 
operational positions). It is important to apply a number, or alternately, a percentage, to the 
proposed reductions; but, apart from eliminating four-star billets from component commanders, 
other reductions should be left to the Department of Defense. With respect to what are currently 
component commands, the proposal to instead create joint task forces combining all the 
services has much merit in a world where rapid and urgent response to a host of different 
situations is the order of the day. 

There is a strong case for creating an independent four-star Cyber Command, given the 
importance of cyber in today's security environment. At the same time, however, there is an 
equally strong argument for combining the Northern and Southern Commands. Moreover, some 
consideration should be given to combining the Central and Africa Commands, since 
CENT COM's area of responsibility already includes Africa's most powerful nation, Egypt. 

Reassessing the Responsibilities of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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Both committees have rightly focussed on the role of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
All too often, the chairman has not been as independent a source of advice for the president as 
the original Goldwater-Nichols Act anticipated. This situation must be remedied; the Chairman 
should be able to provide military advice to the Commander-in-Chief even if it conflicts with that 
of the Secretary of Defense. In that regard, it is important that the Chairman and Vice Chairman 
be appointed to staggered four-year terms so as to reinforce their independence. Moreover, the 
Chairman should have authority delegated by the Secretary of Defense to allocate resources 
and capabilities among the combatant commanders; this has often been the case in practice (it 
certainly was the case with respect to resources when I served as the Pentagon's Comptroller). 

On the other hand, the Joint Staff should not be converted into a General Staff, as some have 
recommended. A General Staff would be too divorced from operations; moreover, history has 
demonstrated than General Staffs can undermine civilian control, the bedrock of our national 
security structure. The size of the Joint Staff must be reduced, however. From just 2010 to 2012 
it grew by 230 per cent, from 1286 to 4244 personnel. Proposed reductions to levels below 2000 
personnel, with no more than 1500 on active duty, are very much in order. Again, civilians and 
contractors should not be reassigned to other positions, nor should new Joint Staff agencies be 
created to absorb those subject to headquarters reductions. 

Streamlining the Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Since 2009, the size of the civilian workforce in the Office of the Secretary of Defense has 
grown by nearly 18 per cent. or more than 2,000 people. OSD's staff size has expanded in part 
because more and more Assistant and Deputy Assistant Secretaries are added to its ranks, all 
of whom, like the Under Secretaries have staffs, as do their principal deputies. There is no 
reason why there should be a separate layer of principal deputies, with staffs all their own. One 
Assistant Secretary should be dual-hatted as the principal deputy, with a single staff to support 
both functions. 

The is some merit to the proposal that the Under Secretary of Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics, be recast as focussing on research and engineering, or better yet, research and 
development, given steady and rapid technological breakthroughs as forecast by Moore's 
Law. Yet unless the Congressional confirmation system is radically streamlined, it is unlikely 
that persons most familiar with commercial advances in hi-tech will be willing, or indeed able, to 
serve in that position, however it is redefined. It is right for Congress to stress the importance of 
appointing people to manage rapid technological change; it must not at the same time deter the 
most qualified people from seeking those appointments. 

Over the years the Services have suffered a decline in influence over acquisition decisions. 
Building upon additional authorities given to them in the FY 2016 NDAA, the Services have 
requested an even greater say in a system that, on the one hand, despite best efforts of the 
current DOD leadership, remains bloated and slow moving, and, on the other, directly affects 
their ability to organize, train and equip their personnel. There is much merit in General Mark 
Milley's call for de-layering OSD oversight by allowing the Army, rather than OSD, create 
independent cost estimates; maintain complete control over analyses of alternatives to any 
given program; certify technology-readiness levels; and have full responsibility for testing. 
Finally, there must be a concerted effort to ensure that the entire civilian acquisition corps 
receives the same level of continuing education as does its military counterpart. The Defense 
Acquisition University's course-load does not fill that bill. Even then, there is no mandatory 
requirement for ongoing professional education; too many civilians have not taken a course in 
any field relating to advanced technology since they obtained their Master's Degree. 
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There are other opportunities for creating a more efficient OSD beyond addressing the 
acquisition corps. There is no reason why there should be more than one Assistant Secretary 
for international security relations. Nor is it clear why the Assistant Secretary for Strategy and 
Plans, a position which not long ago was held by a Deputy Assistant Secretary, should not 
incorporate special operations and homeland defense, with a commensurate reduction in 
staffing. Other reductions in the number of Assistant Secretaries, or at least downgrading to 
their former non-confirmable positions--for example the Assistant Secretaries for Logistics and 
for Readiness--are also worthy of consideration. 

The proposal to re-designate the newly created Under Secretary for Management and 
Information into the Under Secretary for Management and Support. The role of a CIO is very 
different from the role of a COO, or, in the case of the Under Secretary, a deputy COO. 
Moreover, many of the agencies currently under the aegis of the present team of Under 
Secretaries receive too little oversight. They would be better managed by an Under Secretary 
whose primary role would be to ensure their effective operations. I would counsel, however, that 
both DFAS and DCAA remain with CFO/Comptroller. Both are normally functions that in the 
civilian sector fall under the CFO. Moreover, since the new Under Secretary for Support would 
be dealing with major contracts, and would have them managed by the Defense Contracts 
Management Agency, it would be inappropriate for the same official to manage the auditors who 
would be reporting on the proper management of those contracts. 

Lastly, I commend those proposals to do away with the Quadrennial Defense Review. The QDR 
involves far too many staff doing far too little of consequence. It is a prime example of 
government inefficiency. Reducing personnel is but one way to create a more agile and 
responsive OSD. Eliminating unnecessary paperwork exercises like the QDR is another. 

TRICARE Reform 

The Congress continues to press for improvements in the TRICARE system. As a former 
Commissioner on the Military Compensation and Retirement Modernization Commission, I can 
only say that the Commission's proposals would go much further in upgrading this important 
benefit for service members and their families. The Commission proposed a complete overhaul 
of TRICARE, and the creation of TRICARE choice that would more closely resemble the 
excellent and efficient health insurance program that is available to civilian government 
employees. I still believe that our recommendations would be welcomed by the vast majority of 
military personnel by providing more flexible, responsive and tailored plans for military families. 

Toward More Efficient Budget Implementation 

I would be remiss if I did not mention two major reforms that I believe are long overdue in the 
current process known as Planning. Programming, Budgeting and Execution, PPBE for short. 
When I formalized the inclusion of budget execution--the E--into the process, I hoped that the 
Department would undertake more than one mid-year review. I felt that given the changing 
demands for resources that emerged during the budget year, and the variance in the rates of 
expenditure, or burn rates, from those initially forecast, it was important that budget reviews take 
place on a quarterly basis. My views have not changed in this regard. 

Coupled with such reviews is the need for far more flexibility with respect to prior approval 
reprogramming ceilings. These are much too low, and too constrained, and prevent the timely 
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adjustment of accounts for a host of programs. I would urge the Congress, including this 
committee, to raise both the aggregate and the individual account ceilings, so as to ensure that 
financial responsiveness keeps pace with operational responsiveness. 

The National Security Council 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, among your many excellent proposals is that 
which reduces the size of the National Security Council staff to 100, and requires that the 
National Security Advisor be confirmable if the staff exceeds 150. The NSC is a staff 
organization that has operated under the dangerous illusion that it plays an operational role in 
national security. It does not; that is the function of the State Department, DOD and other 
executive agencies. The NSC staff is just that, a staff, and one that support an official who 
serves the President in a special advisory capacity. It is well known that former National 
Security Advisors have been shocked by the growth of their former staffs; it is not clear that 
such growth has led to more effective or efficient decision-making. Some would argue that it has 
had the opposite effect The proposal that this committee has put forward would remedy the 
current situation; I hope it is enacted into law. 

The Congress has taken the important step of attacking the stodginess of our national security 
processes on a host of fronts. I hope that this is but the first step in a process that could, and 
should, take several more years before it is fully realized. 

Thank you. 
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June 24,2016 

Senator John McCain 
218 Russell Senate Ollice Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Senator Jack Reed 
728 Hart Senate Ollice Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senators McCain and Reed, 

There is a provision in the Senate version of the FYI7 National Defense Authorization Act 
which would repeal the following statutory requirement: 

§203. Director of Missile Defense Agency 
ff an officer of the armedforces on active duty is appointed to the position of Director C!f the 

Missile Defense Agency, the position shall be treated as having been designated by the President 

as a position of'importance and responsibility/or purposes ofsection 601 of this title and shall 
carry the grade of lieutenant general or general or, in the case of an officer of the Nmy, vice 

admiral or admiral. 

We strongly urge you not to rescind this requirement for several reasons. 

First, the scale, scope and complexity of the position demands the minimum grade of a lieutenant 
general or vice admiral. The incumbent serves in several capacities including the Acquisition 
Executive and Head of Contracting Authority for the Ballistic Missile Defense portfolio of 
programs valued at more than $30 billion. These include land- and sea-based sensors and 
interceptors as well as air- and space-based sensors. The elements of the Ballistic Missile 
Defense System (BMDS) are also globally deployed from Romania to the UK to Greenland to 
California to Alaska and Japan. The ongoing development of the BMDS involves the entire 
spectrum of weapon systems acquisition from basic research to development to production to 
deployment and sustainment. 

Second, the position involves establishing working relationships with very senior allied military 
and political leaders where the executive experience and savvy of at least a three star is required. 
The quality of these relationships can mean the difference in success or failure in integrating 
U.S. and allied capabilities which can have a direct effect on our ability to provide defense for 
our deployed forces, allies and friends. Examples include the co-development of the SM 3-IIA 
interceptor with the government of Japan and the development and construction of interceptor 
sites in Europe. 

Third, the Director of the Missile Defense Agency must engage with very senior industry leaders 
to include CEOs of the top major defense contractors. This is critical to ensure the proper 
management and resourcing of the programs to achieve their cost, schedule and operational 
performance objectives. 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MR. LANGEVIN 

Mr. LANGEVIN. The House-passed version of the NDAA includes a provision I of-
fered with my friend Joe Wilson to expand talent-exchange authorities so that DOD 
employees may gain experience at private companies, and to bring innovative indus-
try leaders to DOD. I believe we need to see more efforts like these incorporated 
into Department-wide reform initiatives. In what ways can we reform Goldwater- 
Nichols, specifically to empower the workforce within the Department to improve 
strategy-making, as well as better collaborate with industry to manage costs, en-
hance capabilities, and fulfill requirements? 

Dr. HAMRE. [No answer was available at the time of printing.] 
Mr. LANGEVIN. When Goldwater-Nichols was first enacted, the international secu-

rity environment was already demanding, and has only become more complex and 
unpredictable in recent years. As the United States continues to face challenges 
across the globe—such as ISIL in the Middle East, proxy warfare in Ukraine, and 
island-building in the South China Sea—and as we look to reform Goldwater-Nich-
ols, how can we best frame this effort to make the Department more agile while 
retaining its strength and taking into account emerging security challenges? 

Dr. HAMRE. [No answer was available at the time of printing.] 
Mr. LANGEVIN. The House-passed version of the NDAA includes a provision I of-

fered with my friend Joe Wilson to expand talent-exchange authorities so that DOD 
employees may gain experience at private companies, and to bring innovative indus-
try leaders to DOD. I believe we need to see more efforts like these incorporated 
into Department-wide reform initiatives. In what ways can we reform Goldwater- 
Nichols, specifically to empower the workforce within the Department to improve 
strategy-making, as well as better collaborate with industry to manage costs, en-
hance capabilities, and fulfill requirements? 

General HAM. The requirements in the law that address the professional develop-
ment of the officers of the Armed Forces have yielded, in large part, a cohort of sen-
ior uniformed leaders with broader understanding and experience in joint service 
matters. That has been, in my opinion, a significant contributor to the increased 
operational effectiveness of the force as a whole. Similar focus on the professional 
development of the Department of Defense’s senior civilian staff would likely result 
in broader understanding and experience across that important cohort. Given rap-
idly changing technologies, increasing opportunities for Department of Defense sen-
ior leaders to interact with, and learn from, private enterprises (perhaps not limited 
to industry) would be of significant benefit to the Department. A side effect would 
be to enhance the private sector’s understanding of the Department of Defense. In 
order to do this, though, the Department would need authority, funding and man-
ning above authorizations (much like the Army’s Trainees, Transients, Holdees, and 
Students (TTHS) account) so that individuals detailed to opportunities with the pri-
vate sector would not leave gaps in their parent Service or organization. Lastly, 
there may be an opportunity to leverage the vast private sector experience resident 
in the reserve components to strengthen the linkages between the Department and 
the private sector. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. When Goldwater-Nichols was first enacted, the international secu-
rity environment was already demanding, and has only become more complex and 
unpredictable in recent years. As the United States continues to face challenges 
across the globe—such as ISIL in the Middle East, proxy warfare in Ukraine, and 
island-building in the South China Sea—and as we look to reform Goldwater-Nich-
ols, how can we best frame this effort to make the Department more agile while 
retaining its strength and taking into account emerging security challenges? 

General HAM. The complexities of the current (and envisioned future) strategic 
environment require a national decision-making process that is agile and respon-
sive. This is an area that requires improvement. Goldwater-Nichols (rightly, in my 
opinion) strengthened the role of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but, over 
time, the role of the collective Joint Chiefs of Staff seems to have been diminished. 
The body of the Joint Chiefs represents the most senior, most experienced military 
advisors of our nation. Their collective views, not just the view of the CJCS, ought 
be more prominent in national security decision-making. While the Combatant Com-
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manders (acknowledging that I previously served as one) are ideally suited to plan 
and conduct regional activities and operations, they do not bear responsibilities for 
the long-term health and readiness of the force nor for the consequences that oper-
ations in one region might have in another region. That is why, in my view, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff must be increasingly engaged in national security decision- 
making. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. The House-passed version of the NDAA includes a provision I of-
fered with my friend Joe Wilson to expand talent-exchange authorities so that DOD 
employees may gain experience at private companies, and to bring innovative indus-
try leaders to DOD. I believe we need to see more efforts like these incorporated 
into Department-wide reform initiatives. In what ways can we reform Goldwater- 
Nichols, specifically to empower the workforce within the Department to improve 
strategy-making, as well as better collaborate with industry to manage costs, en-
hance capabilities, and fulfill requirements? 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. [No answer was available at the time of printing.] 
Mr. LANGEVIN. When Goldwater-Nichols was first enacted, the international secu-

rity environment was already demanding, and has only become more complex and 
unpredictable in recent years. As the United States continues to face challenges 
across the globe—such as ISIL in the Middle East, proxy warfare in Ukraine, and 
island-building in the South China Sea—and as we look to reform Goldwater-Nich-
ols, how can we best frame this effort to make the Department more agile while 
retaining its strength and taking into account emerging security challenges? 

Dr. ZAKHEIM. A major reason for the Department’s inability to react quickly is its 
heavy bureaucratic structure combined with a risk-averse culture. There are simply 
too many layers in the DOD’s decision-making and acquisition processes. To a great 
extent, this is due to an oversized civilian bureaucracy, coupled with an overly 
heavy military staff structure. Moreover, to some extent professional military edu-
cation, and to a far greater extent continuing education for civilians, both fall woe-
fully short in encouraging independent thinking, risk-taking and experimentation. 
The bureaucracy is totally risk-averse, and prefers pursuing well-trodden strategic 
and technological paths rather than experimenting with bold new concepts. As a re-
sult, there is insufficient original strategic thinking for coping with the complexities 
of today’s international environment, nor is there a sufficiently well-educated staff 
to foster creative technological advances. Far greater efforts should be exerted to 
foster strategic thinking at senior service schools and the National Defense Univer-
sity. Military officers attending these schools should all ‘‘major’’ in strategy; grad-
uates should be fully conversant with strategic thinking. In addition, upon gradua-
tion they should have published at least one original piece on some aspect of future 
U.S. strategy in an increasingly complex international security environment. This 
is not to denigrate the importance of other subjects such as the PPBE process, but 
learning about process does not foster creative thought. Although the vast majority 
of flag and general officers have attended senior service school, this is not univer-
sally the case. For those officers who will later be involved in strategy development 
and formulation, senior service school should be a prerequisite for promotion to flag/ 
general officer rank. Similarly, and without exception, civilians who are likely to 
play a role in the formulation of strategy should not accede to the Senior Executive 
Service unless they have spent a year at one of these schools. The current effort 
to realize a ‘‘Third Offset Strategy’’ bears promise. Nevertheless, it cannot succeed 
unless accompanied by a serious reduction in the many layers of bureaucracy, in 
other words, a reduction in the size of the civil service in particular, as well as by 
a fundamental change in the Pentagon’s culture. The latter can only take place if 
DOD alters its traditional system for measuring and rewarding its officials. Military 
officers serving in the acquisition corps should not achieve general or flag officer 
rank, and civilians should not enter the Senior Executive Service, unless they will 
have completed at least two semesters either in a leading institute of technology. 
Nor, for that matter, should either officers or civilians be designated as program 
managers, at the O–6 or GS–15 level, unless they have pursued a similar edu-
cational program. In addition, risk-taking should be encouraged, not undermined, 
and officials who develop innovative ideas should be rewarded, not punished, for 
thinking ‘‘outside the box.’’ 
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