New York County Lawyers Association
Office of the 8ecretary

November 19, 1948

Felix Larkin, Bsq.

Special Assistant to Secretary of
Defense Forrestal

The Pentagon

Wigzshington, D.C.

My dear Felixs

At the reguest of Richard H. Wels, Isg., Chairman
of our Committee on Military Justice, I am forwasrding herewith
six (6) copies of ths report of that Committee, which report
has not yet becn acted upon by our Board of Directors. When
action thereon has been taken, you will be formally notified.

I hope things are going well with you in Washing-
ton, that you like your new job and with all good wishes, I
remain

Cordialliy yours,

/s/ Terence J, McManus

Secretary
TIV:b
Enclosure




NEW YORK COUNTY LAVYSRS' ASSOCTATION

SUMMARY OF REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OV MILITARY JUSTICE

The Comrittee finds that:

1. The basic reform necessary is the separation of the
control of the courts-martial systems from command. Although this
is reported in the press to have been accomplished by the Elston
Bill, that is not the fact. The Elston bill provides for a Judge
Advocate General's Department in the Army, but leaves complete
control of the courts-martial system in the hands of command.

This should be corrected by placing the power of review in the
Judge Advocate Géneral rather than in the officer convening the
court, and by requiring that law members of courts, and defense
counsel be qualified lawyers assigned by the Judge Advocate
Generals OSuch officers should have their assignments, promotions,
fitness reports, and leaves controlled by the Judge Advocate
General ,

2+ The provisions of the Elston Bill establishing a
Judge Advocate General's Department przsently relate only to the
Army, The creation of such departments and legal corps for the
Navy and Air Force should be provided for,

3« The reforms which have been proposed should be

applicable to summary courts-martial in the Navy and to special s
courts-martial in the Army as well zs to general courts-martial,

L. A uniform terminology and code should be adopted for
all of the armed services,

5. Officers should be made responsible for the commission
of lesser offenses (as they now 2re not) and should be trizble by
the inferior courts.

6e A co-ordination of the courts-martial systems of all
the services should be made 2 specific responsibility of the
Secretary of Defense,




REPORT CF THE COMMITTEE ON NILITARY JUSTICE OF

TH3 N&'7 YORK COUNTY LAYZRS' ASSOCIATION

BEarlier this year Sescretery of Defense James V.
Forrestal appointed 2 committes consisting of Professor Edmund
M. Morgan, Jr., of the Harvard Law School as chairman, Under
Secretary of the Navy W. John Kenney, Assistant Secr=tary of
the Army Gordon Gray, Assistant Secretsry of the air Force
Bugene M. Zuckert, and Fel ix E. Larkin, assistant general
counsel of the Department of Defense, as sxecutive secretary,
to draft a Code of Military Justice uniform in substznce and
uniform in interpretation and application to all of the ammed
services. In his precept establishing this committze, the
Seeretery indicested that this uniform code should protect the
rights of those subjsct to the code without impairing the pzr-
formance of military functions,

Having noted the previous activities of this Associa-
tion in the field of military and naval Justice, the Morgan
Committee on September 27, 1948, invited the 4ssociztion to sub-
mit our recommendations with respect to deficiencies in the
present Articl:s of War and Articles for the Government of the
Navy. Upon referral of Profsssor Morgan's lotter to our committee,
We have carcfully rcveiwed our earlier reports on military Justice,

the chenges effectad bv the Elston Bill enacted in the closing
days of the second session of the Eightieth Congress, and the
proceedings before the House and Senats Committees on the Armed
Services, and have generally studied the problems of militsry
and naval justica,

The limitations and inadeguacies of our systems of
militery and naval justice were graphically portrayed to the
public and to menbers of Congress during 2nd after World War IT
by many service men znd women, awyers and laymen alike, who had
had first hand experience with the operation of such systems, and
found that resemblance betwesn them znd the courts which they
knew as civilians was largely coincidental. Tt was disturbing to
them to find that the same official wes empowered to accuse, to
draft and direct the charges, to select the prosecutor znd defsnse
counsel from the officers under his command, to choose the members
of the court, to review and alter their decision, and to change
any sentence imposed. They were shocked to learn that an offense
committed by an officer was subject to different treatment and
punishment than the identical offense committed by zn enlisted
man. They were surpriscd to find that many of the judges, prosecu-
tors, and defense counsel participating in courts martial were
neither lawyers nor trained in the law, and that, in the navsl
services, there was net even the minimum requirement that a
single law member be on 2 court.
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The reports that came back of these things to the
civilian community, together with specific instances of abuse
in the court martial process, initiated a flow of bills into the
Congressional hopper znd an expression of aroused public opinion
which gave promise that reforms would be 2ccomplished. The
Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy each appointed
boards of distinguished citizens to review thz court martial
systems of their respective services, and to m=ke recommendations
for a thorough-going revision of military 2nd naval justice, The
famous Vanderbilt Report, made to Secretary Patterson, and the
Rallantine and Keeffe Reports, made to Secretary Forrestal, 2ll
found substance to the charges which had been levelled at the
court martial systems, and presesnted definitive recommendations
for the elimination of the corditions which made such charges
possible.

The jugular vein at which 211 such Boards aimed their
recommendations was the domination and control of the courts-
martial systems by command. All such boards concluded that amend-
ments to the Articles of Yar and the Articles for the Government
of the Navy which ccrrect other inzdequacies of military and naval
Justice, but which fail to check commsnd control, effect only
secondary reforms which become meaningless in the asbscnce of the
rooting out of the major sources of zhuse and injustice. 4s to
this, the Vanderbilt Committee said:

"The system of military justice laid down

in the Manuel for Courts-Mertizl not in-
frequently broke down because of the denial
to the courts of independence of action in
many instances by the commanding officers
who appointed the courts and reviewed their
Judgements: and who conceived it the duty
of command to interfere for disciplinary
purpcses. Indeed, the zenersl zttitude is
expressed by the maxim that discipline is

a function of command. Undoubtedly, there
wzs in many instences a2n honest conviction
that since the appointing authority was
responsible for the welfare and lives of
his men, he also had the power to punish
them, and consequently the courts appointed
by him' should carry out his will. Yie think
that this zttitude is completely wrong and
subversive of morale, and that it is
necessary to take steps to zuard against
the break~down of the system at this point
by making such sction contrary to the
Articles of ar or regulations and by
protecting thz courts from the influence

of the officers who authorize and conduct
the prosscution,"
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Implementing this finding, the Vanderbilt Committee recommended
(a) the appointment of courts bv the Judge Advocate General's
Department, instead of by command; (b) the assignment of defense
counsel by the Judge Advocate General's Department, 2nd the re-+
quirement that defense counsel be a trzined lawyer; and (c) that
the initial review of decisions, except for purposes of clemency,
be in the hands of the Judge idvocate General's Department, in-
stead of in the commanding officer who initiated the proceedings
and convened the court. Corollary proposals provided that the
officers in the Judge advocate General's Department should be
qualified lawyers insulated from the irndirect influence of command
bv having their promotions, assignments, lsaves, and fitness re-
ports emanating from the Juige Advocate Gensral's Department
rather than from command.

It was felt that once command had filed its accu-
sations and placed 2 men on trial, the judicial machinery should
be in the hands of an indspendent judicial system within the
service which, not subject to pressures 2nd influence from command
would insure the accused the same fair trial bz competent personnel
that he would receive in our criminal courts if he were a civilian.
In this recommendation and belief our issocistion concurred, as
well as the American Bsr 4sssociation, the -~ssociation of the Bar
of the City of New York, The War Vetersns Bzr Association and many
other veterans and bar groups.

On February 20, 1947, ths War Department completely
rejected these recommendations. The position of the army with
rzspect to them was summarized by Secrc¢tary of the lirmy Kenneth
Royall in the Virginia Law Review for May, 19L7, where he said:

"The War Dep2rtment feels thst the
Committee received a rather exaggerated
impression of the prevalence or serious-
ness of pressure exertzd on courts-martial.
However, thers were doubtless instances
where appointing authorities entirely
misconceived their duties and functions
and over-stepped the bounds of propriety."

Extended hearings on the bills relating to the aArmy
court-martial system were held by the House Committee on Armed
Services, but no House hesrings have been held on the Navy Bills,
No hearings at all have been held by the Senate Committece., The
House Committee reported out H.R. 2575, introduczd by Representa-
tive Elston of Ohio at the request of the army, and this bill
in amended form was passed by the House. In the closing days of
the second session of the Eightieth Congress, the entire Elston
Bill was introduced by Senator Kem of Missouri as a rider to the
Selective Service Act of 1948, and, without the bensfit of any
Senate hearings, was accepted by the Senate, and signed by the
President as Public Law 759 of the Eightieth Congress. It becomes
effective on February 1, 1949.
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The passage of the Elston Bill was hailed on the floor
of Congress and in the press as the zccomplishment of the reforms
in military justice which had been sought by our issociation,
among others. & label of "Court Martial Reform" was placed upon
the bill which was scarcely indicative of its contents. Such
labelling was highly dangerous in that it gave the public and
the press the impression thst substantizl reforms had been ac-
complished, and thus reduced the possibility of further Congress-
ional action to effect the real reforms which are still lacking.
Adccordingly, it is important to make clear just what the Elston
Bill accomplished,

First of all, it must be noted that even such reforms
as are affected by the Blston Bill have no applicetion to the
Navy, the Marine Corps, the Coast Guard, and, probably, the air
Force, Just as the changss in military justice which were adopted
in 1921 were restricted in their application to the Army, so the
glston Bill is piece-meal legislation.

The most important phase of the Elston Bill to our
mind is such change =2s it has effected in the rslation of command
to the courts-martial systems. Such change is reflected by Section
246 of the bill, amending Section 8 of the National Defense Act
(10 U.5.C. 61) to provide for a Judge Advocate General's Corps.
This provides for a separzte corps, hesaded hv a Major-General and
three Brigadier-Genersls, which shall have a strength of not less
than l%% of the autherized active commissioned officer strength
of the Army, together with such warrant officers and enlisted
personnel as may be assigned by the Secrestary of the Army. This
corps is given its own prorotion list, similzr to that of the
Medical Corps and Chapleins Corps, independent of the line. This
was vigorously opposed before Congress by the Army on the ground
that thereby too great a preferencs was given to officers perform—
ing legal duties over line officers., It may be significant that
the irmy hz2s not yet moved to put into operztion this or other
provisions of the 3Ilston Bill,

The establishment of such a2 corps, with its own
promotion list, has been widely hailed as having =stablished "an
independent Judge 4dvocate General's Department," but this is far
from the fact. us was szid in an editorial appearing in the August,
1948, issue of the imerican Bar issociation Journal:

"The new statute accomplishes soms de-
sirable improvements in military justice,
supplementing those which ths Seerctary
had powsr to introduce by his own action,
along lines recommended by the Vanderbilt
Committee nominated by our Association and
appointed by the War Department. The Zlston
Bill creastes a Judge idvocate General's De-—
partment which is independent in the sense
thet it has suthority to handle its own
administrative matters, but, 2s hzs been
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pointed out several times in these
columns, (33 'A«BsA.d. 4O, L5, Jznuary
19475 33 £eBehsd. 319, April 1947;

33 ABoA.J. 898, September 1947), com-
mand remains completely in control of
the operation of the Army's courts-
martial system," -

Under the Elston Bill the power to appoint courts re-
mains in command, Under the Elston Bill the power to review, in
all its aspects, the decisions of courts-martisl remains in the
comranding officer who convened the court. Under the Elston Bill
prosecutors and defense counsel are required to be members of the
Judge advocate-General's Devartment or otherwise qualified lawyers
only "if available" -- a2 qualification which realistically leaves
the situation in status quo. e believe thzt in all instances and
in all the services, the prosccutor and defense counsel should be
mefibers of the Judge Advocate Gzneral's Department or otherwise
qualified lawyers., So far as the bssic fundamental matters at
which the movement for court martial reform has been aimed, little

1s accomplished by thz Elston Bill.

Ve have reviewed the history and background of these
provisions to clear away the confusion that has been created as
@ result of the enactment of the Elston Bille We come now to our

reccrmendations with respect to the position of command in the
court-martial system.,

le do not question that discipline is a proper concern
of commznd, just as the commissions of crime in the civilian
community is a concern of the executive authority, represented by
the District Attorney and the Governor, "e believe that where a
commanding officer has reason to believe that an individual has
committed an offense, he must have the authority to file charges
against that individu2l 2nd to order him tried by 2 court of
competent jurisdiction, and to be responsible for the prosecution
of the offense, such responsibility including designation of a
qualified prosecutor. Tie believe that it should continue to be
the prerogative of comrand to evaluate the seriocusness of the
crime, and detemine whether the case shall go before a general
court-martial, or a court with lesser powvers of punishment. Ve
further believe that, just as the civilian executive, the command-
ing officer should have the power of clemency,

But once the judicial proceedings have been placed in
motion, we agree with Lhe opinion expressed by Hamilton in Number
78 of The Federalist that "There is mo liberty, if the power of
Judging be not separated from the legislative and exescutive
Dowers,!

""e feel that, once the case has been referr=d by
command for trial, the powers and control of command must end,
save for the right to exercise clemency. Accordingly, we r2commend
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that (1) the power of appointing the court, and the defense
counsel must rest with the Judge Advocate General's Department ;
(2) that the personnel s erving in such cepacity must be fres from
the authority of command directly, or indirectly in matters of
appointment, fitness reports, promotions, leaves, etc.; and (3)
that judieial review of court-martial proceedings shz2ll b2 in
higher echelons of the Judge Advocate General's Department.

A practical problem of major proportions arises with
espect to these rccommendations. By law & Judge Advocate General's
Department exists in the Regular Army, =nd the Judg: Advocate
eneral, as well as the other officers in the Depeartment, are
professionzl lawyers. Such is not the case in the naval services
or in the Air Force,

thile there is a Judge Advocate General of the Navy,
nzither he nor other officers performing legal dutiss are re-
quired to be lawyers, Traditionally, officers assigned to legal
duties in the naval services are line officers whose tour of auty
in the Judge Advocate General's office generally comes betwezsn
other assignments,

If there is to be a real system of military or naval
Justice, it must be administered within each of th: services by
a corps of legal specialists from whom each Juige hdvocate
Genersl shall be required to be appointed, and which will provid

the law members of the courts, the prosecutors, =znd the defense
couns=1, all of whom ought to be trained lawyers. Such a corps
is already estzblishcd by law in the Army, but it has never
existed in the Navy znd the air Force, since its division frem
the Army, has followed Navy practice in this regard.

Establishment of such a specialist corps in the Navy
and in the Air Force is not such 2 departure from precedent as
might be imagined, ¥While the 1o gal systems of those services are
today administered by officers who, notwithstanding their dis-
tinguished records and high professionzl competence as line
officers and aviators, are generally not traired and cxpzrienced
in the technical duties assigned them, other specialist functions
are performed only by specialists., The Bureau of Medicine ard
Surgery of the Navy and the Office of the Air Surgeon General ore
manned and headed by physicians and surgeons, who may not be so
appointed without a civilizn license, and whose lifz work lies in
medicine, The dental corps of the services ars composed of dentists,
and the Cheplains Corps are headed and mannad by ord2ined ministers.
There are doctors, dentists, and chaplains who are Major-Generszls,
Rear /idmirals, and are accepted 2s an integral part of the service
without ever having commsnded 2 regiment or a2 naval vesssl., In
addition, as the rssult of the specialization which comes from
modern warfare, in 211 services there ars spezecialists such as
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communicztors who are trainesd throughout their careers for a
particular spscialty. Only in the specizlties of law and of in-
telligence has there been some hesitancy in providing for a
specialist corps. Those two specialties have been largely con-
sidered as part time jobs to which senior officers, regardlzss

of their lack of professional training as lawyers or inte ligence
experts, may be assigned for a brief tour of duty, to return to
sea or to aircrsft after a few years,

The Nevy has never secn fit to establish 2 legzl corps,
although in recent years it has taken tentative steps in this
direction, During wartine it had a group of reserve officers
classifisd as legal specizlists, Comrendably, since the end of
“iorld Tar II it has sent a selscted group of regular naval officers
to first line law schools for legal education, znd has made such
officers the nucleus of its post-war legal program.

If the Navy's hesitation to create such a legzl corps
stems from a desirc, with which we could concur, to have its le:al
officers deeply imbued with its traditions =nd needs, the obstacle
1s not insurmountable, Ve wcould endorse a program which would in-
sure that the Navy's lawyers huve duty with Fleet units, and be zs
cosnizant of and sympathetic with the problems and requirements of
the service zs its genersl duty officers., Such has, in fact, been
the history of medic2l officars, chaplains, and other specizlists,
W€ can see no reason why such 2 progrsm would not be practieakle
with respect to legal spascialists. But we are firmly convinced of
the necessity in 211 services of having billets concerned with

legel dutiss filled by trained and competent personnel. If there

is to be any uniformity in the courts-martial systems of the various
services, the professionzl lawyers of the Army must be balanced by
professional opposite numbers in +he Navy end in the air Force,
Accordingly, we recommend that amendments to the law be adopted
providing for a truly independent legel corps within c2ach of the
services, The chiefs of such corps should be appointed from the
corps, 2nd not, as at present, from genersl duty officers. The
assignments, leaves, promotions, znd fitness repcrts of officers

in such corps should emznate from their superiors within the corps,
and the decisions of the courts on which they sit should be re-
viewed by higher echelons within ths corps and not by command, To
our mind, such provision is the hasic need of military and naval
Justice. Opcz it is accomplished, other reforms become mere refine-
ments,

Lhe @1ston bill largely restricts its application to general
courts-martial, and not specizl courts, which are the Army cquivalent
te summary courts-martial in the Navy. It is our experience that the
greater part of the abuses which have occurred in military and naval
Justice have occurred in Navy summary osnd army special courts, rather
than in genersl courts martial. This is so because the commsnding
officer who has convensd the summary or specigl court does sc not beczuss he
hes any doubt as to the guilt of the accused; but because he feels thzt
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he cannot impose a sufficiently severe punishment at mast or
company punishment. Frequently, tiis is conveyed to the court
which the commending officer appoints from his cwn command zand
whose decision he reviews, Too often the court is told that it
is ecpected to find a verdict of guilty, and to impose a particu-
lar sentence, regardless of the cath that it tzkes "to well and
truly try, without prejudice or partiality, the case now depend-
ing, according to the evidence which shall be adduced, the laws
for the Government of the Navy, and your own conscience." The
result is that, although the court is by statute required to
enter upen its duties with an open mind as to the guilt of the
accusad, its judgment is foreclosed in advance, and there is
ITittle question zs to the ultimate result. This is much less
likely to happen in a general court-martial, which is not ordin-
erily convened by the commanding officer who has instituted the
proceedings and is not subject to his control. General courts—
martial are normmzlly under the control of 2 general or flag
officer senior to the comranding officer who has initiated the
proce=dings, and the officers at his headquarters who participate
in the proceeding are unlikely to be affected by the visws of the
subordinate commandsr who has recommended the court,

e a2re strongly of the opinion that all that we have
said befores as to the necessity of independent, competzent lawyers
serving as law members, prosecutors, and defense counszl on genersl
courts martizl is equally as applicable to Navy summary and army
special courts mertial. Those who oppose this find it particularly
impracticable in the Navy, where ccmmanding of ficers of smaller
units and ships have the power to convene summary courts martial.
Actually, however, a large percentage of such courts zre convened
cn larger vessels such ss battleships, cruisers, snd aircraft
carriers (all of which have several thousand personnel aboard)
and on beses where there are many thoussnis of men. In such ships
and on such bases there should be no difficulty sbout providing
adequate lsgal specialists, just as other specizalist officers are
provided in the allowsnce list.

At first blush, it sounds convincing that smaller
vessels such as landing crsft, mineswespers, destroyers, and other
vessels which may have no more than half z dozen officers abcard
cannot provide and cannot justify such legal specialists, If such
smaller craft normally travelled alone, that might well be s,
Nermally, however, they travel and function in squzdreons and divi-
sions, each of which has a flagship abocard which is a2 squadron
commander with a staff duplicsting the staff of 2 fleet commander
in miniature. There is no reason why legal specialists cannot be
attached te such staffs as are other specialists, and be available
for duties in 211 units of the squadron. TVie believe thet any
reform of military and navsl justice wili be incomplete if it is
not applicable to the inferior courts, as well as to the general
courts, to the fullest extent practicable.
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In the develcpment of a uniform code for all the
services, we recommen’? thet 2 uniferm terminclogy be adopted.
Only ccnfusion results from the fact that an Army special court
is known toc the Navy as a summary court-martial; that an Armv
trizl judge advocate may find as his opposite number a recorder,
Adoption of 2 common terminolegy will do much towards the develop-~
ment of a uniform appraoch, Similarly, we recommend that uniform
definitions of offenses, and a uniform system of punishments be
adopted which will be applicable to all the services,

The Elsten bill, in Section 210, has made it possible
to diseipline an officer whe has comritted an offense by trying
him at a special ccurt martisl, as well as at 2 genersl court
martial. This is not as yet true in the Navy where the only
punishment that can he meted out to an officer is trisl by a
general court-martial or a private reprimand from his ccmmsnding
officer, The effect of this is that where an cfficer commits a
monor offense, he in effect goes unpunished, slthough en enlisted
man committing the sams offense is subjected to punishment.,
Similarly, in the Navy as 2n administrative measure courts—
martial are cautioned against confining 2 petty officer, although
a sesman committing 2n identical offsnse may ani freguently does
receive punishment of confinsment, Ve bslieve that these practices
negative our basic concept of "Equal Justice Under Law," 2nd we
recommend that the law be amendad sc as to ¢qualize punishments
for all service versonnel. Such = provision would improve morale
and discipline,

The Elsten bill has set up = comprehensive and tortuous
system of review insofar as Army courts-martial are concerned,
That system is defective in that it preservss the right of review
as to all phases of the cass in the commanding offieer whs convenzd
the court. This is completely at odds with american concepts of
Justice.,

Ye reccmmend thst a uniform system of review be
established within 2ll of the services, under which the command-
i officer shall retain the rizht to review the cassz only for

purposes of exercising clemency., This, of course, parallels

ur civilian procedures under which the right of clemency is
exercised by the President in Federsl offenses, and by the
Governor in State offenses. The initial review of the casg as to
legality and 25 to all aspects othar than clemency should vest

in ths theatre area or Fleet representative of the Judge Advocate
General, Thereafter, further review should be had bv a2 Board of
Review established in the office of the Judge adveocate General
and appointed by him, as provided in the Elston Bill,

Under present practice, in ncne of the services do
the accused or his counsel particpate as a matter of right in
review of courts-martisl dzcisions. They rarely file briefs, and
rarely do they have an opportunity to argus their cese on review,
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They have no knowledge of the questions that are being raised and
discussed by the reviewing officers, and have no cpportunity of
presenting their point of view,

ie recommend that the record of proceedings in any
court martial shall include, when forwarded for revisw, = summery
of 211 objections preparzd by defense counsel, snd that defense
couns2l be permitted to submit briefs or other argument to the
reviewing authority. If the accused desires, at his own expense,
to present orsl argument through eivilian counsel to the review—
ing authority, he should be permitted to do so.

The goal of auniform code uniformly epplizd and in-
terpreted in all of the ssrvices is obviously difficult of schieve-
ment without some to-level co-ordinating agency. Ideslly, when
real unification of the military servicss is finally accomplished,
there should be a single Judge Advocate General: performing 211 legal
duties for the irmy, Navy, air Force, Marine Corps, and Coast
Guard. Unification 2s provi“ed in the National Defense act falls far
short of the unification under which such idesl ezn be reaslized.
ie must gear our recommendations accordingly to the existing situa-
tion, and to the advances that are rsalistically possibles,

Accordingly, we recommend that there be established a
Board of Review in the office of thz Seccretary of Defense, which:
shall have final power of review in all court-martiel cases in 211
the services, and which will be charged with the development of
uniform practices and procedures, much as the Supreme Court of
the United S+ztes controls the decisions of the Fedzral Courts of
hppeals, The Secretary of Defense should have the further duty of
clesely supervising the operations of the various Judge Advocate
Gererzl Departments, and should have the power of recommending
legislation to the Congress and of issuing directives to the
services in matters pertaining to military and naval justice. He
should have the specific respensibility of advancing unification
of the legal functions of the armed services,

Today our country has for the first time a peacetime
draft. Large numbers of our young men will in the years ahead
serve in a peacetime amy, navy 2nd air force whose mission is the
preservation of our American democrazcy. Under such circumstzances
it seems to us that there is 2 paramount obligation to those young
men, to their anxious familiss, and to the hssic principles of
that American democracy to make full provision for the protection
of those young men and to insure that their right to fair trials
before qualified and indspendent courts is not impaired, e have
every confidence that the adoption of the proposasls made bv us will
strengthen the morale and discipline of our armed services, in time
of war as well as in peace time,

Respectfully submittsd,
RICHLRD H. WELS, Chaiman
LCUIS C. FISLAND
JOHN M, MURTAGH
SIDNEY 4. “WOLFF
TNZE® B, WYATT
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