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In the past decade, senior American military officers have rarely

"cﬂucuedvtheir.country".a' defense policies, Those who did dissent in previous

e
fhe:
R

decades were usually rewarded for their outspokenness with early retirement or

. dismissal from key assignments, Such penalties, designed to mute or deter policy .
dissents by the professional military, are often viewed as necessary 'reafﬁrutlm‘li i '
‘of the constitutional principle of civil control of the military, Yet a 'govem- : |
ment which habitually views policy dissents by its military advisors as da.ngoroui
forms of criticisa subversive of civil control may also discourage valuable,
conscientious. warnings from responsible military professionals who may be quick

; to recognize potentially fatal_ policy deficiencies that elected civil officials

; : ;: w_a.y%h\ok or ignore as too impolitic to be discussed publicly, el
b 3 gt | :
This paper amalyses the conflicts between the demands of bureaucratic K g :
i e . loyalty, professional integrity, a&nd constitutional principles of civil control ”
4 ~ :
: - 7

that arise when senior military officers are faced with the dilemma of opposing ‘
bt 1 g.\ presidential defense policies, At issue is the question of whether or not in- &
7o ‘ tensive bureaucratization of the American military since 1947 has underained the l
il officer corps’ traditional sense of professional independence and political

i / T,

E 4 . - neutrslity,

1 ; S0 This ques%h approached through a detailed examination of nc;nt ’
{ ',.  il historical illustrations which suggest three different interpretations of the ‘
i e _ probles of policy dissents bty senior military lsaders, The careers of Generals
% WacArthur, Ridgaay and Taylor--three ailitary chiefs who were confronted with the
' g A dilemma of dissenting from presidential defense policies ‘they believed were
militarily unsound--are analyzed in terms of 1) the constitutional design of

American civil-military relations; 2) the contrasting concepts of administrative

responsibllity embodled in the "Whig" and the "Jacksonian" models of public

administration; and 3) the "convergence~divergence” paradigm which influences the

organizational relationship between the military and political sectors of the US ‘
government, 4




ot military professionalisu. and a responnible fora of policy dissent ‘that la'
co-pntible with the prlnciplee of civil control and the ethic of profasslonal ik
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INTRODUCTION

In June, 1964, nine nont.hs tefore the Johnson gdninistrat!.on made its
ominous decision to introduce US ‘conut forces into the Vietnam War, the
following exchange took place in an obscure Senate hearing, The testimony
from this hearing is particuhriy 1nterest1ng in view of the fact that President 3
Johnson's decision less than a year later immediately received the carefully :
orchestrated public support of the nation's senlor military advisors: despite
their serloﬁ. and as events would indicate, well-founded professional misgivings
about the wisdom of an administration plan which called for the piecemeal,
gradual commitment of military forces in support of an ambtiguous foreign policy
objective, To a nuzter of senior military officers who remembered all too .
vividly the frustrations of the Korean War, 'the Jot.ms'ox‘x decision was an un-
pleasant def wvu,

Both Colonel Lincoln and Senator Jackson were highly knowledgeable on
the subject of the military's role in government, They were also well- '
connected to the key military circles that made up the uniformed side of fhe
Pentagon, Colonel George A, Lincoln, a distinguished military intellectual
and brilliant staff officer, had been General Marshall's "talent scout"
during World War II, In 1964, he was completing his 9th year as head of the
Department of Social Sciences, US Military Academy. Lincoln had been a
member of the permanent faculty at West Point since 1%7.1 Senator Henry
Jackson, (D) Washington, was well known for his expertise in military
legislation, He had virtually "majored” in defense matters since 1940, The
subject of the hearings which were being held before Jackson's Subcommittee
on National Security Staff and Operations was "The Adninistration of
ﬂational Security, “2 In his prepared statcment, Colonel Lincoln had noted

the truth in thethen-current cliche that, "there were no longer any purely

nilitary matters? In the complex world of the 1960°s, the military professional




: % had to be fully conversant with all the non-military factors that affected

national security and foreign policy, Yet Lincoln iarned.

In this milicu it seems pertinent to recall a remark
of Secretary of the Army Brucker who, while specifically
recognizing the realities just mentioned, cautioned the
1956 graduating class of the USMA, *,,.you must guard
with jealous care your most priceless possession=--your
soldier's soul, You are a fighting man®', Some military
professionals may view the current trends in the pro-
fession with alarm and interpret Mr, Brucker®'s cautlon
as a reminder of the sense of Hamlet's solilogy:

*Thus conscience does nake cowards of us all; and thus

the native hue of resolution is sicklied o'er with the

pale cast of thought; and enterprises of great pith and

moment with this rezard their currents turn awry, and

lose the name of action,"3

Having raised this discordant doutt, Lincoln quickly dropped it.
Jackson, who entertained some quiet reservations avout the manner and thrust
of the US buildup in Vietnam, returned to the above quote in his questioning
'@Lj of Colonel Lincoln, Implying that perhaps some senior military leaders did

not telieve that Vietnam could be saved via piecemeal counterinsurgency

measures that tended to fritter away the American military advantage, Jackson

attempted to draw Lincoln out on the question of the military's true opinion 3

of President Johnson's gradual military escalation in Vietnam, Lincoln

A deftly handled the dangerous question by emphasizing the cumplex interrelation- 57
_ ship of the political and military issues that determined the Vietnam case . 'Ef
(:> and that rule out, for the time bteing, an American military response that went %‘

beyond the counterinsurgency/gradualism program that Johnson and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) were putlicly committed to, That perhaps, from a purely ;i
military perspective this plecemeal approach was ill-suited to the exigences of EJ
the Vietnan situation and the irherent capatilities of military force, was a |

possibility that Lincoln was not eager to dlscusss

¥
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ment you have made that we should jump. this effort to
another level and assume the responsibility, or
primary responsibility, ourselves for creating order
in Vietnan, ;

b & Lincolns There is an implication in the state-

This opens up a whole btook to write and to
discus g which, frankly, I don't feel very competent
to .do,

Agreeing with Colonel Lincoln that the military of the 1960°'s must be !

“acquainted with more than one discipline,” Jackson suggested that such a
broadening of ;f.he military perspective raised an old, and by implication
current, protlenm,

Jacksons ...If this is to be done effectively
and if he is to maximize his talents, what can
be done to improve the opportunities for dissent
within the profession?

After a brief historical sketch of the frequent involvement of American
'{”} military officers in broad political-military problems (a sub-rosa military
e tradition which indicated that perhaps the current "need” for military
officers to “"broaden their perspective" was somewhat overdra.wn)s. Lincoln
came to the crux of Jackson's query: ;

Lincolns Now, on the opportunity for dissent. that
is a tough one,.. ¢

In the first four years, when I was a cadet at the

Military Acadeay, I recall times when I didn't have

_ g an opportunity to dissent, particularly during the
C first year there as a plets,

But I don't recall any time since then when,
in the end, I didn't have an opportuanity for
dissent if I felt my cause was Jjust and it was
important enough, This was particularly true, by
the way, during the time I was General Marshall's
planner, If you had a reason to btellieve a developing
plan was not the test, and didn't dissent, you got
fired,

A ; Jacksons Does it depend alot on the individual, and
L‘: how he goes atout dissenting within the profession?

3=
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Lincoln:s There is an element of the political
‘in this, yes, : e

Jacksons ‘It gets down to judgment?

Lincolns It gets down to an element of Judgment
and also you need to bte professionally competent in
knowing how to put in the dissent, Dissent is a
hard word, Perhaps more often than not, you are
raising a qgestion or asking that another view be
considered,

For the professional adainistrator operating within the ambiguous and
often tortuous confines of a governmental bureauémcy. dissent from the
established or proposed administration policy is indeed a ha.rd task, For
the military profession with its fundamental orientation to the n.eeds of
discipline and hierarchal loyalty, dissent can bte a traumatic experience.
Closely held values of duty and integrity are at stake, lifetime careers are
often in the-bahnce. the success or failure of critical national policies
are at issue, QM the ultimate questions of professional responsibility are
raised, It is invariably a crucible of anxious and soul-searching thought,
Consequently, the study of the manner, the method, ard the nature oi dissent
by professionals within govérn:nenta.l bureaucracies can tell us much about
the quality of governnental decisions and tﬁe character of those professional
groups that help formulate policy decisions,

This paper focuses on the senior. leaders of the American military and
their dissenté from presidential policy on professional grounds, A corollary
issue of equal importance is the analysis of the professional dissent that is
repressed within the highest circles of the Azerican military establishment,
The following examines the troublesome, and at times irreconcilable, conflict
betwoen the dictates of bureaucratic loyalty and the. demands of professional
integrity that has wracked the American milltary profession since the Korean
War, To a large extent, both the institutional role and the political nature

of the senior military leaders’ participation in the national policy process

alj
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of the US government can be charted in light of this conflict, f’ a
professional, or to be more specific, a semi-professional who strongly
aspires to the greater privileges and autonomous standards of the true
professional, and as a responsitle bureaucrat loyally subordinate to the
external direction of hierarchal superiors, the senior military officer seeks
to fulfill a governmental role that is fundamentally dichotomous, The |
organizational and psychological tensions generated by this professional/
bureaucratic dichotomy intensifies the pressures the senior military leader
experiences when he is confronted with the dilenma of dissenting from ‘
presidential policy, It also makes the nature of his political participation
in the policy process highly problematical, :
On talance, the government as a whole protably benefits from the tensions

which the senior military officer experiences in his attempt to reconcile the

conflicting aspccts of his governmental role, The tensions, while ever-present,

are rarely acute, Only a very small percentage of the total nuater of
presidential policies affecting the military are likely to generate a dissent

by senior military leaders. Frequently, ill-advised plans that are potential
triggers of dissent are routinely modified and easily compromised in a

salutary spirit of cooperation that results in an improved policy, When a
policy modification is unacceptable and a couflict is therefore unavoidable,

the acute tensions that the sénior militar), leader must confront, while
personally unpleasant, can lead to a more thoughtful and rigorous analysis

of the disputed policy, especlally its military aspects, For the most part,

his training and socialization noraally cause the military leader to avoid
making a dissent unless it involves a rajor issue of professional responsibility,
Whether it te to overcome his professional doubts and thus support a questionatle

presidential policy, or to justify his professional misgivings and thus stand
~5-
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in opposition to his superior®s policy, the ailitary leader must go over

his case very carefully, An ill-prepared or supérflcial dissent cannot be
Justified on grounds of duty or honor and thus it exposes the military
professional to the ominous charge of unwarranted insubordination, the penalty
for which is, more often than not, a quick and unmourned exit from active duty,
Whatever his final position, if he has fully and openly articulated the
rationale for his decision within the appropriate councils of government -
(which, in the American political system, is properly understood to include
both executive and 1eglslativé foruns) the effect, while it certainly cannot
guarantee the wisest policy decisions, can often improve the quality of those
decisions,

However, the constant dapger is that the salutary btut difficult tensions
generated by his dichotomous role may overwhelm the individual military chief,
For lack of organizational support, because of a personal character flaw, or
due to an honest but erroneous misperception of his proper governmental role,
the senior military leader may resolve these unple#sant tensions by surrendering
to the temptation to define his role solely in terms of either his'bureauciatic
or his professional responsibilities,

Such a narrowing of role reduces the military officer's perspective

and sharply restricts his sense of duty, Eventually, both the quality of his

. professional advice and his instrumental value in the policy process declines,

In place of the professional military leader whose independence of thought
talances a judiclous understanding of organizational responsibilities, the
gevernment is saddled with uninaginative military functionaries or dangerous
military demagogues, As tho latter is a more dramatic éalamlty, it is easlly
focogni:ed and usually, in the American experience at least, quickly rectified,

The former, however, because it is more anmbiguous, more difficult to assess,

b
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and because it reinforces certain fundamental prejudices of the Aaerican
political system, is more subtle and pervasive in its 6peration. Therefore,
it may te more difficult to correct or mitigate, Either altermative, however,
may te equally destructive of btoth wise policy and the political fora of the
US government, i,e,, a constitutional demociatie republic based upon the
separation of governmental powers,

In the post-lorld War II period, three senior Army leaders, Generals
' MacArthur, Ridgway and Taylor, had a significant tut quite different influence
on the evolution of the American military chief’s adminlstrative role and the
nature of his political participation in the national policy process, The
professional beliefs and the administrative behavior of these nilitafy chiefs
illustrate three alternative models of seniof civil-nilitary relations and
three irreconcilatle interpreatations of the senior military leader's proper
administrative role and th2 scope of his political participation in the Azerican

government ’s national policy processs

1, General Douglas MacArthur - the military chief as political leader,
pure charismatic leadership type, the dissent of personality, extreme “Whig"
nodel of administration, and the radicel convergence of the civil-military
sectors througn partisan politicalization,

2, General Matthew Ridguway - the military chief as professional

leader, routinized charismatic leadership type, the dissent of profession,
linited "Whig" model of administration, ard moderate convergerce of the civil-
military sectors through non-partisan organizational politics, ?

3. General Maxwsll Taylor - the military chief as presidential

bureaucrat, classical btureaucratic leadership type, the sublination of
dissent, the "Jacksoniun" mod2l of administration, and thaAradical convergence ]

of the civil-ailitary sectors via instltutional politicalization,

Y e,
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MacArthur's case suggests the tArest e Sepedl sems g
consitutional civil control of the silitasmy pessd My W W SRR
syndrome, i.e., a popular, herolc militamy Aesder Wi o S
partisan political interests while still em sstiss Sy sue S -
uses his public influence and professiessl affies Lo & sl e
advance both his ideological beliefs amd PEERGmEL Pl i w asme

Ridguy'suunmmul&.‘“u"d - q————— -
military advisor wnose balanced perspectiwe saisfasss Wow S
between his tureaucratic and professionmal ehligatisss s W wmms
destahillziné excess characteristic of She Macdrfier e o o

Taylor's case, the most recent amd perlags Sl sl s
tefns of current cnd future styles of semler.sllifesy sssisiins
confused but definite tilt towards the militazy Sermsssme

The relative importance of these LAFGS smaspiss far wr Lo o

of the post-1950 trends in senior Asericas eiwhi-siiiies: swiwmmes
equal, The chronclogical continuity of the Shres smsss Sl «
important anmalytical cleavage. Ridgay®s case, as ssiad sisms
relatively traditional model of the role of the slilfary s
Anmerican Republic, Both the MacArthur amd Tajler sssss co s
departures from this traditiomal medel, DBespite Sas s ianw v
scattered, historical precedents, the madical ssdel & sssiar
leadership and administration epitezized in She Beslsmmer coas mee
constitute a viable alterrative to Ricmay®s tamdisisms. w0
of the MacArthur model, as explained below, &8 derimss fouw 0 w0
i,e,, the comet-like sweep of the "man of desting.” Toe i
is foremost a social organization of exteasiwe Feguiarisgy. w0
example may be imitated, his model of leademship sws Mwwer o i

It is far too personal in nature,




The traditional model evidenced in Ridgway’s case is defined as
traditional because it was the first doainant model of senior ailitary
leadership and adainistration to be institutionalized within the American
military estailishaent. it is a model that gradually evolved in response to
historical military-political conditions, phrticuhrly the constitutional
design which divided civilian control of the military establishaent between
the executive and the legislature, thus giving the senior ailitary advisor
two, often competing, civilian masters to serve. By 1900, this model of
senior military leadership and administration was firmly est&ﬁlished in the
psyche of the American professional military, With only minor modification,
1t renained the dominant model down to the 1950%s, This traditional model
was successfully institutionalized tecause it qually-net,the needs of the
governmental Systen it served and yet reflected the training, experience and .
self-identity of the professional officers who rose to the highgst amllitary

~

positions in that government, .
Unlike the MacArthur example, the other radical model of military leadership

and adainistration that tegins to emerge in Taylor's case (and to a certain

extent Taylor is best understoéd as a transitional figure) has virtually no

significant precedent in American history, Yet it has a definite potential

: ¢. being institutionalized, if indeed it has not already bteen so regularized

and accepted within troad sectors of the professional officer corps. In this

respect, the Taylor model constitutes a truly radical, ;1able and permanent

alternative to the Ridgway model, It is developing in response to potentially

permanent and relatively regularized changes in toth the governmental systenm

and thg professional perspeétlve of the nilitary offiger in the second half

of the 20th Century, Therefore, it is defined as a systemic response as oppoced

to the discontinuous, personal response of the MacArthur model, Analyzed in

-9-
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relation to one another, the models appear as follows: The more traditional
Ridgway modél is rapidly breaking down, A radical altermative, the Taylor
nodel; swhich is well-suited to immediate and perhaps short-term needs of the
Aermican government but which eubodiés concepts that are inevitably destructive
of the long-range interests and the fundamental principles of the American
constitutional democracy, is replacing the ;raditional model and gaining
widespread acceptance within the contemporary military establishment, The older
radical model, embodied in MacArthur's case, is a " joker", i.e,, it depends
upon the incalculatle chances of historical accident, It is important because
of its potentially great destabilizing influence, but it is essentially |
secondary in comparison te the dominant long-run influences of the Taylor and
Ridgway models, Thus, the MacArthur case is'categorized as a,proloéua. or
more accurately, as a critical sidelight in the evolution of senior American
civil-military relations, The central portion of this paper is therefore
devoted to an analysis of the struggle tetween the Ridgyay and Taylor n?dels
for dominance within the American military's senior officer corps.

The thesis of this paper is that a contemporary problem of American

civil-military relations which rmay pose toth a potential threat to the

.constitutional design of civil control of the military and a more immediate
threat to the functional tasis of military professicnalism is an organizational
form of 1nc1§19nt ceasarism within certain segments of the military establishnment,
The extensive, quasi-political comaltment of the senior military leaders to the’
office and policies of the chief executive as exeaplified in Taylor's case
suggests a fundamental and perhaps permanent shift away from a traditional model
of the senior military leader's role in governzent, a mcdel which has in the
past proven to be compatitle with both thg constitutional principle of balanced

civilian control of the military, and the practical adainistrative need for

-10-




judicious, professional military advice in the councils of govermment.

What long-run effects this change in the senior military leaders®
Mtloul conception of their professional duties and administrative
obligations will have on the future organizational development of the
Anérlcan ailitary profession and its institutional role in the government's
policy process is prodlematical., In the short run, at least in terms of the
senior military leaders®’ contributions to the presidential policy decisions

which precipitated US military intervention in the Indochina Yar during the
»

1960°s, the effects of this transition from the Ridgway to the Taylor model
of senior civil-ailitary relations seems to have been highly negative,




CHAPTER 1
8 THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The MacArthur, Ridgway and Taylor cases examined below constitute a
rough typology of the leadership and administration models which have character-
ized the senlor ranks of the US amilitary officer corps, The alternative

models 1llustrated in this typology suggest the following questions:

1) Which of the three is most compatible with the American
constitutional design of civil control of the military?

2) Which one best maxinizes both administrative effectiveness and
political responsiveness in the military bureaucracy?

3) Which one generates the most developed sense of professional
responsibility and objective professicnal st;.n‘dards‘ wi.tixi.n the military
establishment?

4) Of the three models, which one fosters the most judiciocus military
policies in the natioral policy process?

In an attempt to approach these questions by way of historical
illustrations which suggest possible answers, the MacArthur, Ridgway and
Taylor cases are analyzed in terms ofs

1) The constitutional design of American civil-military relations.

o iR i a3 B uk'm&mww.ww\uwum.mum-ima,nwwimwm=w¢Ars.v.«_' B
. : .
. .

: O 2) The contrasting theoretical concepts embodied in the "Whig" and

ik i

"Jacksonian" models of public adainistration,

3) The “convergence-divergence” raradign which influences the systesic

s A3 A

relationship tetween the military and political sectors of the American J
government,

After a brief consideration of these three polifical, sociological

Bl

concepts which structure the subsequent historical analyses, the MacArthur,

Ridgway and Taylor cases will be exazincd in detail in chronological order,

R
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In the latter half of the Twentieth Century, the military coup d'etat
has become one of the most common means for effeétlng a change of regimes in
many mational political systems, While a small minority of these coups are
-carried out by the military on vehalf of, or in the service of specific,
well-organized, civilian factions, the majority lead to unalloyed military
rule--a modern version of Roman praetorianism, Therefore, it is not surprising
that the contemporary “problea" of civil-military relations is often defined
as the ever-present danger that the professional military will usurp political
power, eliminate all civilian factions from governmental roles, and establish
a teaporary or permanent military government, However, in 1787, the Founders
of the American Constitution did not btelieve that the danger of a military

coup was the primary threat to proper civil-military relations in a democratic

republic, With their broad knowledge of the classical world, the Founders

were certainly aware of the numerous incidents of praetorian rule and its
fatal effect upon the ancient republican governments of Rome and Greece.l

That the state's military force must bte clearly and permanently,subordikated

to civilian rule was unquestioned, But the conteaporary fear that the pro-
fessional soldier would, on his own iniative, and acting in teras of his

narrou vested interest, overthrow the republic and establish in its place a
military dictatorship does not adequately explain the American constituticnal
design of civil-nilitary relations, An important but frequently overlooked

fact is that the US Cecnstitution was written shortly tefore the modern pro-
fessional military dictator appeared on the political stage, It is very doubt-
ful that any of the Federalists or Anti-federalists, despite their constant
references to the dangers of "standing armles,” could have envisoned the
political threat to republican government erbodied in a Napoleon, a MacArthur,

or a Twentieth Century military junta, For as Huntington notes, the Founders

in their deliverations simply did not anticipate a separate class of professional

military offlcerS.2
‘ale
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In 1787, no nmation was run by a purely military faction, Even in
Prussia, the most ailitarized European state, the aristocratic military éiass
ruled in tandem with a powerful civilian bureaucracy and inevitably sacrificed
purely military values to longer-standing aristocratic 1nterests.3 Prior to
1787, the last significant instances of a purely ailitary thrust for political
power had beens 1) Wallenstein's effort to use his position ;s a successful
commander and powerful mailitary entrepreneur of the Thirty Years War to
challenge the Hapsburg Emperor, Ferdinand II, in 1633; and 2) the coups
instigated against the Runp Parliament (1659-1660) by Cromwell’s Major Generals

" following his sudden death, Both atteapted military coup d'etats aet with

disaster for their military sponsors and ironically enhanced the political
power of the civilian sovereigns they were designed to overthrow,

The Founders® understaniing of military officership reflected the
temporary nature of that occupation in Azerica and the typical Bighteenth
Century view that a military officer was identified by and gave primary
allegiance to his social class, not his transitory.occupation as a leader of .
soldiers, 3 “

; They .knew neither military profession nor separate

military skills, Military officership was the attribute

of any man of affairs, Many members of the Fedoral ,

Constitution had held military rank during the Revolutiong

Washington was only the most obvious soldier-statesman,
This Cincinnatus theory of military leadership had been validated in the
American War of Independence and it reflected a sound republican tradition
which some¢ of the Founders, i,e,, the Federalists, thought America had
successfully revived, , ;

As for the nilitary forces that would defend the state, the Founders
icjacted the preprofessional, aristocratic institution of a large standing
army made up of lower-class enlisted nen‘and placed their faith in an aramy

«ll=




s e

e i RSN

NN

sade up of citizen-soldiers, men who served their country not for pay, but
out of a sense of political duty, This citizen -uﬁu expressed the
republican principle that the appropriate reliance of a popular government for
defense is in its general citizenry, not in a specific social or occupational
class, Even George Yashington, who had experienced the frcquent and painful
inadequacies of the citizen-soldier in combat, did not believe that any other
forn of military force was appropriate for a republican regime:
..;p.ssing by the Mercinary Armies which have at one
time or arother subverted the libverties of almost all
countries they have been raised to defend, we might
see with adniration the Freedea and Independence of
Switzerland supported for centuries in the aidst of
powerful and jealous neighbours by means of a hardy
and well-organized Militia,,.
It may be laid down as a prirafy positidn, and the
basis of our system of government, that every citizen
who enjoys the protection of a free Government owes
not only a portion orf his property, tut even of his
personal service to the defense of it,J
Others, particularly those who espoused the Anti-federalist position,
were suspicious of civilian Cincinnati and a nationally organized militia
which they feared would be easily converted into a standing aray that coul;i.
be used by certain anti-reputlican civilian factions to establish a monarchy
and nobility supported by hayonets.6 Among a few disgruntled veterans of the
Continental Army there was some talk in 1783, 1785 and 1787 of establishing
a vague allitary or authoritarian dictatorship under Washington's leadership,
lacking any widespread significant support for such a radical action within
the Army or the country and confronted with Washington®s scornful rebuke,
these half-baked plans for a military coup never got far beyond the discussion
8%50.7 2
What the Founders, both Fedexalists and Anti-federalist, feared most was
the possibility that a single political faction or one tranch of government

-ls -
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n would usurp total control over the state's military force, It was not so much
" the military they feared, but rather their ambitious civilian peers who might
attenpt to gain control of the military and then use it as so many European
civilian despots had to further their own personal interests, European
history and their own experiencé in the American Revolution had impressed
upon them the belief that in the matter of the state’s military power, it
was not's:laply an 1§sue of civil vs, military control of the armed forces
(Charles I, Cromwell, and King George III had, after all, been civilians, not
professiocnal soldiers), but rather the kind of .civil control that mattered,
The Framers® concept of civilian control was to control

the uses to which civilians might put military forxrce rather

than to control the millitary themselves, They were more

afraid of military power in the hands of political officials

than in the hands of military officers, Unable to visualize

a distinct nilitary class, they could not fear such a class,

But there was nced to fear the concentration of authority

over the military in any single governaental institution.e

They did not fail to see, as many contemporary critics do, the critical .

distinction tetween civilian control of the military, and democratic governaent,
In the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, the military was a powerful
instrunent which had proppad up more despotic civilian governments than it
had overtnrown, As some form of military power was a sine qua non of any
political state and, given the then relative political impotence or non-

C existence of a separate military class, the fundamental problem of civil-

nilitary relations vhlch the Founders focused on in the Coustitution was
caesarisa in which, : j

The armed forces do not constitute an autonomous,
irresponsitle force, saking and unraking goverments nccording i
to the bloody whinms of the military group, but are instead 4
the tool of an autcerat or oligarchy to beat down orposition
fronm the masses of' citlzens and keep in power a crushing :
despot.l.,a.9 ﬁ




Whether the legislature usurped military power as the English
Parlianentarians under Cronuéll had, or whether the .executive, in imitation
of European monarchs did, was teside the point., The central problem was to
prevent either tranch of the government from using the military to advance
its own partisan, institutional interests at the expense of democratic rule
and the public good,

The secondary threat”posed by a purely military usurpation of political
power would be countered by relegating the military establishaent to relative
political impotence through the most emphatic principle of absolute.civillan
control and other pragmatic political measures such as austere budgets.

To avoid the dangers of caesarism, the Founders skillfully divided the
authority of civil control over the uilitaz:yvuong t'hz;ee primary political
institutions:” the Presidency, Congress, and the individual St.atea.m Under
Article 1, Section 8, of the US Constitution, the national legislature was
g€ iven the political authority to declare war, to ralse an army, deter;i.ne
its size, appropriate necessary monles for its support (not to exceed a two-
year 1linit), establish a navy, regulate the operation of the military, call
up .the States® ailitia for federal service, and govern them during such a
“federal” period, Under the grant of Article 2, Section 2, the President was
glven command authority over the military in all its national operations,
and the responsibnity of appointing all military officers in the natlonal army
subject to the advice and consent of the Senate, Under Article 1, Section 8,
Paragraph 16, the authority the States reserved over the establishment and
operation of their respective militia was acknowledged. Also, the States,
rather than the President, appointed all officers ift the militia,ll When the
Bill of Rights was added to the Constitution, a fourth obstacle to the
usurpation of the military establishment by a single civilian group was
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introduced, i.e,, the Second Amendment, which in furtherance of the States®
militia, granted to each citizen the right to maintain and bear.aras,l?
This tripartite division of civil control of the aiiltazy hopefully insured
that when ambition was pitted against ambition within the political .system,
the ensuing struggle_uould not result in éne governnental branch or political
faction gaining the trump card of total control over the military estatlishament,
This was civil control bty partition, It embtodied the two central political
principles which structured the Constitution:s federalism, and the separation
of powers doctrine, |

The secondary problem <f praetorianisa, "the destruction of thg civil ;
government_by the armed services who constitute themselves an autonomous and
ruling elesent in society"Ilwas initially solved by ‘placing primary reliance
on the States®' militia for national defense, gnd thus indirectly, but not
unconsciously, relegating the national army to a ainimal size, In addition,
a permanent legal prohibition was placed against any action by the military
which was not directed or authorized by elected civilian authorities, 1% For
their material support, the membters of the national military were dependent
on the civilian legislature; for their orders and direction they looked to
the President, the elected civilian Commander-in-Chief, Moreover, the citizen
in his individual person and as organized in the States® militia constituted
an armed non-profossional military férce that ideally could be called in as
a last resort to checkmate an unrestrained national military establishment
which sought to impose a praetorian military coup d'etat.15 While the concept
of relying on a civilian militia for primary defense against foreign military
threats and as a final bulwark against a national mbdlitary coup was illusory
and completely refuted by historical eiperionce.16 the legal principles of

civilian control written into the Constitution became paramount in the ethical
-m-




code of the small American professionmal officer corps, .This fundamental

ideological acceptance of the principle of civilian control by the fledging
officer corps.17 the federal govermment’s policy of maintaining a relatively
small national army that, with the exception of war-time increases, rarely
exceeded a total strength of 17,000 to 1860, and 29,000 between 1871 and 1900,18
and the relative’social and geographical isolation of the professional military
throughout the first 150 years of the Republic, reinforced the political
patterns of civilian control established in the US Constitution, 19 |

The political barriers the Founders raised against unitary or monopolized
civil control of the military rested upon the assunption that no political
institution holding partial authority over the military establishment would

allow its power to erode, Yet, since 1789, there has been a gradual, non-linear,
definite trend towards centralized, unitary o1Vl control of the American -
'nilitary establishment, On the other hand, despite the Founders rather casual
and unprescient consideration of the potential threat to republican govefnment
posed by a praetorian usurpation of power, the ovérall principle of civilian
control of the military took firm root almost immediately within the new
Republic's military and political sectors,

During a period when emoerging professional military forces were constantly
challenging and, in many European cases, overthrowing the established principle
of civil control of the military, within the American political systeam and
its nilitary establishment an alternmative to civil control of the military was
never seriously entertained. ”In other words, the American system at the outset
vas a military system, not a militaristic systea, It conceived of the army
as an agSncy of the civil power, to be organized and disciplined with that
‘purpose in view, and not as an cnd in itself?ZO The general disinclination

of the professional military officer to play more than an instruxzental role
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: in the political process reflected the constitutional design of absolute
8? civilian control over the military, On the relatively rare occasions when
American nil;tary leaders did essay a substantive political role, it was
invariably via partisan connection 'with a civilian political party, However,
when the American professional military officer entered ppntics. he left the
military behind him, He could not count upon the support of his former
comrades=in-ara in the course of his partisan political campaigns. As MacArthur
discovered in 1951, one of the nos£ bitter opponents of praetorian rule in
‘ : America was the professional officer corps,2l . '
e *  For the national military establishment, the beneficial result of this
divided fora of civilian control was that it allowed the miljitary t§ develop

) a non-partisan. political identity and profeSsional ethic as a quas!.-ir:d.epehdent

govermaental institution in service to the whole nation and the public interest,

('\. Subordinated to, tut not exclusively dominated by, either one of the two
centers of civilian authority that it looked to for direction, the national
military establishment escaped the dysfunctional effects of institutional and
partisan politics that had often péliticized the military in other republics § 1

and brought on praetorian or caesaristic despotism, :

The larger. but weaker part of the American military establishment, the

States® militia, met a different fate, Froa the inception of the American

i Rt
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O Republic, the militia had been identified with the State governments, Purely

military changes of a technological and organizational nature which steadily
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decreased the relative value of a non-federalized militia, the almost universal
failure of the States to maintain the most minimal standards of military
effectiveness within their militia, and the declinifngz political strength of
4 the States vis a vis that of the national government, gradually elimirated the !
f | (\ ma jor substantive role of the States and their nmilitia in American civil-military 2

‘.i relations which the Founders had written into the US Constitution,
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The dual control that the States and the national jgovernment had

exercised over the militia in time of war (an arrangement that created
havoc with military operations in the War of 181222 and caused the flederal

governaent to bypass the States® militia in the Mexican, Civil and Spanish

¥ars through a resort to US volunteers who were under exclusive federal

control) was resolved in favor of purely federal control in time of war,

In 1903, the passage of the Dick Act greatly modified the original concept of
State control of the militia in time of penco.23 The federal government

through the agency of the natiomal Regular Army and with the influential

political support of the powerful National Guard Association, took over from

the States all responsibility for the equipment, the training, and the
inspection of the militia which ﬁas henceforth transformed into a national

reservé force for the Regular Aray esta.blishnent.zn Tois transfor=ation of the

‘ | .constitutionally-prescribed States' military forces into a National Cuard?’

ended the State governments® involvement in the political control of the US

military, Whatever limited influence the 1nd1v1d\:xa1 Statis retained in civil-

military matters henceforth depended upon the political power of their

congressional delegations, The increased political power that has accrued to

the National Guard since 1903, making it a powerful military lobby, has depended

primarily upon its influence with Congress, not the St,a.f.’::s.?'{5 While its record

O in securing' favorable legislation and generous appropriations froa Congres.: is

quite remarkable, the National Guard has nevertheless seen its influcnce in

the formulation of national military policy steadily decline since the Kerean

War, In its desire to conduct military policy unhampered bty “unnecessary"

congressional interference, the exocutive h.s shown a strong disinclinatlion to

‘utilize the National Cuard as an instrument of foreign pelicy. Although 34%

of the Army Mational Guard was called to federal service in 1950-53,%7 so

1
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vocal and politically influential were the public ALosamlamss S
by these citizen soldiers agaimst the policies af he Tawmss s
that in 1964-65, when President Johnsom preparsd She 5 Saw & s s
Asian war, the use of the politically volstile Satiemsl Swasd sme i
avoided, By then, even tbo organiged Army Reserwes, < aam s e e
created by the Regular Army to countermct the State, asd Lasewr Wi S
influence of the National Guard, had become & Pelitlac iy msmmEims s
organization, Yet, like the Natlonal Guard, the Meswmwes abes Swsis o
stepped by a shrewd administration that desized %o Semiest hs sl
with a ninimun of external influence,?®

Within the national government, the constitetlesms. Siwisiss o
authority over the military betweea the CRXOCUTIVE BBE s smgs o amt o o
drew the professional allitary into imstitutiomal m’ &
involvement necessarlly gave the profesaliczal seldisr Shmwes ssmses oo
highest governmental levels, so long as he malsSalasd & sseperilinn
fron purely partisan political interests and accemplismmd Sl S
duties without the. intent of advancing the politioal latemssis W e
of the national government at the expemse of She ther, e e e
princi-ple' of divided civilian contrel of the sllifary wwd B e -
the most part, the only persanent causes the sesler =ililes emems mim
were thelr own or@ﬁlutloml and professiomal iaterw t.. .o el el
in institutional politics, the professional allitasy csmmess o s e o
quasi-independent bureaucratic lobby willing o Swpper’ e s e
with that governnental tranch which was aost fawemsitls o s s
1nter§sts. These political "alliances™ were traasifery, SFNes S
because they frequently roflected inter-service splita, sl e v o
varied with the nnlt;u'y issues at stakes
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The differing interests of Congress and the President
thus determined the side which military officers supported,
On issues of military strength, they were normally with the
President, on organizational interests they were with
Congress, on strategy they were divided, and on personnel
issues, they followed their own best interests,30

i
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i By 1900, the American officer corps had developed a professicnal ethic which
stressed two fundamental obligationss 1) the inviolability of the constitutional

principle of civilian control; and 2) a responsibility to carry out military

T

duties in a professionally coapetent manner, It was a comnltaent to these
two elements of their professional code that prevented the military from
becoring the natural political ally of the executive or advocates of the
“Jacksonian” mcdel of adsinistratidn.

There were, however,.certain factors that undermined thls quasi-independent
professional orientation, The nil;tary with its traditional emphasis upon
organizational discipline and the virtues of hierarchal.loyalty found it
Vdifficult to resist the Precsident in his role as Commander-in-Chief, even when
his policies threatened the military®’s organizational interests or undermined
professional norms, Not to support presidential policies or worse, to oppose
them, cast into doubt the primary value of hierarchal loyalty., With few
exceptions, an increase in presidential power (often in times of war) would,
predictably, increase the organizational influence and power of the military.
Prior to 1940, Congress generally cut military budgets while the President
could be counted on to support budgetary increases for the military,..or at
least to support the status quo against further congressional reductions, 3t
Thus, it was usually difficult for the military to support its own budgetary
interests without at the same time supperiing presidential policies, On those
occasions when the tables were turned, and the military found itself allied %
with congressional forces against presidential policles that threatened its

organizational interests, the results were “explosive and dranatic.”32 But




Af the political activities of the military did coincide with the temporary
partisan concerns of either the Congress or the administration in power, it
was ﬁornally incidental to the professional and organizational interests of
the military establishment, : : <

Although he acknowlédged hierarchal subordination to the President as
Commander-in-Chief, the professional officer®s commissioning oath required
him to swear to uphold the Constituticng33 cansequently, the officer's
organizational and operational subordination to the Commander-in-Chief's
policies did not mean that the officer owed primary loyalty to an individual
President. Rather, his constitutional cath meant that he was loyal to the
nation and its sovereign--the people, If the President in his capacity as
Commander-in-Chief attempted to use the authority of his office to usurp
nilitary power, the professional soldier's constitutional o#th required him
to help prevent. such an attempted negatlion of talanced civilian contrel, The
same constitutional ocath, of course, inhibited the military from supporting
a far less likely congressionral usurpation of military power, Consequently,
both his professional code and his fundamental legal obligations theoretically :
prevented the soldier from playing a publicly partisan role in support of
either presidential or congressional policigs.

If he did lend his support'to or publicly endorsed the m;;itary rolicies
proposed by either branch, the professional officer had a personal obligation
to satisfy himself that the policy was not destructive of the Constitution
and, secondly, that it did not violate professional military principles,
There is a serious, perhaps unresolvable problem with this conception of the
military's institutional téle in government and its political participation
in the national policy process, It.givcs the professional niiitaxy an

opportunity to exploit the separation of powers doctrine in its own organizational
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j,m'.erest'.s.3'+ Yet, it also constitutes a valuable restraint upon arbitrary
civilian political power, particularly as it undercuts the natural
organizational tendency of the military establishment to embrace an
extreme “Jacksonian" model of administration, Therefore, the American
military has traditionally followed a nodified "Whig” model of adainistration,
As 111ustrafed further on, the critical difference between the
Jacksonian and Whig models of~puh11c.adn1nistration is that the former embodied
an ethic of responsibility that was fundamentally hierarchal and bureaucratic,
while the latter involved an ethic of responsibility that was more compatible
with the American military officer corps'.evolving identity as professional
rather than bureancratic servants of the national government, These contrary
models of public‘adainistfation offered allernative, incompatible answers
to the unresolved constitutional issue of whether an officer of the executive
tranch of the federal govornment was more than a presidential officer,d
According to the Jacksonian or siﬂple model of public administration,
the US Constitution in Article 2 vests all political grants of executive
power 1nlthe President, The chief executive is thus the chief adninistratér
and he is bersanally and legally responsible for the entire operation of the
exgcutive tranch of government, Subordinate executive officers, military
and civilian, are to be understocd as simple extensionsof the President's will,
Their function is to carry out the policies of the President just as the hands
and arms carry out the dirsctorial inpulses emanating from the body's brain,
These subordinate officials assist in the formulation of presidential policy
within the councils of the executive, tut they may not oppcse a policy once it
is endorseé ﬁy the President, or carry their policy dissents to the Congress

or tho.puhlic in an effort to change or revise adninistration policy., The

penalty a subordinate executive official pays for such a public dissent is

wd nadingin
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dismissal from office, To insure their hierarchal subordination to the

chief executive, the power of assignment and dismissal over all executive

officials must be and, under the Constitution, is vested in the President,

Symbolically, this model of administration is usually depicted as a steep

pyramid wvhose boundary encompasses the executive tranch of government, Within

that boundary, the President, as chief adninistrator, exercises full authority
subject unly to the restraint of his political discretion, Congress may not
extend its political authority into the hierarchal pyramid in order to

control the; processes of executive administration, According to the Jackscnian
model of administration, the political chain of dependence runs from the
political sovereign--the pcople, to their direct representativo--tﬁe President,
and through him to the a.dninistra_tive officials in the executive branch,
Through his.unliaitgd constitutional authority to assign executive officials,
rerove then from office, and control their actions, the President translates
his electoral mandate into effective ad.'ni:nistnti.on. Within the Jacksonian
pyramid, the chain of dependence, which constitutes an adaministrative chain of
command, revolves around the personal éonfidence the President has in his
executive officials,

The President nust discharge his governmental duties through sutordinate
executive officilals, If he can not place his personal confidence in these
adninistrators, the President can not fulfill his constitutional dutles or
translate his electoral mandate into efficient adaministration, Therefore,
once the President decides that he can no longer place his personal confidence
in an official, that officer becomes an obstacle to efficient adnministration
and good governaent and must be replaced, At all tines, the prisary
responsibility of an executive officeholder is to maintain the Presideat’s
confidence and thus support the tdniniatfntin chain of dependence within the

executive branch of government, I
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Moreover, because the President is responsible for.the entire operation
of the executive bty virtue of his duty to "take care that the laws be faith-
fully executed,” his power over sutordinate officers is inviolate, The
officers are solely instrumental aids to the President in the execution of
the lavs and, therefore, their actions nust not be independent of presidential
direction or inimical to presidential policy, Adainistrative authority within
the Jacksonian pyramid flows from the top-down; it is simple, always
hierarchal,.it does not involve bargaining or péwet struggles.' it is
antithetical to subordinate autonomy or discretion, and it assumes goal
consensus and clarity,

Although Congress and, to a lesser exent, the Judiciary, set certain
political and legal liamits that mark the boundary of the Jacksonian

adainistrative pyramid, neither has a direct, routinized relationship with the

- administrative sutordinates of the President, Whatever linited authority or

control either branch cxercises over the President's adainistrators, it is
indirect and subordinate to that of the President so long as he does not
violate the law, Tl

The Jacksonian model, with its strong enphasis on "imperative control",
stringency of discipline”, "intensive efficiency”, and "a particularly high
degree of calculability of re..ults for the heads of organizations", u
conceptually similar to what Weber thought was the ultimate fora of legal
authority~-the monocratic typs of btureaucratic adainistratlion. 36 1n its most
developed forn, the Jacksonian model fosters a “bureaucratic" type of

adninistration that enhances the political power and administrative authority

-of the chief executive because it causes subtordinate executive officlals to

orient themselves towards questions of policy means and adainistrative

legitimacy,
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The alternative Whig model of public adaministration eaphasiges the

substantive quasi-professtonni role that the executive official fulfills in
the policy process, According to this view, public administration is not a
simple process limited to the logical carrying out of rules and the execution
of orders handed down by superiors through a hierarchal chain of command,
Rather, public adainistration is a complex process that involves the assigning
or delegation of some discretionary authority to responsible executive officlals

who, in turn, are expected to exercise their own expert or professional judgment
| in the implementation of the chief executive's policy, There is auch less
concern here with the requirements of administrative efficiency and the formal,
hierarchal aspects of the executive order, Wnile these factors aro.not
ignored, they are partially discounted in the belief that sound public
adninistration rests to a large extent upon the quality and the capacity for
wise judgnent of the subordinate administrative cfficials wko serve the
goverment, ; f iy

The Whig mcdel limits the scope of presidential responsibility for

adainistration and rejects the Jacksonlan notion that subordinate executive
adainistrators are the siaple, malleable instruments of a President’s will,
While the Jacksonian model defines the executive official®s responsibllity
in teras of his instrumental and hierarchal relation to the President, the
Whig model defines this responsibility in terms of the official's subordination
to the law,-his oath of office in which ho swears to urhold the Constitution,
and his administrative responsibility to the President, There is also a

suggestion that the official conduct and adainistrative duty of a subordinate

executive official nust reflect the normative values and objective standards

of the technical or professicnal expertise that he brings to his governmental

role,
-28-
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In a fundamental way, the.responsibility of the executive official is

- broadened in the Whig model of administration, Whereas in the Jacksonian

model the public administrator is viewed as a servant or agent of the
President, in the Whig model he also becomes a servant or agent of the people
(although in toth cases this 1s qualified to some extent by the organizational
parameters of the governmental institution the adainistrator represents), To
the personal loyalty the executive officer owes to the President, is adued a
positive preeminent principle of loyalty to the country and responsibility %o
the public imterest. The President is an important political and functional
intermediary between the people-~the political sovereign--and their public
administrators, He is not, however, a substitute for that sovereign and,
consequently, the putlic adainistrator does not owe the President final or
abtsolute loyalty, Uhenever a serious conflict arises between the personal,
hierarchal loyalty.he owes the President and the ultimate policial loyalty
he owes the people, the public administrator must, according to the Whig view,
subordinate the former to the latter, When attacking President Jackson's 1835
assertion that all executivs officials were directly and exclusively responsible
to the President, Senator Daniel Webtster, Massachusetts (Bhig).,put it thus,
The problem 13;
+sothat men in executive office have tegun to think 3
themselves mere agents and servants of the appointing * i
power and not agents of the government or the country...
It is necessary to bring tack public officexrs to the
conviction that thay belang to the country, not to any
administration, not to any one man, The army 1ls the
army of the country; the navy is the navy of the country;
neither of then 1s the mere instrument of the adaini-

stration for the time teings nor of him who is the head
of it,37

As a defense against the natural tendency in all governments towards

executive tyranny and in order to preserve the constitutional divisions of




political power, it was necessary, Webster telieved, to inculcate a sense

of independent political responsitility in all public agents, If executive
officials did not retain their freedom of opinion, their direct responsibility
to the law, their official respectability, and a stout independence of

character; if they became the mere instruments of presidential will, answerable
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for their actions only to the chief executive, not only would republican
1liverty be threatened, Webster warned, but also the quality of the goverment's
policies would decline,
The consequence of all this is obvious, A competition
ensues, not of patriotic lators; net of rough and severe
toils for the public gcods not of manliness, independence
and public cpirit; tut of ccmplaisance, of indiscrininate
support of executive measures, of pliant subservency and
gxross ‘dﬂl&tiOno ' 38
In order to avoid this corruption of wise republican government, the
publlc official, Webster statad, should maintain his autonoamy and act in
his official capacity in such a. way,
«eothat, in supporting or opposing men or measures,
-there will te a general prevalence of honest, 1ntelligent
Judgment and manly independence. v
The more coamplex Whig model of adainistration undercuts the unity of
the executive,.strengthens fhe congressional and judicial restraints on
arbitrary executive authority, and enhances the political autonosy of the
executive administrator, While it complicates and thus lengthens the
government®'s policy process, it may, tecause of its more pluralistic character,
enhance the judiciousness of ﬁolicy decisions, Aside from its tendency to
obstruct executive tyranny, this appears to be the mcst important virtue of

the ¥hig model of adainistration,

S

In many respects, the ¥Whig model imitates a judicial pattern of

administration in which the force of a superior court®s hicrarchal directives

and suggestions is balanced by the inferior judge's independent opinions
=30~




derived in part froa his professional training and administrative position,

The Whig model replaces the Jacksonian hierarchal pyramid with a series of
*administrative squares". all influencing, but'not directing, subordinate and
ad jacent squares of admlinistrative authority within the executive branch,
Moreover, the Whig model breaks the strict Jacksonian cha;n of adninistrative
dependence ard massively opens up the executive administration to other
political influences, In the Jacksonian model, the public administration

is placed under one source of direct political control--the President, By
breaking the executive chain of dependence, the ¥hig model ccaplicates the
political control of the government administration, In this model, the
President, Congress, the Judiciary, and the public vie with each other f;r
control and influence over the pgrnanentupﬁblic adninistrafors. In such a
situation, the public adainistrator may be responsive to all four centers of
political centrol (alth;augh the influence of Congress and the President will
probably ve praramount), But it may also maximize its autonony by skillfully
exploiting the political differences and interests of its four competing
controllers, By exploiting the political differences and competing interests
which divide the President, Congress, the putlic, and to a lesser extent, the
Judiciary, the public adninistrator may.be adble to enhance his professional
autonomy and organizational interests, For once the hierarchal chaln of
adainistrative dependence which links the President and his sutordinate
executive ofriéials is broken, the latter_fraquently beccae quasi-autonomous
goverment adainistrators whose removal frca office is .no longer a purely
presidential decision, Other political forces, Congress in particular, can
then te interjected into the processes of public adhinistration and thus develop

a direct _influence on the assignments and the removal from offlice of executive

officials,
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Carried to its logical end, the political effect of this ¥Whig model

of administration in a constitutional democracy of separated powers is to
make ﬁo public adninistration a veritable fourth aram of the government,
With its eaphasis on legal norms, the delegation of authority and discretion,
technical and/or pmfessioxul standards, the obediefxce of the official to an
impersonal order rather than an individual, and specified spheres of competence
for subordinate officials, the Whig mcdel of adainistration nirrors Weter's
concept of "legal authority with a bureaucratic adainistrative staff, *40 ynile
it may open the policy process to wiser judgments and restrain artitrary or
ill-advised govermmental action, the obvious danger posed by the ¥hig model,
aside froa the fourth arm of government syndrome, is that uncoordina'tfed ranks
of independent or autonomous adninistratoi:s. 'uiy so féstri.ct and ueake\i;\ the
executive power, the prizary “engine of government,” that the politica‘?. regisme
will lose its only unitary source of enaergy and dirsction, Altermati ; Yo
the Whig model »ay enhance the negative power of Congress to cheek.ut? the
President without improving Congress's ability to carry out the posiff:‘ivo
political actions which give direction, resolution, and energy to _t'ise national
governzent, .

_ Furthermore, while the Vhig concept of subordinate pools of ;hlmStmtive
Jurisdiction and its corollary, professional discretion, may en;ourage the

individual public administrator to functlon in a responsibly professional

manner with his eye always on the public good, it may also encourage him to
“degenarate into an isolated and arrogant bureaucrat” who thwarts desmocratic
control and evades political accountability for his actlom."’l | 3

The Jagksonlan-whig altermatives reflect the contemporary debate over the |
question of\ \‘:bureaucratic responsibility,” The advocates of strict accountability, : 3

scientific management, and minizal bureaucratic discretion are synpathetic

to the need for\a strong, unitary executive and the subordination of
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adninistrative experts to effective political control.42 Like the Jack?onl;ns.
they reject the notion that sutordinate executive adainistrators should, on
the basis of their professional expertise, have a quasj-autonomous, substantive
role in tho-fbrnulation or implementation of public policy, They repudiate
the Whig principle of subjective administrative responsibility tecause it
violates the functional barrier which should be maintained between the superior
part of government which represents the political will of the popular sovereign--
elected public officials--and the sutordinate part of go#ern:ent-tho permanent,
non-elected pubiic officials, who are responsible only for the effective
administrative execution of the elected officials® governmental policies,
If non-elected public administrators are permitted or encouraged to exercise
subjective responsibility when carrying out their official-duties, they may
becone unwarranted ;ntrudors'in the democratic political process,. -

In his eaéay. *Administrative Responsibility in Democratic Govermment,"
the Briitishsocial acientist, Herman Finer, reflects the view that “subservlencev
is the first commandment™ of political reSponsibiiity for a democratic regine’s
permanant publié;servantsx

A wise civil servant, careful to preserve his own
usefulness and that of his colleagues, and net reckless
in the face of the always imminent cry of bursaucracy and
despotisa would not urge a policy upon4[§ legisiative assenbly,
Still less would he use public advecacy to spur on his
political chief or conive with reformist groups having a
purposeful policy, He would rather confinc hinmself to
frank private denonstration of the alternatives and their
advantages, to the political chief, or where the political
systan reaulrcs. to the coanittee of the asseably at their

raqueat.“
Both the Jacksonlan view of public adaministration and Finer's concept
of “administrative responsibility" reject as untenable in a democratic political
éysten the idea that non-elected adainistrators have a public duty to act as a

check or restraint upon tad policy or the political excesses of “the democratic
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impulse.” As Finer writes, and doubtless as the Jacksonlans would agree,
» ..I still am of the belief with Rousseau that the people can be unwise but
cannot be uronek“u“
. A second group whose views are sympathetic with the Whig model of
administration believe that administrative political responsibility requires
that the suhordin;te executive administrator be guided in his acfions by his
duty to uphold the constitut;onal division of powers, Thus they recognize,
as many §f the contemporary advocates of a Jacksonian model of administration
do not, that democratic constitutionalisam and the concomitant separation of
governmental powers necessarily conplicates-the question of administrative
accounxahllity.u5. With the diffusion of political power among diff?rent.
competing branches of government, the sutordinate administrator becomes
aceountable.to several different, often conflicting authorities and is thus
drawn into the public policy process as an active political plagnar.“’6
If he is a de facto political actor, then the executive bgreaucrat has a
substantive role to fulfill in the policy process, Consequently, he must be
allowed the exercise of significant professional discretion and subjcctive
adrinistrative responsibility in the conduct of his public duties, If such a
pudlic administrator is to fulfill his political, adviscry and substantive
role in the government’s pluraiistic policy process and in this way use hiﬁ
expertise to promote judicious governmental policies, he must not bte discouraged
or dissuaded from making his professional opinions known, Carl J, Friedrich
writes, :
While many cauticus administrators will aver that

an officilal should not discuss policy, it seems wiser,

in a democracy, to avoid such a gag rule,, A great deal

depends upon the mature of the case, I[n matters of

vital importance, the geraral public is entitled to the

views of its permanent servants, Such vigws should bte

availatle not only to the executive but to the legislature

and the public as well, Cag rules seck to lnsulate the

specialist so that he is no longer heard, A large benefit
is thus lost 47
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Moreover, it is suggested, the public administrator does have a moral and
professional responsibility to address himself to thé public good and, if
necessary, to act to modify those aspects of the “democratic impulse" that
are destructive of the public interest, The public and its elected political
representatives can be both unwise and urohg. Therefore, in the long=-run,
tﬁey are best serveh ty permanent public servants who are, to a subtstantial
extent, "inwardly directed" by autonomous professional ,political, and moral
norms, \ | ! _

Neither the Jacksonian nor the Whig model of adninlstratioﬂ supplies an
téequate solution to the problem of cultivating judicious and responsible
public administration in a constitutional demccracy. 'In their extreme or
theoretically ideal forms, each is equally destructive of administrative
reaponsibili‘y and sound policies, The most advantageous model of public
administration in a democratic regime 1s one that is tased on a synthesis of
elements. drawn from toth the Jacksonian and Whig models, It involves an
uneasy tradeoff between two desirable but contradictory goals of responsible
public administration, l)lthe need to restrain arbitrary, irresponsible
actions that are subversive of prudeﬁt poiicies'and a constitutional separation
of éovernmental powersy and 2) the corollary need to give requisite unity,
direction, energy and efficidﬁcy to the political institutions of government
and the public policies they choose,

The fina; analytical concept of senior civil-military relations addressed
in this paper is the*éuestiou of the convergence paradigm, i.e., to what extent
and in what fashion should a subtordinate social system and governmental
institution like the professional nilitary establishwant be integrated with
the structural insitutions, objective standards,and normative values of the

superior social-political system it serves, As Parsons has pointed out, there is
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higher social system, In such a case, e.8., the 197% coup 4 wtat W W

a relative interdependence, interpenetration, and autonemy Seiesss & s
social system and its subsystcu."a Some convergence iz imevilabis o
sub:sy'sten is to make an instrumental, functional ceatributiss s »
compatible.with the institutional, objective and normative gesis & e
larger soclal system it serves, and froa which it recelives 18s sstewis.

resources,

Complete divergence between a supsrior and subordisate Sesial spwies
while possible, would likely be a highly unstable and SenpoEREy Peaalammnis
because it would generate intoleratle tensions destructiwe af e spaiams
relationship, On the one hand, the sutsystem might act en 1is s » »
deslgned revolutionary manner or in conjunction with other swbepetess v e
uixdesigned evolutionary ranner to effect a radical sympathetic hasas v e

Portuguese armed forces, or the socio-political doalnamse of the aliivawy
in Imperial Cermany, the higher social systea becomes domimated W e
assertive subsystem(s) and thus comes to reflect the latter's semme asi o o
Alternatively, the supsrior social systeam, if it is cohesslive and semd s
to enjoy the support of other critical sutsysteas, will be ails % Sme e
its greater rescurces and relative supcrior power to pressuve Lie dewsn e
systen into an acceptable degree of convergence, €.8., the Munl's s &
VWermacht general officer corps in 1938 and DeGaulle's reforas of he Foma
Army after 1961, In this case, the sulsystem'’s subordimate, lostmumests. e
is forcefully reestablished and it becomes more reflectiwe of Lin super o
system's noras and standards,

Nevertheless, some elencnt of divergence betweea the two seclisl spetess
is required if the subsystem is to preserve that degree of “sutomar™ Wi

is essential to the maintenance of the unique, alteit imstrussaiol, oo e

it makes to the functional requirements of the superior seeial = e
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Two types of systeaic controls facilitate convergence--those external
? to the subordimate social-political systea and those internal, In the
< " American Republic, the constitutional design otlthe division of political
power between three ceapeting btranches of gov;rnnent. the model of public
administration cultivated in the executive branch, and public oplqion are
exanples of external controls on the professional military subsysteam, Within
the military establishment, as within all public bureaucracles, there are two
types of internal controls, objJective and subjective, which influence the
superior-sutordinate convergence paftern.5°
These internal conﬁrols make up the Subsyéten's endogenous concept of
responsibility, Objeciive or “functional® controls are those raticnal technical/
professional standards which the members of the subsystem use to evaluate their
own operational actions and the goyernmentéi policies proposed by their elected
(.3 political superviéors. Subjective or “general" controls are the norzative,
"personal principles of the subsystea’s members--their social, political and
moral values, These two categories of internal cgntrols. ijective and subt-
Jective, are usually distinct, However, as the character of the internal

objective controls become nore professional, they generate notions of “professioral

ethics” which suggest values and concerns usually associated with subjective

controls, Thus, to the extent that the adaninistrative subsysten defines iis

objective internal controls in terms of professionalism, 1nterpenetiation of
3 2 y its objective and subjective controls increases, In conjunction, the subsystea's
external and internal controls are designed to facilitate a convergence pattern

that fosters the political responsiveness of the public bureaucracy to its

elected governmental masters without impairing its professional effectiveness, !
In the analyslis of ,American civil-military relations, two classic
T(;\' alterrative interpretations of the influence of internal controls on the

military®s behavior are those made by Huntington and Janouitz.52 The normative
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‘convergence has lead to the dominance of the professional military in government

values of the American civil society are liberal; the traditional values

of the military subsystea are conservative, or to use Huntington’s term,
“congezvatlva rcaiisn.“53 Within tpe American context, when a conservative
institution such as the military converges with the larger liberal social
systen, it usually uean§ that the conservative subsystem has reorienied either
or both its objective and subjective internal controls in conformity, or at
least .in harmony, with the liberal values and institutions characteristic of
the civilian soclety, In the case of thé military, convergence of internal
objective controls leads to a “civilianization" of the military®s institutionral
structures and objective professional normsy convergence of internal
subjective controls leads to an erosion of the military's subjective conserva-
tive values and their modification or reﬁlibéaent b& the civilian society's
liberal values, Both Huntington and Janowitz agree that in the post-World War

II period, at least through the mid-sixties, civil-military convergence has

lead to substantial "civilianization" of the ailitary.54

An important alternative view, which this paper does not consider, is

PRI TR0

expressed in lasswell's famous “garrison state™ hypothesis and C, Wright Mills'
“power-elite thesis,” It holds that civil-military convergence threatens

or results in the subordination of liveral civilian values to the unwarrantedly
bellicose, anti-progressive, and reactionary values of the nilitary subsygten.55
A serious weakness in this interpretation.of convergence is that it negates

the critical distinction between what Vagts called “militarisa® and the “military
uay."55 Moreover, the empirical evidence in the post~World War II developaent

of American civil-military relations does not appear to support the thesis that

or the "militarization” of civil soclety.57

¥hile Huntington and Janowitz agres that convergoence fosters

“civilianization" of the military, they disagree in thelr assessment of the ;
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effects of “civilianization" on military profesasionalism, Huntington states

that in its effort to enhance responsiveness and reinforce external control
over the military, the civilian scciety has forced tﬁe nilitary to drastically
converge its internal subjective controls, i.e., its conservative, moral,
social and political values, with the libteral values of the dominant civilian
social systen, This type of convergence enables the Qtate to establish
"subjective civilian control" over the lilitary.58 Such a transautation of
the military's internal subjective controls draws the military into politics
'as formulators and advocates of policys corrupts the military officer’s
skeptical, realistic, conservative ethic; lessens the functional dlfferentiation
between military and political roles; and ultimately destroys the military's
professional;sa. Objective professionalisa s imposéiﬁle unless it is based
upon the professional military ethic of “conservative realisn.“

; f—\ Huntington presunes an almost total interpenetration of the professional

military®s internal otjective and subjective controls, If the military resists

the liberal transmutation of its internal subjective values, it will suffer
the penalty of "extirpation.,” In previous years when the iilitary resisted

and when there was no pressing need for subtstantial military forces, the

liberal American socisty virtually eliminated its military establishnent,

Given the contemporary nilitary threats to natlonal security, Huntington

writes, "extirpation" is untenable, Consequently, the only way to aneliorate

the negative effects of convergence and thus insure both political responsiveness
and professional effectiveness in the military establishment is for the civilian
soclety to replace its anti-military, liveral ideology with the military's i
“conservative realistic” world view, Once the civildan society has the |
appropriate ideological, i.,e,, conservative, values, a nore extensive and

salutary convergenée between the nilitary and thé civilian sectors can occur,

-39-
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It 1s doubtful that the interpenetration between the military subsystea's
internal ogjectivn and subjective controls is as exfensive or as critical .
to objective military professionalism as Huntington suggests, In addition,
Huntington may have underestimated the extent to which external objective
factors have directly affected the military profession and led to an inevitable,
perhaps irreversible convergence of civil and military institutions,? Nor is
it very protable that the political orientation and the normpative values of
the larger civil society, the superior systea, will be voluntarily changed
in order to acccmodate the subjective professional ethic of a subordinate
soclal system such as the nilitary establishment, ' As one critic has noted,
the solution proposed by Huntington to the civil-military convergence dilemma,

"would mean that the profession ;;;id shap;.the saociety

reversing the dominant thzgst of the interaction of

profession and society,,.

The model of civil-military convergence that Janowitz delineates in

The Professionnl Soldier does not support the thesis advanced by Huntington
that the military establishment's internal subjective contrp;s determine the
quality and effectiveness of objective military professlonailsm. Nor does
Janowitz believe, as Huntington does, that objective military professionalisam
requires that the military adhere to a traditional subjective ethic of

“conservative realisa," ¥hile Huntington ascribes the growth and gaintenance

~of nmilitary professionalisn to the autonomous development of subjective

internal controls and the ethic of "conservative realisn,* Janowitz sees
objective profeésicnalisu as bteing influenced by both external and internal
factors, Accordirg to his interpretation, “subjective civilian control,” i.e.,
the full integration of the military's subjective values with those of the
civil society, is nccessary to insure the political responsivenecs of the

military, Such an integration/convergence is not incompatible with military
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professionalisa because the military®'s objective internal controls have also
converged with the civilian society., To a large extent, the military is
becoming increasingly similar to a large-scale civilian btureaucracys (1)
its organizational authority patterns are now btased on non-traditional forms
of manipulation, consensus and persuasion; (2) its organizatiomal skill
requirenents are less differentiated from those of the civil soclety; (3)
its leadership styles are changing from the traditional “heroic-warrior" model
to the more civilian "managerial-technical® model; (4) its senior leaders are
now trained to develop a troad professional perspective that includes the
evaluation of social and political factors; and (5) it has developed a
“political” ethos that involves senior military leaders more actively in the
national policy process and erhances their judicious appreciation of the
inpact of military power in i;ntermtioml politics.61
The simultaneous convergence of the military®s internal subjective and
objective controls with the larger social system will, hopefully, reorient the
military profession to a fuller understanding of tfxe need to tailor military
force to the exigencies of political objectives, A new military "constabtulary
force" could beccme the instrument of a professiocnal military doctrine that
stresses the minlmum use of force and the limitations of vi.o:l.ence.62 Finally,
tecause the military estatlishment is a seai-professional governaent burcaucracy
in which autcmatic political .responsiveness to the civilian authorities is
the sine qua non of effective democratic civil control, the cultivation within
the officers corps of a sense of professional autoncmy should te avoided, Such an
autonomous development of objective internal controls within the military sut-
system could lead to dangerous organizational pathologies that are highly
destructive of the external controls established bty the civil society, These
pathologies inherent 2n the nilitary establishnent are simlilar to what Merton
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categorized as “the dysfunctions of bureaucracy” and what Janowitz defines as
“overprofessionalization,” i.,e,, trained incompacity, displacement of goals,
syndicalism, elitism, and opportunisn.63
" Janowitz does not ignore the possibility that the eliminmation or the
radical, political subordination of the military's professional autonomy
aight, in the long run, Ye harmful to democratic political control and military
effectiveness, He suggests that the pragmatic "military manager” will be
able to integrate his subjective values with those of the civil society and
accept a more extensive involvenent of civilian authorities in the establishment
and evaluation of the military®s otjective professionral standards without
denigrating his professional integrity, According to Janowitz's “cbnstahulary"
concept, the professicnal soldler will share a close. partnership with his
civilian suﬁeriors. It will make him "politically sensitive,” tut it will not
result in the wholesale sublimation of the soldier®s traditional military
standards and values,
The professional soldier must develop more skills and
orientatlicns ccmmon to civilian administrators, Yet the
effectiveness of the military establishment depends ugon
maintaining a proper talance betwesn military technologists,
heroic leaders, and miliiary managers...The constabulary
officer performs his duties, wnhich include fighiing, because
he is a professional with a sense of self-sstecn and moral
worth,,.To deny or destroy the difference betweea the
military ard the civilian cannot pircduce similarity, but
runs the risk of creating new forms of tension and un-
anticipated millitarisa,
The convergence pattern which Janowitz envisages night result in nilitézy
leaders who are non-partisan, discrete, politically integrated officers whose
professional orientation reflects a pragratic, political-military outlcok,

¥hile their objective prcfessional standards would ge sutordinated to civilian

- direction and their subjective normative values would be integrated with those

of the civilian society, these "constabular" officers would consciously essay
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an administratively neutral role in government that would safeguard their
professional intezrity while insuring their continued political responsiveness
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and tﬁnctional effectiveness,
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Unfortunately, Janowitz's hope§ have not been realized., The convergence
which has occurred since 1960 has many of the features of the "constabular
model®=--civilian political direction of professional military standards, a.
professional military outlook~that is highly cognizant of “non-military"
factors, severely restricted professional autonomy, and the “civilianization®
of the military's subjective values, Jahoaitz's model of convergence has,
however, leant itself to a distortion inherent in its tendency to discount the
functional necessity of professional military autonomy, The convergence of
the military®s objective ipternal controls ‘{professionalism) with the civil
society®’s external political controls has been so extensive that the ailitary
subsystem has lost much of its traditional adainistrative nesutrality and
professional integrity. The political cooption of the military's objective
internal controls-~-the designed reorientation.of military professicnalisa by
eivil and military elites--has contributed to a significant “civilianization"
and "politicalizaticn® of the military's senior leaders, . To a certain extent,
this convergence has eroded the senlor military leaders® professional detaéhnent.
organizational skepticism, unique military expertise and pragmatic political
objectivity,

The post-1960 pattern of clvil-nilitary convergence, characterized in part :
by the military officer corps® sublimation of professional autoncamy, has
increased the military's political responsiveness to the chigf executive,
decreased its functional effectiveness, and encouragod latent aspects of

“overprotessionalization,”
For example, the concern of senior military officers with the ccclal and

political implications of military policies, particularly their inpact on the
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l:usi.dcnt'-s domestic political support, has in recent years become quite
extensive, In the past decade, this over-identification with the President's
political interests has frequently led the senior military leaders to publicly
indorse administration policies which they had previously opposed within the
executive branch on.the grounds that the proposed policies were unsound in
terms of the military's objective professional standards and operational
requirements, As professional military advisors to the President and Congress,
the Joint-Chiefs were in an excellenf; position, and some might add, they had
an administrative responsibility, to openly qu;stion and tbéreby draw attention
to the muddled miliiary assumptions, the marrow institutional interests, and
the poorly defined objectives that determined many of thesé ill-adﬁsed
governnontal policies, Unfortunately, btecause they-had, %o a substantial
extent, beeft coopted by a form of civil-military convergence that facilitated
political responsiveness at the expense of pmféasioml autonocny, these
ailitary leaders becane apologists and architects of military policies that
were not viable and which ultimately degraded both their profession and their
country,

The docunents in the Psntacon Papers and the incongruously optimistic
public statements of the military's senior leaders during the Vietinam Var
strongly suggest that excessive convergence tetween the military profession's
internal objective controls and the external controls imposed by the larger
civu' soclety undermines the mininal degree of civil-military divergence that
is essential for the =maintenance of objective professional standards within
the military profession,

If the military's internal subjective controls are different froa and
incompatitle with the social, moral and political valuecs of the superior civil
socllety, the nmilitary is liable to tecome a discordant,. unsympathetic pressure
group in the political process, This may cause the military to attenpt to
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play a substantive political role and use its organizational influence to
1’ ;P help establish governmental policy goals which reflect the military‘'s, not
T

Q- > civil society's, internal subjective values, Adhering to subjective norms

Sl U s St e N ;

| at odds with the dominant civilian socio-political values, such a military

subsystem may easily come to believe that its exogenous values are superior

to those of the largor system it serves, It may then attempt to isdluté

iiself fron the “inferior” normative values of the civil society as the US Arcy
& did between 1870 and 1910, or establish itself as the political master and

i moral teacher of a “corrupt®” civil soclety as the Greek Colonels'did in 1967,

i or align itself with those civilian political elements which appear to embody its
'i internal subjective values as the French military did in 1958-1959. Consequently,
'i in the interests of maintaining the niligg;yfs political responsiveness and
partisan neutrality , and in order to forestall the development of political
hostility and dysfunctional teﬁslon tetween the military and its civilian

A pmasters, the military profession's internal subjective values protably should

' :  be integrated with those of the larger sccio-palitical system it serves as

- Janowitz’s convergence poradigm suggests,

However, if civil-military convergence should, for the sake of political

stability, eliminate or substantially mcdify the subjective normative differences
between the two sectors, it does not necessarily follow that the military's
objective professional standards should be similarly integrated with or strictly

oriented to the external controls of the civil society it serves, Socme

circumscrited sphere of autonomy within which the military may develop its
internal or¢anizational expertise and objective standards may bte necessary for
the furtherance of the military subsystem's continued functional effectiveness,
¥hat the political leaders want is important; what the objective facts allow

is also important, If the military ckews its internal otjective controls in
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such a2 way that the standards of professionalisa are subordimated to the
partisan or institutional polit;cal interest of the -ilitaxy's civilian
superiors, there is a real danger that the u;litary policy will be made in a
vacuua, :

¥hile Janowitz recognizes the probles inherent in the civil-military
convergence paradigm he proposes, his emphasis in The Professiomal Scoldier on

the need to integrate the military's internal subjective values with those

~ of the civil society it serves leads him to underestinate the difficulty of

paintaining within the military sutsystem a salutary degree of objective
professioralism, Certainly divergence between the military®s intermal
subjective controls and the normative values of civil society is potentially
one of the gravest thrcats to functionmal c;yil-nilitary relations in any
political system,. Yet, in the current American political context, functional

civil-military relations may be threaterned by an excessive convergence between

" the military®s objective professionalisz and the civil society’s external

controls, particularly the political guidance that the government's executive
branch exercises over the military's professional leaders,

In a recent paper, Janowitz notes that the erosion of the senior military
leaders' independent professionzl judgment had tragic consequences for America's
Vietnan policy, Prior to 1960, many military leaders, remembering the bitter
frustrations of Korea, were strongly opposed to any deployment of American
ground combat units to the Asian mainland, These military officers, memters
of the "never again club," initially resisted intervention in Southeast Asia,
However, if the governnent ignorcd their advice and decided to comzit US forces

to Indochina, such a military intervention, if it was to have a minimal chance

_of success, would require, they declared, a US ground force of 1,000,000 to

1,200,000 combat troops., Froa a military perspective, anything less would not
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be practicable, Yet, in 1965, those military leaders whose attitude

towards a military intervention in Indechina had not changed, quietly went
along with an adninisttation policy that they had excellent recason to believe
was militarily unsound,

; It remains to be explained why the US military did

- not follow its own professional judgment, The appropriate

, form of dissent would have teen a token resignation of the
g Chief of Staff, particularly the Chief of Staff of the

: ground forces, when he was assigned a task that he telieved
could obviously not be achieved with the resources placed at
his disposal. The putlication of the Pentacon Paners has
probably postponed an aralysis of the central issue since
the answer liecs not in examination of specific documents,
but in the analysis of the workings of a military bureaucracy
: which in effect has become “overprofessioralized“--more

E prepared to fcllow orders tha% to exercise independent pro-
fessional skill and judgnent, 5 3

3 Thus, excessive congruency or convergence between the military establish-
g y ment's internal objgctive controls and the external controls imposed by civil
socliety may gradually undermine the minimal degree of civil-military divergence

that is essential for the cultivation of a salutary sense of political

detachment and professional responsibility in the state®s senior military
leaders, As the foilowlng case studles suggest, General Ridgway understcod
this dilenma and consequently oprosed the extreme civil-military ccnvergence
syndromes Gensrals MacArthur and Taylor, however, did not, and in their
opposite vays ray have facilitated it,
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ol CHAPTER 2 -
GENERAL DOUGIAS MACARTHUR

World War II once again validated Hamilton®s obsgqrvation in the
Federalist Papers that, "It is the nature of war to increase the executive
-'at the expense of legislative authority.”l Unlike the traditional pattern
of events that had occurred in all previous post-war periods--the reduction
of the military establishment to or near its ante bellum strength, the re-
assertion of congressional influence in the national policy process, gnd a
general weakening of presidential power--the post-Hofld Nar II period was quite
different, The reason for this difference is attributed to the fact that
America committed itself to the principle of international collective security
on a pernanent basis, Shortly thereafter, the US tecame the political, economic,
and military leader of the Qultinational Western Bloc which confronted its
_nemesis, the Soviet Bloc, in an increasingly rigid bipolexr international
political system.z :

This radical change in the orientation, the 6bjectives. and the methods
of American foreign peli;y had a massive effect upon the military policy process
of the Amcrican governzent, In the post-war period it is pasited that the
 following trends (some of which were not to te altered until the late 1960°'s)
characterized the national defense policy processs

1) Presidential 1nf1ueﬁce in the defense policy process increased at
the expense of Congress® influence, o A

2)' Congressionmal control over foreign and military policy generally
declined,although there were occasional and temporary reversals of this
trend (1951, 1958-1960).

3) The size and strength of the national military establishment

was greatly increased, yet the substantive administrative influence of the




senior military chiefs in both the national and the executlve policy process

steadily declined,e.g., in 1954, General Ridgway exerted more influence over

\ 72 a

adninistration policy than his counterpart, Geaeral Johnson, did in 1965,

4) After an initial decline (1946-1948), the defense budget was
sharply increased.and thereafter, despite periods of retrenchment following
the Korean and Vietnam ¥ars, remained a substaatial portion of the national
budget, frequently exceeding 50% of the total federal budget.3 . Fron 1954
to 1972, defense expenditures fluctuated in a narrow range between 7% and 10%
of the Anerican GNP,

1 : ) '5) Vhile both the President and COnéress generally supported large

defense budgets, the pre-1540 pattern which had found the President and the
nili@ary in an aliiance against annual congressicnal effort$ to cut

the military's budget, was occasionally reversed, In 1957, 1959, 1961, 1962,
1963 and 1967, Congress voted a_larger defense budget than the President had
- 'requested.u,

6) Most public dissents by senior military officers against administration
policies were triggered by reducticns in the military budgets ordered by the
executive,

% ?7) Atteuﬁts by the Joint Chiefs to use their political influence
with Congress to éppose. offset, or modify an administration®s military
<:> budget policy met with limited, and as the years progressed, declining success,

8) The rapid unification of the armed services and the centralization
of administrative authority over the military establishment in.the Office of
the Secretary of Defence (0SD) fostered a Jacksonian model of administration
within the military profession, It also attenuated traditional congressional-
.cilitary relations and political alliances,
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9) The national defense policy process became an iscrwasisgly “lssss
circle within the executive branch,

10) The politicalization of the senior military officer cerps St
undermined their administrative neutrality and pdclu—l integrivy

If one views the post-1945 pattern of American ciwil-sllitesy meintiom
through the prisim of the Trauman-MacArthur controversy that msales e
American political .system in 1951, rany of the cevelopments cilted Shows S
ludicrous, Whlle they suggest a gra.dual trend towards a vagee foms o
presidentiai caesarism, the MacArthur episode epitomised, &t Jeast ssperid .
the contrary threat to civil t;ontrol--pnetorlmu. Yot this perspect s
somexhat deceptive, In the long run MacArthur =ay have uasitiisgly s
the drift towards untalanced, excessive presidential cemtral of e a0 L

General Douglas MacArthur was a fiercely proud military peefsssions

a socldier in the classic “heroic warrior" lodc.s Howiever, unlike seet wiiwm:

“heroic warrior" types such as Patton and Halesy, Ceneral lachstiur e »
quasi-putlic partisan politiclan, For years prior to his public ssuie o
against the Democratic President Truman, MacArthur had been Jdestified i
the Republican Party., Unlike the vast majority of his professiessl & i s
peers, he took few pains to minimize his public ucnt'inm wlith & PREt s
political group, An uncontrollatle penchant to play a lesding pebiie » s

in domestic partisan politics propelled the General imte his fatal Shass sl
Preeident Trunan, His well-known and publicly vecal partizas bedlefs wmvrns
his rather disingenuous assertion that the dranatic disscnt he sade 10o0 L0
Truman adninistration®s established foreign pokicy im 1950<1951 we ot =

strictly non-political,professional military grounds,
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Had he bteen only a professional soldier untainted by a publicly
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partisan identification--a Patton or a Pershing--or, as he put it so well

and so falsely before Congress in 1951, “,,.an old soldier who tried to do
his duty as God gave him the light to see that duty.“6 MacArthur may have had
a more influential and perhaps beneficial effect upon the tlu'u_st of American
civil-nilitary -relaticns and the developing administrative patterns that were
slowly undemmining the American military officer®s traditional sense of
professional responsibility, Sy
MacArthur falls into that curious and relatively impotent group of
professional military officers who lent their support to partisan political
interests, usually to secure for themselves a presidential ncmimation, while
still on active duty--¥infield Scott, George McClellan, Winfield Scott Hancock,
" and Leonard wood.7 They were the generals who failed in their atteapt to
r\ reach the Presidency., Like these officers (with the exception ¢f Hancock
'who was a genuine &rismaly). MacArthur®s flamboyant antics flouted the norms of
the rilitary profession and earned hia the titter enmity of a substantial and
influential segnent of the military establishment,
Douglas Hachrthur vas a "political soldier,* a phenomenon
comparatively rare in American experience, though by no means
. previously unkrown,,.Macirthur never had “the Army" (nuch less
the Ravy or the iarines) tehind hims he_rever snoke for a
military interest as such, even though many military zen were to
agree with his positions, Froa an early cate he had taken a
O close interest in partisan politics; he was prepared to use
his prestige as a soldier to influence civil policy decisicns,

and the arguments of nilitary necessity to override the

diplomatic or palitical objectives of his civilian superiors.s
[emphasis added /
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When the JCS publicly endorsed Truman's Korean War policies and his stormy

disnissal of MacArthur in April, 1951, Senator Robert Taft, Ohio (R), a
'st‘aunch but wary supporter of MacArthur (he incorrectly feared that MacArthur
(\ right siphon off Taft delegates at the 1952 Republican Presidential Convention),
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angrily accused the JCS of crass political subserviance to the Truman

Democratic administration] While there was some truth to this charge
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(General Bradley, Chairman of the JCS, gave a nunber of quasi-partisan

speeches on behalf of the Truman administration),l0 Taft completely under-
estimated the professional and personal ill-feelings that many senior military
leaders held towards MacArthur, While they respected his erratic military
genius_ (MacArthur, like most great captains of history, btased.his military
strategy on intuition ard an. ahost- reckless willingness to take unusual
risks, he won big and he lost bigs the only anomaly is that his araies
suffered surprisingly few casualties), the JCS had shffered throush MacArthur's
insulting insubordination for many months, 'I;hey particularly despisqd the
close-knit “Batzan® clique which cons.titqted_ceneral MacArthur®s surprisingly
small personal/professional network, Within the military establishment,
Truman Joint Chiefs (Collins, Bradley and Vandenburg at least) had been
disciples of MacArthur's professional rival, Gencral George C. Marshall, Bj’
April. 1951, they-were.unifornly fed up with MacArthur®s habit of treaf..ing then
as junior officers, which of course, in conparison with MacArthur, they were,
When Bradley, the oldest member of the JCS, was a grammar school studernt in
Missouri in 1905, Lieutenant MacArthur was serving in Washington, D, C, as
President Theodore Roosevelt's aide-de-camp,il .-

Ironically, for an individual who had played such a critical role in the
US Arny since 1918, the vast majority of MacArthur's folloxers and admirers were
outside the nilitary, frequent]j to te fcund in the right wing of the Republican
Party, MacArthur had more extensive and influcntial political contacts with
important civilian elites than any other officer of his era, In this respect,
he was reminiscent of the powerful but unlucky General Leonard Wood,12 Yet,

his civilian political allies, despite their passicnate devotion to his cause
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| were never able to accomplish much on MacArthur®s behalf, If the military
i ‘r“ .generally rejected MacArthur because of his disdain fo£ prefessional norms,
1 the American public, vhile it enthusiastically responded to MacArthur's well-
i crafted theatrics and deservedly heroic 1nage; evidently felt that because
| he un# clearly a vehicle of partisan political interests, he was unsuited for
the presidency., Traditionally, the American electorate has responded fivorahly
to the professional military hero's quest for the presidency so long as he
. . has, like Taylor, Grant and Eisenhower, displayed no evident inclination for
Lj ; doaeétic politics prior to his maidén run for the highest office in the land,
s MacArthur®s fatal political error was to prematurely shed the exalted aura
b | of the great general who stands abtove politics, For all his nurerous and long-
| standing political connections with influential Republicans, MacArthur was in
many respects. politically naive, While Eisenhower®s adroit political maneuvering
between 1947 and 1952 may have been somewhat disiﬁgenuous. it certainly was not
'naive, Evidently, the belief that a professional military leader should avold
the aura of partisan politics while on active duty 1s‘shared by both the
professional officer corps and the public it serves, 13
The General's ties with the Republican Party went back many years, His
grandfather had been prominent in the ¥Wisconsin Reputlican Party, MacArthur's
father. an illustrious professional officer, was an admirer and favorite of
(:> President Thecdore Roosevelt, He rose to the rank of Lieutenant General
before retiring in 1909, shortly after completing a widely-praised tour of
duty as Comrmanding Officer and Governor General of the Phillipines.lu During
the two years he served as President Roosevelt's aide-de-camp (1906-1908),
Douglas MacArthur learned a great deal about Washington politics and the heroic

'styie of a popular leader, In his memoirs he wrote:
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I greatly admired Theodore Roosevelt, His prophetic
vision of Asian politics marked him a statesman of brilliant
imagination,,,To an unprecedented degree, regardless of
party, he had the support of the public, His vigor, courage,
abounding vitality, his lack of presidential pomposity, his
familiarity with all manner of men, even his loudness cf
action and utterance, stimulated all to raise themselves
above the ordinary level,l5

He came of age during the optimistic era of "Peace, Prosperity and
Progress." Its cocksure values, strengths, and fallacies never left hinm,
To a large extent this may explain the remarkably favorable response of the
public to the returning hero in 1951, In the midst of confusing international
and domestic political events that were frustrating, frightening, and

fundamentally at odds with the traditional values, experiences and public

self-inages that many Americans held, MacArthur returned to the US not as a

saviour on horseback, but as a quintessenti;lly ncst;.lgic figure who recalled
or suggest'ed to millions a golden age of heroic confidence and natural
innocence, . If this memory of an unrecoveratle past contributed to MacArthur's
public appeal, it also undercut his chances for the Presidency, However much
thgy may have appreclated the old values, few Americans were prepared to return,
as MacArthur advocated, to the social systems and political programs of Teddy

Roosevelt's era, MacArthur's extraordinary popularity, like nestalgia,

. depended on distance to weave its effect, On closer examination, MacArthur

was far less noble and the "gcod cld days" far less desirable, 16,

The Army is a hybrid organization=-~a bureaucracy of pmfessionalhm
This uneasy alliance of the bureaucratic and the professional world view
generates constant but functional tensions within the officer corps, Conflicts
revolving around this basic dichotomy and subsidiary issues that spin off
from it (alternative strategies, functional roles, te.chni.cal expertise, branch
specializations) are eruie:aic.18 The informal structures which characterize the

officer corps reflect upon the organizational factions and the key personal
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networks which arise in re:sponsc to these conflicts, The persomal networks
and alliances are critical for they undermine (to the long-run benefit of
the military) the homogeneous character of the officer corps. They are one
of the central variatles which make up what Janowitz calls, “group blography
in an organizational settirl.g."]"9
Frequently, those officers who rise to the top in the military are, at
one time or another in their careers, the proté&é'of one or more of the half-
dozen senior officers who give the profession its characteristic style and
organizational direction at any particular time. Moreover, the young officers
who will eventually tecome senior generals, the "comers,” not only tend to
jdentify with certain leading generals, but they often consciously carry on a
ofeclfic “tradition* or factional perspectiye traceable back to the influence

of a former senior nilltarf leader.zo

During World ¥War II, for example, two
network groups developed; the overwhelmingly dcminate Marshall faction
concentrated in the European Theater of Operations, and the much smaller and
Jess influential network that collected around KacArthur, During the Vietnam
era, Generals Lemnitzer, Harkins, Wheeler, Westnoreland, Depuy, Palmer and
Kinnard were either close associates or protéééé of General Maxwell Thylor.zl
General Matthew Ridgway and General James Gavin, along with Taylor, constituted
the fanous "airborne” network that dominated the Army in the fifties and early
sixties, All three were protégés of Marshall and Eisenhower, In his auto-
tiography, Ridgway discusses the influence of personal networks in the officer
corpss
In all my years in the service, I have never seen

any evidence of an “Army clique,” a small group within

the service-whose menbers protect each other and pass

out the top jots among theaselves, There 1s though,

definitely this mutuval evaluaticn and assesscent of an

officer's talents and capabilities that goes on through=

out the years ot his service. And many an officer does
get his big opportunities because some higher coaranding
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officer has known him for years and has confidence in

him, In my own case, certainly, that door of opportunity

opened to me because two magnificent soldiers, Generals

Frank R, McCoy and George C, Marshall, had come to know

and have faith in me,22 .
Marshall, in turn, had distinguished himself as a brilliant staff officer
in World War I and became a favorite of Pershing's.2? Had it not teen for
the intercession of Generals NcCoy and Pershing in the 1930's, it is unlikely
that Franklin Roosevelt would have chosen Marshall to be Chief of Staff in
1939.2“ Thus, in the “old Army" at least, promotion to the senior military
ranks depended upon the individual's demonstrated merit, his professional
reputation, and his relationship to the factlons and personal networks which
structured the officer corps,

What is striking abtout MacArthur is that in his meteoric rise he had few,

if any, important senior military patrons.. On the contrary, MacArthur was

‘personally disliked by many key senior officers, Throughout the first 28

years of service, his unbridled egotism, brilliance and innovative style
amazed and irritated the Army's Old Guard, A probable exception was General
Leonard Wood,,one of Theodore Roosevelt's inner circle, Army Chief of Staff
from 1910-191%, and an important figure in the Republican Party, MacArthur
was hand-picked for Wood's General Staff in 1913 and, evidently, the two got
on very well, There were 38 officers on the General Staff in 1913, and
MacArthur was.the youngest.25

The antipathy tetween Wood and Pershing ran deep, Pershing, an austere,
non-partisan, professional, telieved that Wood had disgraced himself and the
officer corps with his flamboyant attacks upon President Wilson's military

policies and his unremitting involvement in partisan politics, Wood had little

‘support in the Arny's senior ranks, The leading commanders of World War I

agreed with Pershing that Wood was a glory-secking egoraniac and a dangerously
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tnsubordinate "political general."26 The attitude of Pershing and his
associates towards Wood, and their role in Wood’s downfall, bears a striking
similarity to the struggle between Truman's Joint Chiefs and MacArthur in
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1950-1951, However, unlike Truman, Wilson, in concert with Pershing, was
able to isolate his potentially troublesome political general,

Pershing and other senio; officers were not unaware of MacArthur's
connection to Wood, However, MacArthur proved to be an unsurpassed commander
and'sklllful publicity~-seeker in World War I, While he never became close
to Pershing, the A,E,F, Commancder and the Old Guard had a high respect for
MacArthur's btattlefield courage and proven leadership abilities, On the
strength of his remarkable war record and, no doubt, in part due to his budding
political connections and his unmatched flﬁ}r for pub;icity._nackrthnr was
assigned to West Point and became the youngest Supe;intendent (he was 39) that

the Military Academy has ever had. In his abbreviated tour as Superintendent
(1919-1921), MacArthur introduced a series of sensible rcforms that had a
salutary effect upon many aspects of the cadets® acadenic and military

environment, His reforms brought the Military Academy.up to date with the

social, political and educational realities of the Twentieth Century, It is ;
generally acknowledged that MacArthur was the nost progressive and intelligent ;
Superintendent. the Acadeny has had to date, néiwithstanding the trilliant
acconplishments of Thayer, Lee and Taylor.27 In many respecis, his tour as
Superintendent was a dress rehersal for his “Overlordship" of Japan, where his
nethods and goals were quite the szme and similarly effective, Hoxever, the
much-needed reforms MacArthur forced upon an unrecorstructed "0ld Guard"
faculty and a less-than-enthusiastic Amy Staff generated intense copposition,
¥hen the new Harding administration decided it was necessary, in the
interests of "Normalcy," to make substantial cuts in the Army budget, Chief of

Staff Porching advised the President and Congress that this was an unwise rove
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because, "our present combat strength will ve insufficient t§ fulfill the
functions.required by our national defense pollcy;?zaﬂavlng registered

his mild protest in an appropriate forum, Pershing then accepted without
further dissent the President's decision, MacArthur, however, in a manner
unconfortably reniniscent of Wood and Mahan, publicly railed against the cuts
and attenpted to use his influence in Congress to get more funds for West Point,
While sone of his political friends on Capitol Hill were receptive to his pleas,
MacArthur had unwisely over-reached himself, With the support. of the War
Department and the silent applause of many senior generals, Pershing moved
quickly to suppress KacArthur's outspokeness, In November, 1921, MacArthur's
tour of duty as Superintendent was prematurely ended (a normal tour was four
years), Huch to his muffled dismay (no mention of this incident is made in

his Rgalniscenccs). HacArthur was exiled to the Phillipines,

But neitgxer MacArthur's genius' nor his popularity with the rising
politicians in the Reputlican Party cculd be blocked indefinitely bty the Old
Guard's hostility, During his third tour in the Phillipines (1928-1930),
MacArthur became a confidant of President Taft's last Secretary of War, Henry
L, Stimson, who was then serving as Governor-ceneral.29 ,Sti;son's high regard
for KacArthur's abilities may have been a factor in President Hoover's surprising
decision to elevate MacArthur to Army Chief of Staff in 1930, In 1929, the
popular young general, who had always made excellent press copy, had been
mentioned for the Republican presicential noninatipn.3° .As Huntington notes,
MacArthur®’s ambition went well beyond the normal constraints of his militery
profession, “From the start, MacArthur had been a btrilliant soldier, but alvays
something more than a soldier: a controversial, ambitious, transcendent figure,
too able, too assured, too talented to be confined within the limits of pro=-

fessional function and reuponsibillty."31
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Hoover's decision outraged the Army's senlor officers, Pershing, whose

extraordinary promotions, like MacArthur's, reflected some partisan political

- iﬁ?éulinriéence, sapported General Fox T, Conners, a close associate (who, as

-Persi:ing's Chief of Operations in World War I had been Marshall’s immediate

superior) for the post.32 At the relatively junior age of 50, MacArthur was
(and still is) the youngest officer ever appointed to the position of Amy

Chief of Staff,
In 1929, convinced that the military tudgets were excessive, Hoover

ordered the Aray Staff to rake a survey identifying those areas where cuts

could be made without sacrificing essential functicns and services, To the
President's chagrin, the generals reported that their survey indicated : *
substantial increases in the Army's budget were immediately needed, A year

later, as the deepening Dapféssion generated additional pressures for cuts in

the military budgets, Hoover decided to shake wp the Army General Staff and

awaken then to the economic realities that dictated severe reductions in the
Army's budget, The appointment of HacArthur had the desired effect, It
began the close political and perscnal relationship that existed tetween
Hoover and General MacArthur over the next 33 years, With his accession to
Chief of Staff, MacArthur tecame a memter of the Repubtlican Party establishaent,
During Hoover®s Administration, General MacArthur worked closely with
crotary of War, Patrick Hurley, to squelch objections within the Army to
the Presicent®s budget cuts, It was quite a reversal from his 1921 attitude
towards presidential cuts  in the military budget:
esosha showed on numerous occasions that he placed
the nation above the military services, particularly
in supporting military spending cuts which appeared
to be in the overall interest of the cconomy. Shortly
after his appointment, he offercd a refreshing con-

trast to the arrogant Air Corps officers vho strenuously
resisted any attempts to limit their funds,,,ln late

=59~




1930, he testified that the military appropriations

bill, down $100,000,000 from the previous year to

$434,200,000, represented “the proper balance,.between

the financial structure of theuggvement ard its

proyision for ngtional de’anses

During the campaign year of 1932, congressional Democrats led by the
Chairman of the House Military Appropriations Subcommittee, Ross Collins,
Miss, (D), attempted to reduce the administration's Army budget by cutting
the officer corps from 12,000 to 10,000 and shifting a larger percentage of
the Army budget to the exploitation of technological innovations, i.e,, the
tank and the airplane, A smaller, more technically intensive Army, it was
argued, could use advanced military weapons to offset reductions in military
manpower strength, The President, MacArthur, and most of the officer corps,
opposed the plan, The Air Corps officers, who had been consistently opposed
by the Chieé’ of Staff in their zealous campaign to increase funding for the
Alr Corps, openly sided with Collins, Although a bill containing the Democratic
recommendations passed the House, Hoover's threat of a veto and MacArthur's
skillful lobbying on Capitol Hill led to the bill's defeat in the Senate.
MacArthur's control over his professional subordinates Qa.s unusually

firm, Unlike their naval counterparts, who protested frequently and publicly
against Hoover's btudget reductions, few Army officers (outside of the Air
Corps) were prepared to challenge btoth the President and the imperious Chief
of Staff, DNot untli late 1932 did MacArthur begin to press for an increase
in the Army's budget and then'his complaints were directed against the
Democratic Congress, The harnony that existed tetween HacArthur and Hoover
reflected a convergence of pol'iical views just as the stormy relationships
that developed between MacArthur and Hoover's Denoc.:ratic successors reflected
a sharp difference in political bteliefs, The partisan element in MacArthur's

actions is consistent and strikings
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MacArthur's attitudes during the Hoover Admini~-

stration do not suggest a progressive, innovative mind,

but rather a fairly conservative mind, well capable of

subordination to the conzervative civilian leadership,

loyalty to Hoover precluded over-enthuslastic support

for new Army progranms,,.He served Hoover well as an

adninistrator, organizer and leader, The degree of his

support for economy within the Army to assist the nation's

economic recovery was unusual for a military leader, The

President regarded MacArthur very hignly, perhaps in part

because the General was _so in tune with his politjical

ideas,* /emphasis added /

MacArthur®s last three years as Army Chief of Staff under Roosevelt

were bitter and acrimonious, Unlike 1950-1951, however, there was not a strong,
Republicar zongressional opposition that MacArthur could appeal io in his
difficulties with the President, Although the gulf between MacArthur and
Franklin Roosevelt was intensely personal and political, it was also
institutional, For Roosevelt's plans to cut the Armmy®s strength went well
teyond Hoover®s, Aside frcm his obvious partisan opposition to Roosevelt,
MacArthur was genuinely concerned with protecting the military's organizational
interests,35 Partly in deference to MacArthur's strenuous objections, the
fortuitous decision to use the Army in the CCC program, and rising inter-
national tensions, Roosevelt reduced the size of the planned cuts, While the
strength of the officer corps declined slightly between 1933 ard 1935 (MacArthur's

last year as Chief of Staff), overall Army strength increased froa 136,547 to

139.#86.36 _The Arny budget, however, declined froa $335,000,000 in 1932, to

$284,000,000 in 1935, 37

World War II revived MacArthur®s fading military career and public
popularity, It also rekindled his thinly velled aspirations for the Presidency,
To a certain extent, MacAxrthur was sidetracked in a low priority thcater of
operations, the Southwest Pacific, by the Roosevelt administratlion in order to
deny him the military glory and national publicity he avidly sought. As usual,
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the General ‘made the very best of an unfavorabl;a situation, Nelther defeat
nor grandiose theatrics dimmed MacArthur's unusuval grip on the imagination
of the Anerlcaq pudblic, Throughout the duration of the four-sided war which
he waged with consummate skill against the Japanese, the US Navy, the War
Departaent, and the Democratic adainistration, MacArthur took careful pains
to keep his domestic popularity high and his politiéa.l connections with the
Republican Party intact, Against the Japanese he used a brilllant "island-
] ' hopping” strategys against the Democrats, Army Chief of Staff Marshall, and
the Navy he used his nurerous and artful press confersnces, American news-
papers, the majority of which were published by Republican sympathizers, were
eager to trumpet the exploits of,
eesd general with arch-Republican synrathies while at
the same time, denigrating the role of the Democratic
Comrander-in~Chief, implying that he could nave done
more to win the war and bring the boys home quicker,
(> : MacArthur was in touch with Republican interests in the
States, His political canpaign was aimed over the heads

of those in ¥Yashington,,,at¢ the ultlnmate power base,
the people,38

MacArthur continually dencunced the administration's policy of defeating

Hitler first and relegating the Southwest Pacific Theater to a second-level

priority, There was no significant domestic oppcsition to Roosevelt's war

policies; consequently, MacArthur's well-publicized complaints never

' C became an effective partisan issue for the Republican Party during the war,
There was, however, a vague movenent in the Republican Party as early as 3
February, 1942, to "groo-a" MacArthur to plan McClellan to Roosevelt's Llncoln, 39 |

Serator Arthur Vandenberg, Mich, (R), (who was promoting MacArthur's name in
Republican circles), the General, and Franklin Reosevelt were playing a very
_ shrewd political game, The President fully understood the political threat
( to his own power tase that MacArthur represented, It was not aonly to please the

bitterly anti-MacArthur Adairals, Niamitz and King, that Roosevelt declined to
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unify the Facific Thcaier of Operations under MacArthur as Supreme Allied
Commander, . Throughout the war, Roosevelt kept his.polltical opponent on a
“short string™ as much for political as strategic reasons,

¥hile publicly denying his interest in the‘1944 presidential race,
MacArthur was pleased by the increasingly public efforts of Vandenterg, Hoover,
Representative Hamilton Fish, N.Y. (R), Representative Claire Booth Luce,
Conn, (R), the Hearst Press, The Chicago Tritune, and the Scripps-Howard papers
to draft him for the Republican nomination, Despite Army regulations
prohibiting "politicai_activities“ by active duty cfficers, MacArthur's steady
political correspondence with the President’s most bitter partisan opponents
frequently “leaked" to: the press.“o One leak btackfired and abruptly dampened
the MacArthur boomlet, It was a prototype of the infamous 1951 MacArthur-
Martin letter, Congressmah A, L, Miller, ¥eb, (R), had written a letter to
MacArthur in which he stateds “Unless the New Deal can ke stopped this time,
our American way of life is forever doomed.” In his reply HacArthur wrotes
by dﬁ unreservedly agree with the complete wisdem and statesranship of &our
coanents.“ul Henry Stimson, MacArthur's old patron, and now Roosevelt's
Secretary of War, was outraged at what he regarded to be the General's effrontry
to proper military discipline and the naticnal war effort, He publicly
reiterated Army regulations which tanned all forms of political activity by
professional officers.qz This lead to a bitter internal party squabble between
infiuential Republicans and caused MacArthur to publicly disavow any intent
tq undercut the President’s authority during a period of national crisis,

In 1948, while MacArthur was occupying Jaran as the American reforaist
Overlord, a second, but better organized, political effort was made by MacArthur's
right-wing Republican supporters to draft hia for the Presidency, Again,

MacArthur disobeyed the spiflt. at least, of military regulations which forbade
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partisan poliltical activity by Regular Aray officers on active duty. Duriag
the immediate post-war years, Truman’s initial conciliatory gestures e e
Soviets had caused MacArthur, a fanatical anti-Comnunist ideclogue (he &ied
convinced that the 1932 Bonus Marchers were attempting u Comaunist revelsliss
to assume that Truman was a naive, inept leader who was over his head in e
presidency and surrounded by a catal ¢f influential appeasers, Troar an
MacArthur sporadically clashed over Japanese occupati  policy, hut sther thes
increasing MacArthur'’s distrust of the President, nothing of a sericus matuse
developed, 3

1948 was again too premature for MacArthur's right-wing ildeclegy. In »
campaign dominated by domestic considerations, MacArthur was a distam am
irrelevant candidate, Moreover, Senator Taft, Ohio (R), had cormered the
Republican Party's right-wing as fxe did four years later, Again MachArther
lent his name to partisan political activities on hi~ behalf whide still
declining to retire from the millitary profession and cazpaign actively «» a
private citizen, MacArthur was old-fashioned enough to bteliewve that & “ma
of destiny" should be propelled by popular acclaim into high office; that %
campaign in mufti at the level of an ordinary political candidate was deseasing
to a man of his historic stature, Wisconsin, his "home state,” was to e e
Jump-off point for a string of successful ypresidential prisaries, Hareld
Stassen, who received the strong support of Wisconsin Senator Joseph A, Nolartny .
won the primary, Of 27 possible delegates, MacArthur®s cardidates teok » palisy
eight, His candidacy iamediately collapsed., At the national convention he
received a humiliating 11 out of 1,084 votes on the first b.xllot.“ In 1952,
he vainly attempted to turn his triuaphant return to the US, following his
dismissal by Truman, into a vehicle for the Reputlican nomiration, HNo. wer
auch the Republicans were willing to cxploit his popularity on behal!l of thuir
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partisan interests that year, they were not prepared to consider MacArthur

for the presidential nomination, He was too old (72), too controversial

R

(especially after the Senate hearings in the spring of 1951 revealed the extent

to shich MacArthur had actively sabotaged the administration®s policy and

disobeyed tasic military orders), Taft had totally preempted the conservative

Republican bloc, and now the Reputlicans had a genuine war hero whose popularity

exceeded even that of MacArthur--Eisenhower,%5
Given MacArthur®’s long identification as a partisan of the Republican

Party, his abortive efforts to challenge President Truran's Korean policies

are not surprising, MacArthur's vituperative dissents which he claimed were

non-political in naturs, tased solely upon his professional nilitarﬁ Judgnent,
and simply pointed to the fundamental requizements of “military necessity”,
were also noiivated by his strong partisan prejudices and ideological beliefs,
He was not only questioning and publicly rejecting the instrumental aspects
of the governaent's military policy, but furthermore, he was going far teyond
his admninistrative duties and professional expertise to openly ciiallenge the
administration's foreign policy methods and objectives, 'Ostensibly a sutordinate
theater conmander charged sqlely with the execution of establish=d policy,
MacArthur was able to assert a substantive policial role in the national policy
process tecause of Truman®s domestic political weakness and the hesitant
supervision of the Joint Chiefs who had fallen into the dangerous habit of
constantly deferring to the General's “experience, rank, and reputation, to his
intense enotional involvement in the Far Fast, an involveaent thcy did not share,
and to his unueasured but pessibly dangerous political potency as a man
cultivated and adnired by the Republican party leadgfs.“h6 »

MacArthur’s call for a preventive air-sea war that would destory China's
war-nmaking potential (he was consistently opposed to sending any US ground

troops into the Asian mainland)reflected less the exigencles of the atlitary
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struggle in Korea than his long-standing ideological goal of using US

military force in a glotal crusade to destory cdnnunisn. It also ignored

&
ey

America's actual and potential military strength and totally overestimated the
efficacy of US air pcwer.“7 Moreover, as one of his many critics, the

strategist, Bernard Brodie, has noted, MacArthur also,

«.cunderrated the ability of the forces under his
command to regain the upper hand despite the restrictions
Truman®s decisicn not to use military force against the

China mainland/that so irked him...he insisted for a
month and a half that these restrictions probably made it
impossible for him to realize even his minimal task of
maintaining a btridgehead in Korea., He was chagrined and . 23
his public comments showed it, when Ridgway tegan to prove :
in late January, 1951 that he was able to take the offensive 3

; and succeed in it spectacularly despite those same
E y restrictions,

s St

The blatant, unscrupulous manner in which MacArthur registered his

opposition to the President’s established policies, e.g., the carefully pre-

7 arranged political correspondence with House Speaker Martin, Mass, (K), his
' partisan-tinged statements to the VF4 in September, 1950, and his unprecedented

use of the world press to launch a vertal political tarrage against the Truman

administration, violated all professicnal military norms.u9 MacArthur was a
zealous. partisan politician who also happened to te a senlor military officer,
The General was simply using military prestige and office to advance personal

and partisan interests, As Huntington points out, such a self-conceived,

1o

(;/ overtly partisan, ideological role which MacArthur essayed, separated him from

o R i A ol

the mainstrean of the military officer corpss

VY

The MacArthur ideology which evolved in the 1920's
and 1930's was essentially religlous, mystical and ;
emotional, contrasted with the normally practical, ]
.realistic and materialistic approach of the professional
soldler...In contrast to the profession:l stress on
military force in being, he enphasized the moral and
spiritual aspects cf war and the importance of the citlzen-

- soldier, In ccntrast tc thne tulk ot the olficer corgps, :
; ( MacArthur viewed the threats to the US as arising from f
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insidious political philosophies, rather than from
other ration states of equal or superior material
_strength,,,The professional officer exists in a world
of grays, MacArthur's universe was one of blacks and
whites and loud and clashing colors, His articulate and
varying views reflected a contlnuing quest for baliefs
and policies which would satisfy his own ideological
inclinations and at the same time inspire favorable
popular response, 30

In his last dissent, MacArthur carried the Whig model of administration

to its ultimate extreme, The subordinate executive official not only used
his authority to influence and shape governmental policy, but further, he
sought to subvert the policy previously estatlished and replace it with one
more in accord with his own personal and partisan interests, Such an extreme
exercise of discretionary authority, while theoretically inherent in the ¥Whig
model, so distorts the concept of the suborginate aninlsttator‘s professional
responsibility that it transforms'him from a quasi-independent actor in the
political process into A dangerously partisan comtatant, The inevitable
result, as evidenced 1n.MacArthur's cése. is the corruption of professionalism
and the subversion of the political policy process,

An extreme version of the ¥hig model of administration is highly
compatible with a charismatic style of leadership,9l In both, the persomal
authority of the individual i1s eaphasized, Through the successful
amplification of personality, the subordinate executive official's political
power is blown up cut of all proportion to his functional role, It thus
enables him to transcend the normal professional and bureaucratic lim;ts of
his governmental position, Because MacArthur's messianic, quasi-mystical
telief in his special historic destiny led him to define honor ard duty in
personal rather than professional or tureaucratic terms, he was rema;kably
insensitive to the pollt1CAl limiting factors that.zircumscrlbed his

subordinate administrative position in the executive branch,
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¥ithin his professiocn, MacArthur was an authentic original, His early

career is remarkatle for his lack of involvement in the important personal

networks that connected the successive generations of Army offlcets.52 His

identification with the unlucky Wood should have hurt MacArthur's career, It is
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a testimony to his personal brilliance and charisma that it did not, MacArthur

had associates, subordinates, and adnirers, but no peers, Unfortunately for

MacArthur and the country, despite the unusual and inordinate broadéning of
his role which transformed him into a paftisan political actor and undermined

his proper professional functions, MacArthur chose to remain in uniform, The

limits of his formal professicnal-bureaucratic role were too constraining for

the partisan political objectives he gssayed, The arrogance of certitude so

characteristic of charismatic leaders blinded him te this obvious fact,

MacArthur established his own personal network in the nilitary,. It was

.quite sinilar to the special networks Weter theorized gathered around a

charismatic 1eader.53 The menbers of the General®s "Bataan" clique which,

after 1941, became his perzanent staff, werc united in a dependent, emotional

relationship in which a highly personal motion of loyalty to MacArthur pre-

vailed, The officers who remained in this network were an exceedingly medliocre

lot, MacArthur demanded and recelved from his staff such extrexe personal

loyalty and obsequious deference, that few superior, independent-minded officers

(:) (those most likely to rise to the top of the profession) could iolerate the

stultifying atmosphere of his ”court.”5u Most personal networks in the

nilitary transmitted changing professional values and groomed future senior

commandexrs to carry on the organizational influence of the network®s founder,

In contrast, MacArthur'’s network crossed ptofessionql boundaries to embrace

political and public opinion leaders, Within the mllitary, MacArthur'’s network

lacked depth, cultivated unimaginative syncophants, and had virtuwally no long-run
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effect upon future professional leadership, It is not surprising that within

a few years of MacArthur’s disaissal from active duty, it evaporated, Out-
side the nalnlt;.al of.his profession during most of his career, MacArthur
left 1little behind to build on,53

MacArthur embraced a radical convergence or "fusionist" concept of civil-
military relations in which the military and political sectors of the
government and socicty share a common systea of values, styles, standards and
in some cases, functions,

MacArthur vainly atteapted to bring about convergence between the ailitary
sector and a minority civilian scctor--the political right wing. Throughout
his career, he frequently subordirated professional values to his political
1d§ology. He saw nothing objectiénable in exploiting his military office and
prestige in oxder to further certain partisan interests and 1deological values,
‘Because there is a gross, superficial similarity between the traditionally
conservative values, styles, and beliefs of the military profession and the
‘authoritarian right-wing political ideology MacArthur espoused, it has
frequently and incorrectly been asserted that MacArthur was trying to infuse
the civilian sector with military uores.56 As his miliitary peers kanew only
too well, MacArthur, the classic organizational maverick had little support
within the officer corps, at least that segment which counted most, The
General's most important allies were the civilians who shared his minority
political views, Upon.learning of MacArthur's disaissal, General Matthew
Ridgway, MacArthur's sutordinate Commander of the 8th Army in Korea, flew to
Tokyo and assumed the UN Far East Command without ccmaent, Senator William
Jefner, Ind.. (R), on the other hand, called for the President's impeachment,>’

As his service uander Hoover and his actions in World War II and Korea

indicate, MacArthur was prizarily concerned with the political partisan blas
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of civilian control rather than, as he so frequently claimed, the integrity
of the military professional’s role 1n‘sovernncnt. Very few of his statements
dealt solely with military policy,58 It was partially MacArthur's radical
convergence concept of civil-nilitary relations that ultimately led hia to

-challenge the President's authority, subvert the policy process, and thus

threaten the constitutional talance of civilian control, As the MacArthur case
demonstrates, a second dilemma of political-rilitary convergence is, “To what,
or more significantly, to whose, political ideas were the officers to adhere, 9
For those civilians whose ideas MacArthur expressed in 1951, radical
civil-military convergence was quite proper, The conservative Republicans
focused on the substantive content of MacArthur's disscnt xhich benefited their
partisan interests, They ignored the unprecedented yanner of his dissent
which subveried the structure of Aemocratic civilian control, the constituticnal
chain of com=mand, and the principles of professional reSponsibility.Go The
liveral Republicans and the Dezocrats.‘on the other hand, focused on the
threatening manner of MacArthur'’s dissent and either ignored or skillfully
distorted the substantive content of the policy mproposals MacArthur advocated
in public opposition to Truman's policies.6l It is.ironic, if understandable,
that the Truman Adainistration thought it necessary (as it was), to enlist the
political support of senior military officers in a suéeessful political counter=-
attack to undercut MacArthur, The MacArthur Hearings witnessed the then
unusual spectacle of senior military officers publicly erdorsing not only the
military, tut also the political soundness of the President's foreign policies,
If the Truman Chiefs' public advocacy of specific civilian political policies
wvas far more rcstrained than MacArthur's politickin%r ii was .not coapletely
devoid of partisan overtones.62 However, as its primary purpose was to reaffirm
the political wisdom and necessity of maintaining constitutional civilian control
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of the military rather than to further the personal interests of the JCS or
prosote the partisan advantage of one political porty, it was justified as
an extraordinary, emergency measure, Unfortunately, the Truman Chiefs'
political advbcacy of tho.sdainlsttation’s position durling the MacArthur
Hearings became a precedent for the assumption of pro-presidential political
advocatory roles ty the Joint Chiefs on a routine basis, There is a subtle
implication in the quasi-politicalization of the Truman Chiefs that radical
civil-pilitary convergence is acceptable if the senior military officers
support the politically deminant civilian ideologzy, eschew overt partisan
jdentification, and sutordinate theaselves to the executive chain of dependence,
MacArthur's version of radical civil-military convergence was bitierly
opposed and it eventually failed, not so much becaus? it violated the principle

of civil-niiitary convergence, but rather because it reversed the norrative

direction of convergence, If radical civil-military convergence is to te
established via non-revolutionary means, the impstus for it must come from

the civilian sector and it must therefore reflect the dominant civilian ideology.
Military leaders like HacArthur sho Qttenpt to convert the civilian sector to

a minority civilian viewpoint, rarely succeed unless they resort to successful

forms of political coercion, It was not the lrresponsible subordination of

his professional military ethic to partisan political interests that led to
MacArthur's downfall, but rather the naive and threatening way he went atout
it, |

After MacArthur, the trend in Aserican civil-military relations was not
to depoliticize the military through a reassertion of talanced civilian control, ﬁ

professional military autonomy, and moderate civil-military convergence,

®
Instead, the military was further politicized in accordance with a radical fora

of civil-military convergence that integrated senior officers into the dominant
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_ civilian-political outloock, encouraged the JCS to assune non-partisan

: @ political advocatory roles, undermined ttp military officer®s sense of
professional responsibility and sutonw; and ultimately intensified the
military's adninistrative subordination to the pol.ttie‘tl interests of the

President, 63
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CHAPTER 3
CENERAL MATTHSW RIDGWAY

In his confrontations with presidentlal policies, Geﬁeral Matthew B,
Rldgway was what MacArthur claimed to be--a responsible military leader
dissenting from presidential policy on professional grounds within the
constitutional boundaries of political decorum, Unlike many of his peers
on the JCS (Ridgway served as Army Chief of Staff from June, 1953 to June,
1955) and almost all of his successors, Ridgway did not believe that it
was the duty of senior military officers to tailor their military advice in
support of the partisan political interests of the admninistration they served,

To do so, he believed, was a disservice to the adninistration. the military

profession and ultimately, the country,
During his trief tour as Chief of Staff, Ridgway tried to protect the

organizational interestis of the Army, the professional integrity of the officer

corps, and the principles of constitutional civil control. T}‘ze advice he gave
and the positions he took on proposed defense policies were never tased on any
considerations other than his professional military assessaent, He did not
ignore the impact of the many non-military factors which inevitably influence
defense policies, nor did he suppose that military requirements alone should
deternine the policy selected, Ridgway argued, however, that it was outside
the functional competence and the administrative responsibility of military
leaders to evaluate economic and political factors in the process of formulating
Vlilitary advice, Until a presidential policy decision effecting the Army was '
made, Ridgway did everything he could legitimately do to influence it, After
that, he swallowed his reservations and loyally cafried out the executive's

policy decision without further question, Nonetheless, he titterly resented
the continuous efforts of his civilian superiors to secure his public endorsement
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of those military policies he had opposed within executive councils,
? ¥hile on active duty, he studiously refraiped fron initiating public
v criticism of those governmental policies with which he disagreed, ' This
subtlimation of dissent, however, did not extend to the'halls of Congress, For
Ridgwvay believed that the appropriate committees of Congress had a legitimate
right to hear his professional military opinions and to know, to some limited

extent, the positions he had taken on policy proposals within the executive

tranch, .. His role, as he conceived it, was that of a professional expert
charged with the effective 1aplenenfation of military policy and equally
answerable to Congress and the President for his professional advice and
recommendations, The idea then developing, that a senior military officer’s

1 ’ dissent from presidential policy should be restricted to the executive councils
: of government. was, Ridgway belleved, destrﬁctive of balanced civilian control,

Moreover, it threatened the principle of professional integrity in that it

" committed senior military officers to publicly endorse political, often
partisan, interests of the President, Once the military chief tecame the F

political agent of the President, he would probably lose the legitimate

professional authority he qnjoyed as an expert military advisor to the
government®’s elected political leaders. The temptation to slant his professional
advice in support of narrow political interest would be unavoidable, The

O quality of the uilitar:__r chief's professional advice would inevitably detérlorate.
his functional role in government would tecome legitimately suspect, and the
long-run interests of the nation would te serliously threatened,

Ridgway's efforts to reassert the professional independence and administrative
neutrality of the military expert failed, His willingness to inform Congress
_about the professional doubts he held with regard to the administration's
(‘ military policies and the positions he had taken during the executive policy




process led to his administrative and political isolation within the

ﬁ executive, Nevertheless, on at least two occasions, his candid, forceful

dissent based upon a rigorous professional military assessment of the

situation, helped to dissuade President Eisenhower from embarking on an 1ll-

conceived policy of military intervention, Despite considerable political

pressure from civilian superiors in the executive branch, Ridgway successfully

maintained a salutary btalance tetween the professional and bureaucratic

aspects of his military role, o 0
As a concession to Senator Taft who had never forgiven Bradley, Collins,

and Vandenberg for their testimony against MacArthur in 1951, and in oxder to

symtolize the “sweeping-changes proposed for Washington by the new Administra-

tion,” Eisenhower took the then unprecedent.ed step of replacing every member

of the carry-over J(!S.l Horeover; the four-year term which had been the nora

for members of the JCS was to be reduced to two years with the possibility of

. r reappointment, In add:ltion. to removing the Joint Chiefs from the quicksands

of partisan politics, it soon became evident that, under the plans of the new

administration, the JCS were expected to play a relatively passive role in the

defense policy process, Ideally, they would be "team members" who willingly

endorsed the President's “New Look" military poljcies, Any misgivings they
might have concerning the wisdom of the admainistration®s military policies

were not expected to “"leak. out" of executive circles, Besides, to criticize

the administration's military policy was to criticize General Eisenhawer's

military judgment and that, it was pointed out, btordered on the ludicrous,

The message to the incoming Joint Chiefs was clear--they were to assume and

saintain a low profile if they wanted to keep their jobs, for unlike their
predecessors, they would be highly expendable in the administration,2
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The issue that placed the greatest pressure on the Joint Chiefs was
the contradictory decision of the Eisenhower administration to increase US
n!.llfary commitments abroad through a series of bilateral defense treaties
designed to contain Communism a.ronnd. the globe, while at the same time
reducing overall US military strength, The high priority the administration
gave to reinforcing and extending the military containment of the Communist
Bloc was matched by its firm commitment to a balanced federal budget. This
apparent imbalance between increased nilitar:'y responsibilities and decreased
military resources was to be tridged by the New Look military poli.cy.3

The New Look strategy, which was essentially the continuation and
i_npleaentation of a force restructuring plan that had been formulated in the
last years of the Truman administration, was designed to avoid a Korean type
limited war and substantially reduce the size of the costly, conventional
land forces, It placed primary relance for US defense and deterrence upon
the nuclear armed strategic forces of the air arﬁ naval services.* It also
promised a btalanced budget. The traditional btalanced force structure ;ccording
to which the Department of Defense (DOD) budget was divided equally among the
three services, gave way to a markedly reduced budget in which the premier
service in the Eisenhbwer adnministration, the Air Force, received the lion's
share of the military outlays, The strategic sutstitution of nuclear weapons

for military manpower resulted in the following budgetary allocationss A
FY sk . 'FY_55 (in blllions of dollars)

Aray 14,2 . Arny 10,2
Navy 1.3 Navy 10.5
Air Force 15,6 Air Force 16,2
Misc, o5 Misc, 2z
TOTAL S 7 37,62
¥ 76~
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iidguay objected to both the strategic assuaptions of the New Look

policy and the budgetary allocations it dictated, Certainly Ridgway's
alarm was, to a substantial degree, based upon‘his concern with protecting
the Amy's narroi. organizational interests, Following the Korean Araistice,
it was inevitable that the Army, as in all previous post-war periods, would be
sharply contracted, Moreover, because of the continued Cold War, Army strength
was maintained at a relatively high peacetime leyel, With the exception of
FY 60, in which an 11,000-man increase was allowed, the Eisenhower adainistraw=-: .
tion reduced Army manpower each year., Yet, at its lowest level in PY 61, Army
manpower stood at 858,622 which was roughly 300,000 more soldiers than it had
in the 1948-1950 period, In his first year as Chief of Staff, Ridgway saw the
Army cut from 1,404,598 to 1,109,2965 the second year the President ordered
a further cut to 1,026,000, ~Canséquent1y. Ridgway was confronted with a total
strength cut of roughly 27% during his two-year tour.é_
. A second organizatiopal interest that was threatened by the President's
military policies was the Army's mission, In the event a Korean style lipited
war broke out, tactical nuclear weapons, DOD suggested, would be quickly

employed by ail three services to offset the US's planned inferiority in
conventional arms, Besides the fact that no one really knew how tactical nuclear
weapons would be deployed, or what tattlefield effect they would have on
conventional troops, the Army suspected that it would be the mission of the
naval and air services to handle then. Moreover, spokesmen for the administra-
tion soon btegan to focus exclusively on the doctrine of 5massive retaliation”
and the use of strategic nuclear weapons to counter even a limited Communist
offenaive.7 Many officers shared Ridgway's feelings that under the Elsenhower

.administration, tke Army was in danger of beconing a superfluous institution,

«77-




D R S S

The administration®s slogan that now "machines would be substituted for

o

§ 5 men” with a substantial savings to the Treasury but no decrease im ailitary

security, struck Ridgway as an illusion that was either nalve or disingenucus.
Perhaps the ﬁeu Look was- the ultimate military panacea that would forestall
both general and limited wars, avoid the unhapry recourse to the messy, bleady

i conbtat of the foot soldier, and thus enatle the US to meet its burgeoning silitam

commitments around the globe with a smaller and less costly force strusture,
fo an old and wary infantryman like Ridgway, whose combat experiemce in World
War II and Korea had impressed upon him the llnitations as well as the
capabilities of new weapons and new forces, it all seemed too pat, toe glih,
and too uncomfortably familiar, '
" As Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations in January, 1950, Ridgway had

observed Truman's ambitious Secretary of Defense, Louls Johnson, assert

(\ repeatedly before Congressional committees that the great cuts being mads in
the defense budget would save the government 1 to 1.5 billion dellars ammuslis
without in any way reducing the corbat effectiveness of American tm..

President Truman, recalling the troublesome "Adairal®s Revolt" of the previews

summer, had made it clear that all members of the JCS were to muffle their
reservations .or endorse Secretary Johnson's proposed cuts in thelr congressiomss !
i testimony, Despite serious misgivings, Army Chief of Staff Collins endorsed the
| O defense reductions which, among other things, led to the skeletonisation of

| combat units in Japan (infantry regiments were reduced in stremgth bWy 1/3,
artillery battalions lost one of their three batteries,, and mediua tanks wers
removed from all reginents.and divisions), While Collins adaitted that these
cuts would, contrary to Johnson's btelief, have a negative impact on Amy combat
capabilities, he thought the overall impact could ve nininized.? He was gquite

() o
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Despite a sharp increase in the Soviet-Communist Chinese military threat,

and a general deterioration in the political-military situation in Europe,

D

China and Southeast Asia, President Truman had decided that in the critical

election year of 1950, it was politically inexpedient for the Democrats to go

into the campaign on a platform of higher taxes necessitated by an increased

defense budget. The carefully orchestrated endorsements of the defense

reductions ty the JCS would, it was expected, quiet any fears or charges of

military unpreparedness that the Republicans might raise.
The loyal acquiescence of the Joint Chiefs to the President's political

opportunism and the Defense Secretary's thoughtless arrogance resulted in a

dangerous oversimplification of the facts, The Defense “economies"

-

% constituted a very serious, calculated risk, At the very least, the.Truman

“ e ] administration had a political responsibility to point out to the nation the

AR A i o SRR e I

risks involved in the defense cuts, Congress, however, evidenced no

inclination to dig out the truth 'and‘the Democrats looked to the fall elections

with more confidence,

Ridgway was still at the Pentagon when the first casualty reports of the

Korean War came in a few nmonths later, The thinned-out, under-equipped,

poorly~trained Army units that. were rushed from Japan to the crumbling Korean
front paid an inordinate price for the Truman-Johnson defense "economies,"

C Against a Soviet T-34 tank that was obsolete in 1944, the most powerful weapon
the American’s could deploy in the retreat to Pusan was a 4,2" mortar, Con-
sequantly, sany Aserican soldiers died needlessly during the first months in
Serss, Mdgpay, for all his glamour as a tough, demanding pamttool; 'connan;ier.
e & wry husane officer, The lives of soldlers were never a necessary
stasetien e e, They were valued comrades, ilndividuals who mattered auch
1 e miases of Wiags, Wis affinity for, and his sense of identification

-™-




with the individual soldier was manifest throughout Ridgway®'s long career,

To a large extent, Ridgway's pronounced sense of professional integrity was based
upon his fundamental commitment to the uell-beiﬁg of the individual soldiers
whose lives were not to be wasted, Ia his neioirs published in 1956, he wrotes

To my way of thinking, no great tattle commander
$n all history has ever reached the heights he might
have reached if he did not feel the love for his nen, and
a profound respect for them, and for the jobs they had to
do...In my opinion, the commander who in the confusion and
the excitement of tattle forgets that he is dealing with
men's lives, and who through callousness or stupidity
sacrifices them needlessly, is more butcher than tattle
leader, He is a fool and not a guiltless one,..

All lives are equal on the tattlefield, and a dead
rifleman is as great a loss, in the sight of God, as a
dead general, The dignity which attaches to the
individual is the tasis of Western civilization and that
fact ihould be rememtered by every commander, platoon or
army. 2

Ridgway did not miss the connection between the political logrolling

_over the Johnson defense economies and the long casualty lists that

such “economies" led to a few months later, "We were, in short, in a state of
shameful unreadiness when the Korean war broke out, and there.uus aksolutely
no excuse for it...The state of our Army in Japan was inexcusahle.“11 If
Eisenhower was anxious to enjoy the political benefits of simlilar defense
“economies,"” Ridgway was unwilling to paper over any gaps that arose tetween
the Arny's assigned mission and 1£s overall military effectiveness,

Neither the strategic nuclear deterrence nor the combination of air and
navnltpouer had been an adequate or relevant solution to the Korean Conflict,
For all the hortatory claims about "surgical strikes and push-button warfare"
made by defense publicists, scientists, admirals, and air force generals in the
1945-1950 period, Korea was a dirty, foot soldier's war, ‘Hho among them in 1949

" would have predicted that in 1951-1953, two large, predominantly infantry

armies would lock themselves into a stalemated war of attrition across the

Korean ponninsuln;'a hard, frustrating war of trenches and massive artillery

btarrages that was in many ways an unpleaﬁant return to the military conditions
y :



that had characterlied the Western Front in World War I, While his peers on
the JCS had been supervising the SAC toabers and the naval flotillas, Ridgway,
as Commander of the 8th Army in Korea (1951-1952), had to concern himself with
the humble buﬁ eritical ihrantry patrols that were sent a.cros's no man’s land day
after day.lz Intuition, born of experience and training, suggested to Ridgway
that the next war would see another involvement of US ground forces, It

was his Job. to insure that they were prepared for .their.uission. As for the
technological and nuclear revolution in warfare, it seemed probable that combat
under tactical nucleér conditions, would require more, not fewer, t'.m.mps.]'3

Instead of analyzing the uncomfortable truths of Korea, that limited
conventional war imposed novel, perhaps inescapatle, restraints upon the
exercise of military force, the a.dministrati;on and C?ngress (which accepted
the New Look strategy without serious debate) reggrded Korea as an aterration
to be ignored, In terms of the old cliche "that those wsho forget the past are
condemned to repeat it," a new record was being set,’

Despite Ridgway's professional misgivings, he was initially reluctant to
oppose the administration's military policy, Congress was tired of exhaustive
debates over military policy, Other than making a feu.scattered cuts in the
executive®s proposed defense budget, the legislature simply acc.epted the
politically popular assumptions embodied in the New Loo.k strategy. Secretary
of Defense Wilson and Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey had gained Eisenhower's
full support in thei; plan to achieve a talanced budget through a "bigger
L;nd cheapez:] vang for the buck,"” A war-weary public was eager to turn over the

éefense problem to the Air Forces® Strategic Air Command (SAC) and it was very

receptive to Eisenhower's promises of prosperity, normalcy and tax cuts, There
L]

~ was also the problem of Eisenhower's military reputation. To many, it would

seen ludicrous for any Army general to questlion a military policy that had the

-~
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endorsement of General of the Arny Eisenhower, Nor was Eisenhower hesitant
to counter dissenters in uniform with a quick reference to his own professional
experience in military matters.

Moreover, within the organizational structure of the Defense Department,
the gradual centralization of power under the 0SD tended to undermine what
limited administrative authority a military Chief of Staff had, In June, 1953,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs was given appointing power over the Joint
Staff, a 210-man military group that was the administrative arm of the JCS,

The Director of the Joint Chiefs® Staff, a most critical and influential
figure, was placed under the personal control of the Chalrman, He became the
Chalrman's *right-hand man® and enhanced the ability of the Chairman (and thus
the Secretary of Defense) to dominate the Joint Chiefs, Lest the Chairman of
the JCS drift away from the Defense Secretary's orbit, a provision was inserted
in the reorganization plan of the Joint Staff that made the Director’s appoint-

ment subject to the approval of the Secretary of Defense.la

Within the JCS
debates, Chairman Radford, despite his previous reputation as an outspoken
military dissenter, was an able, articulate, and vigorous advocate of the
President's policies, He was very unhappy with individual Chiefs who expressed
their opposition to presidential policies, and especially resentful if a " team
member” aired doubts outside the executive branch,l’ ’

During the fall of 1953, the Joint Chiefs were directed to formulate a
military force structure which reflected the fiscal interests of the administra-
tion, The New Look policy, to which thelr recommended force structure would .
apply, was to be phased in during a three-year period beginning with the FY 55
budget, After Wilson Qubmltted the JCS's recommendations in Deceaber, 1953,
Treasury Secretary Humphrey and others in the administration who were pushing
hard for a balanced budget, convinced Eisenhower that additional defense cuts
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could be made faster than had originally been planned, In response to these

¢d

suggestions, Wilson, at the direction of the Prqsident. ordered an additional

10% reduction in the proposed defense budget which reduced it from $35.9 to

$31.0 billion dﬁllars. ¥hile Ridgway had been uneasy with the thrust of the
New Look strategy, he was prepared to go along with it as a dutiful “team

meaber,” However, much to his chagrin, the additional 10% cut was to come

B e e P B e i i 2
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primarily out of the Army's budget. Ridgway incorrectly and perhaps naively
presumed that the final force level; would be based upon the strategic
otjectives and assumptions of the New Look strategy.l6‘ Initially at least,
Ridgway nisunde:stoqd the role and influence §f Treasury Secretary Humphrey
in the defense poliéy process, As he notes in his memoirs, his initiation
into the pplitical rules of the gane was abrupts i
The real situation ihen d#uned on me, The military
tudget was not btased so much on military requirements,

§ . or on what the econoay of the country could stand, as on
CF\ - political considerations,

The fact that 76% of the proposed reduction was to be 1
made in Army funds indicated to me also that we were in | 4
danger of .again falling into that serious error that had &
placed us .at such a grave disadvantage against an inferiox - E
foe in the first few months of the Korean War, We were
subject again to the same dangerous delusions, the misty
hope that air power, armed witn the fission or fusion
bomb, could save us in time of trouble,

To my mind this country could not adopt a more dangerous
doctrlneﬁ nor one more likely to lead us down the path

“::> to war,l

A month later, President Eisenhower presented the revised New Look
defense budget to Congress. in his 1954 State of the Union message. Although
Eisenhower, unlike Truman, certainly did not need the public endorsements of
the JCS, he stated in his message that the JCS had unanimously approved all

. Qf the provisions of the FY 55 Defense Budget. The President may not have

k. given much thought to the implications of this purported “unanimous endorsement *
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by the JCS, however, Ridgway did, It appeared to him that the President was

arbitrarily and unwarrantedly forcing upon a non-concurring member of the
JCS the role of political supporter of presidentlal policy., Ridgway did not
object to carfying out a folicy he though incorrect and foolish, but he
resented being identified as an enthusiastic supporter of that policy., It
seemed doubtful that the reservations Ridgway held on the New Look policy and
his objections to the additional manpower cuts ordered in December would
surface outside the executive branch after the President announced to the
country that his policies enjoyed the unanimous support of his military advisors.
Ridgway's opposition to the cuts in the Army directed by the FY 55
tudget was well known in the IOD, Secretary of Defense Wilson had pressured
Ridgway repeatedly. to volunteer additional cuts for %hg sake of econoay and
to naihtain ﬁﬁblicly that, in light of the New Look policy, such cuts would
not alter America’s military strength, Unsuccessful in forestalling the cuts,
Ridgway adamantly refused to publicly endorse them, Moreover, he btelleved
that the adninistration's putlic assertion that the proposed natiomal defense
budget would not lower US military security was dangerously liéleading. It
resembled the ignorant and politically expedient methods of Louis Johnson. The
public and Congress were being told what they wanted to hear--that substantial
reductions in military manpower, a sharp cut in the naticnal defense budget,
and lower taxes voyld improve and actually increase America's military security.
Add to this Dulles’ mania for bilateral treaties that increased US military
obligations and the potential of direct American military involvement abroad,
and ominous gaps of logic began to appear in the administration's rationale,
Knowing that few in the administration shared his apprehension, Ridgway
was content to make his dissent in-house and then {; implement the policy as

best he could, Wilson suggested that Ridgway's opinions were disconcerting and
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disruptive of a proper defense "team spirit.,” In one instance, after he had
failed to gain Ridgway®s concurrence to his suggestion (which he claimed came
directly from Eisenhower) that combat divisions be reduced to 85% of their
normal manpower levels (a suggestion which appalled Ridgway who vividly
remembered the skeletonized units that had been hastily comaitted to Korea in
June, 1950); Wilson bluntly and pointedly reminded the Army Chief of Staff that
he was putting hinself in the ludicrous position of resisting a wise "suggestion®
concerning Army divisions that came from General Eisenhower who had considerable
knowledge in those matters, Such opposition by Ridgway “would not be good"
¥ilson concluded,. Ridgway was unimpressed by Wilson's heavy-handed attempt
to threaten him with Eisenhower's illustrious military reputations
I told Mr, Wilson that I had pyofound respect for
the President’s military judgment. And I would hope
that my views on military matters would always be in
accord with his, However, I added, if my deep con-
victions led me to take an opposite view, I would s
adhere to that judgment until purely military arguments
proved me wrong., I would not be swayed by arguments ool
that what I advocated would be politically unacceptable,
or that its cost was fgeater than the administration
felt we, could afford,
Although he never spoke directly to Eisenhower on the subject, Ridgway
presumed that Wilson had conveyed his objections to the President, Even if
he had not, Eisenhower would certainly have teen made aware of the Aray's
disgruntlement over the New Look through his old service contacts, Consequently, .
when the President announced that the JCS had unanimously endorsed the proposed
defense cuts for the FY 55 budget, Ridgway was outraged, Eisenhower's state-
ment made Ridgway:a public party to a policy that he opposed and which he
felt conveyed, intentionally or not, false impressions to the public for the
sake of narrow, domestic political considerations, It appeared to Ridgway
that civilian leaders in the executive were willfully jeopardizing his

professional irtegrity.
|

.
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As a combat soldier I have been shot at from
ambush, and bomted by planes which I thought to be
friendly, toth of which are experiences that are
somentarily unsettling, I do not recall, however,
that I ever felt a greater sense of surprise and shock
than when I read /the President's 1954 State of the Union
Hessagg}ﬁ..As one menter of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who most emphatically had not concurred in the 1955
military program as it was presented to the people,
I was nonplused by this statement,19

When the athe statement appeared in print for the first time in a series
of articles in the Saturday Evening Post in January, 1956 criticizing the
Eisenhower military policies, it caused a minor furor, Angered and embarrassed
by Ridgway's charges (Ridgway had retired the previous summer) Eisenhower
stated in a press conference that the 1954 State of the Union Message had been
sent to each executive department to be checked out prior to its delivery, It
was an unconvincing explanation and did little to rebut Ridgway's claim that

the administration had tried to use the JCS for its own partisan purposes,

Hansen Raldwin, military correspondent of the New York Times, was privy to the

. details of the flépa i

All the facts available to newspapermen thoughout
this period suggest that in this contention General
Ridgway is right, Certainly he objected time and
again privately and in congressional testimony/after
the publication of the 1954 State of the Union nessag_e7
to the reductions in the Army, :

He made the point repeatedly that the Army's commitments
had been increased, while its capatllities of carrying out
these comnitments had bveen reduced, In other words,
General Ridgway feels that the '55 budget and subsequent
budgets were not tased on the new strategic concepts of
the "New Look" which he apparently did endorse, but as
he says, on economic and political considerations,20

It was necessary, so the administration believed, to depict Ridgway as an

enthusiastic supporter of presidential policy, ot at the very least, restrict

- his airing of professional dissents to executive councils lest partisan

adversaries of the President use Ridgway's dissents to attack and possibly
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disciedit executive poncy.21 Thus, the strictly non-partisan tenet of

Ridgway's professional creed which impelled him to evaluate a proposed policy
on thé tasis of its validity from a professional military viewpoint, injected

Ridgway into the institutional political process that structures congressional-
i} : pr;sldnntlal relations, However embarrassing to “efficient” executive
administration, and ﬁowever agonizing to an officer like Ridgway who risks
5_ the accusation of “disloyalty" by questioning the validity of his superior's
! military policy, this conflict between an officer's professional and tureaucratic
responsihilities can be teneficial to the government as a whole, As Gene
Lyons has noted in this regard, “...it is very often the military who put
defense polic} to the test of political accountability by exposing the basis
fbr decisions to Congressional and public_igguiry."z?
Ridgway was vainly trying to.retain a traditional element of professional
i;ir~\ discretion for the Chief of Staff in a Defense Department that was increasingly
1 intolerant of anything less than a wholehearted public endorsement of the

President's policies, Eisenhower, like his successors, wanted only yes-men on

the JCS.23 If the military chiefs were to be uniformed cheerleaders of

? administration policy, their roles had to be restructured so that primary

| emphasis would be placed on their bureaucratic responsibilities. That this ;

: might necessitate a more malleable sense of professional integrity was overlooked :
;(:) by those who urged a greater degree of unification in the DOD. As the JCS
| reoriented their administrative role and professional advice to White House

specifications, their value to the government as a whole declined. 1

There were many sound reasons for increasing the centralization of

authority and the unification of functions in the Defense Department: the

complexity of modern war, technological innovation in weaponry, the sheer

; : size of the contemporary defense establiéhnent, the need to realize budget
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savings and reduce wasteful service duplications, and the exploitation of

@ modern managerial methods, Every amendment to the 1947 Defense Act furthered
the tre:d towards organizational unification and centr.alization of administra-
tive authority in the OSD.zu The ease with which the executive's proposals
to advance defense centralization cleared Congress in the fifties and sixties
seems remarkable when contrasted with the stubborn opposition and

judicious caution that characterized congressional response to presidential

R e

bills for defense unification and centralization in the late forties, Once
the initial, limited concept of armed services unification btecame a reality,

it developed an increasing momentua,

With all the obvious practical advantages to be gained fron extensive
Defense unification, few considered the more subtle political costs involved,
. The idea of a senior admiral or general criticizing an administration policy

'(\‘ or the programs of a sister service before a congressional committee irritated

the advocates of defense centralization, It violated the principles of sound
managerial science, it was awkward and embarrassing for civilian political
appointees who were inevitably caught in the crossfire, and it always seemed so
unnecessary, That service rivalry viewed from another perspective might be a

healthy: form of pluralism and a valuatle information pipeline for congressional

b il

committees was not mentioned, As one critic of the defense unifiers noted,

O It is at least curious that a politique which goes
» to some length--some think not far enough--to preserve
; competition among organizations which are doing the same
thing (such as General Motors, Ford and Chrysler) holds
4 ~ similarly parallel activities in the Dopa.rtment of Defense
‘ as rivalry and duplication,25

In the rush for logistical efficlency and bureaucratic clarity in the DOD, the 3

problem of increasing the judiclousness of policy decisions got swept aside,
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As the Secretary of Defense increased his authority over the Joint Chiefs
and gradually restricted the permissible limits of their professional
autonomy, the value of the military perspective that the JCS introduced into
policy delibverations was weakened, Over time thé emphasis switched from an
attitude which stressed the necessity of telling their civilian superiors what
the military facts indicated, to an attitude which stressed the wisdom of
telling their superiors what they wanted to hear, A cautious, skeptical,
detached outiook came to be replaced by an optimistic, vacuous “can-do"
mentality. As the political environment of the executive hré.nch moved the
military chiefs into an advocatory political role, they tended to adjust their
professional military views too quickly to anticipated civilian objéctives
a.nddesi.res.26 : ] | 5 > et

The 1ndepeﬂdent perspective and professional experience that the nilita.ry
chiefs ought to bring to the councils Vof government can improve the quality of
policy decisions by causing relevant, if impolitic, facts to bte raised, All
governmer_ltal policies involve some partisan consideration and there is an
inevitable danger that the policy process will be corrupted and certaln un~
pleasant facts ignored or discounted by the pressures of misplaced partisanship.
Obviously, the corollary danger is that the militiry advisors may skew their
data and advice in order to safeguard narrow service interests and obstruct
policy proposals that are not unwise but only threaten these interests, How-
ever, if the policymakercan discount that advice which is self-serving while
heeding that which is honest and accurate, his perception of reality may be
improved,

In a way, the senior leader's professional adyice should hold the policy-
maker's feet to the fire, i,e., compel him to consider the protable costs and
impolitic facts that may restrain misguided thinking, It is a problem of
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presenting unpleasant realikies to political leaders who are often pressed
to the wall by diverse, unrelenting political pfessures and who, in their

moments of anger and desperation are dangerously susceptible to the E ?
delusionary allures of tne ®quick rix.“ the facile solution that, in the long- |

run, only aggrevates their dilemma, While the bearers of unpleasant, contrary
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advice constitute an invaluable bureaucratic "loyal opposition,” they are
often castigated by their hassled superiors as narrow-minded bureaucrats or
disloyal, recalcitrant subordinates who do not understand what it is to be a
“team player.” Yet, skeptical, independent-minded advisors who are not
intimidated by the unpleasantﬁess which often follows the presentation of an
unvarnished and unsympathetic professional opinion, are the most valuable
"team uenbe;s“ a policynakgr can have, Such advisors are an essential ballast
in any governmenti it is a sign of political maturity and wisdom if the
organizational environment.is conducive to their cultivation.27

Hhile'the ;oliticalization of the military chiefs within an increasingly
rigid bﬁreaucratic pyranid reduced the quality and range of their professional
contributions to executive policy, it also threatened to abrogate Congress®
legitimate access to uncompromised, professional military advice, Throughout
the fifties and the sixtles, the extension of the authority of the Secretary
of Defense over the military, the conversion of the JCS from professional
advisors to political Advocates, and the fallure of Congress to effectively
resist these trends, predictably diminished the influence which Congress
exercised over the military, ; i

In comparison with the executive tranch, Congress had a relatively
passive, negative role in the formulation of military policy, It had neither
the staff resources, the political inclination, nor the organizational consensus

to mount its own military policy alternatives, At best, it could play a q
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Judicious balancing role 1ﬁ the formulation of a national defense policy,
Congress needed the assistance of professional military ;xperts who could
provide the legislators with the countervailiqg professional opinions and
information thai could be used to open up military policy debtates to greater
public scrutiny, By drawing the President out on these matters, and forcing
him to explain and defend in detail his military policies and strategles,
Congress was able to expose some of the subtle contradictions and false
assumptions that‘freqnently lay hiddgn #ithin these policies,
Interservice‘rivalry. tne bane of those presidential agents who wished
to restrict military policy detates within the confines of a symmetrical and
immaculate model of executive decision-making, was an invaluable source of
military information for congressional critics, “¥hat we need," said one
congressman, “is more interservice squabbling, When the military falls out,

then and only then can the Congress find out."” Another voiced a similar

.appraisal of the informative value of "service rivalry," to congressional

observers, “,..it.seems to me that if everythihg goes smoothly, nobtody ever
knows what's goiné on,néither Congress nor anybody, = But uh;n some one of the
forces gets into trouble or gets riled up, then we hear about it and learn .
a 101'.."28 : '

In the 1949 National Security Act which elevated the Secretary of Defense
from the role of mediator between the President and the services to undisputed
political boss of the new Defense Departiment, Congress, recognizing the
potential threat.ihe Secretary now posed to its unfettered access to the
military chiefs, wrote in a provision that was designed to safegrard Congress®

independent role in civil-military relations, According to Section 202(=)(6)

of the Act, a memter of the JCS was permitted to present to Congress “on his

own initiative, after first informing the Secretary of Defense, any recommenda=-

tions relating to the Department of Defense that he may deem proper,"2?
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To a limited extent, this provision made the JCS the military advisors
of Congress as well as the President. It certainly gave the allitary chief a
legal loophole that allowed him to criticize any presidential policy before
a congressioﬁal connitteé. The act did not, houevér. safeguard the JCS froe
the political power of the executive, Consequently, those military dissenters
who availed themselves of this congressionally-mandated opportunity te
express their professional opinions, did so at the risk of their careers,
Following the dismissal of a dissentiné military chief by an outraged President,
Congress might pass an angry counter-resolution, as they did after Adamiral
Denfield's precipitate retirement, warning the President against further
political "intimidations" of military witnesses, But such resolutions had
1little permanent effect, The Joint Chiefs yould get the message, They could
testify, but in the end, the President had the trump cgrd and their careers in
his hand, Congress®' demonstrated inabllity to defend the Chiefs against
presidential anger negated much of the intended effect of Section 202,
Congressional inquisitors were usually sensitive to the exposed positions
the Joint Chiefs placed themselves in when testifying before congressiomal
committees and, consequently, they were reluctant to draw~out or press a
nilitary leader who intimated some displeasure with presidential policies,
For many military chiefs, their annual appearance before Congress constituted
something of a psychic_crisis.3° They could criticize an administration
policy, but only within circumscrited limits, Throughout the fifties and
sixties, tne Vimits of acceptable criticism were increasingly narrowed as the
President successfully sought to rein in his military advisors,

There was, until 1972, no fixed tour of duty for members of the JCS,
In that year, over the strenuous objections of Prcs;;ent Nixon, Congress set

the tour of duty at four years, This gave the JCS a much~-needed degree of
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stability and made it less susceptible to pérlodic presidential purges,
In 1954, Eisenhower 1ntrodu§ed the unofficial idea of a two-year term for
JCS membters with the possibility of extension, 31 as Table 1 indicates,
the average .tour for sex;ﬂ.ce Chiefs of Staff was 3.3 years, The Chairmen of
the Joint Chiefs, who served an average of 5.7 years on the JCS overall,
averaged 3,6 years in thelr tours, Admiral Radford was the only Chairman who
had not previously served as a service Chief of Staff, With the exception of
those Chiefs who died on active duty (Sherman and Abtrams), all members of the
Joint Chiefs who served a single two-year tour and were not-reappointed
(Fechteler, Ridgway, Carney, Decker and Anderson) were virtually “fired" by
the President, White and LeMay, two outspoken Air Force Chiefs whose SAC
credentials helped them to develop musml scongressional support, were re-
appointed déspite presidential misgivinss. Overall, however, the service
chiefs increasingly towed the presidential line and were rewarded with longer
tours, x i

The most turbulent periods were 1953, 1955, and 1961-1963. The 1953-1963
decade saw the most widespread criticisms of presidential policies b'y dissenting
military chiefs, Ridgway, Carney, Taylor, Burke, White, LeMay and Anderson
were, in varying degrees, openly opposed to‘different presidential policies,
Often their most vigorous and \@.luble criticisms were directed at their sister
services, Their testimony sparked some of Congress’ most informative
investigations int; defense policy, Although American military leaders are
not in the habit of retiring or resigning on a matter of principle, during
these stormy years when major segments of the officer corps were still
resisting the erosion of its professional autonony..; couple of service
chiefs came very close to retiring on an issue of principle, Ridgway was
one, While he "won wide public and professional admiration for having
retired on principle,"” Ridgway's example did not, unfortunately establish a
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tradition setting precedent.32 If anything, Ridgway's “dismissal” only served
to remind his peers of their vulnerability, While some were prepared to cross

swords with the administration over military policy, few were willing to press
the issue to an open treak with their Comnder-in-(:hi;f or terminate their
careers on a matter of professionmal integrity.

From 1963 on, the military chiefs assumed an increasingly quiescent
attitude towards presidential policies, Open dissent in congressional forums
tecame increasingly rare and their public testimony was overwhelmingly

supportive of the presidentié.l party line, There were a lot of reasons for.

~ Vietnamj- this was.one of thenm, oL n

During the congressional hearings on the administration®s FY 55 New Look
budget heid. in the spring of 1954, Ridgway voiced his first public opposition

to the proposed cuts in the Army’s strength, The Repbulican-controlled Congress

was not interested in criticizing a Republican President's budget, and the

Democrats were not eager to challenge executive policies that offered the
lure of tax cuts during an election year, Only a handful of congressaen
were prepared to use Ridgway's testimony to reveal the tenuous assumptions
underlying the New Look strategy, While Ridgway stressed in his testimony that
he accepted the proposed budget cuts, he declined to support Secretary Wilson's
assertion that the New Look would improve the military®s capabilities, In a
hearing on the budget conducted before the House Subcommittee on Army Appropria-
tions, the following exchange took place (Representative Sikes, Florida (D),
was a Reserve Army Gener‘al and an early and perceptive critic of the New Look
strategy):

ikest Do you feel under the budget that you

have presented, where it proposed to reduce the number

of men in the Military Establishment, that the Army
will be able to maintain or to increase comtat eifect-
iveness above the present level?

-
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Gen, Ridgways No, sir, I would not think we can

increase combat effectiveness, I think all the

improvenents that are going on all the time will

increase the relative combat effectiveness unit-for-

unit, btut a reduction in the order.of magnitude that

we are making will certainly, when completed, leave us

less comtat effectiveness than we had when we started, 33
By' denying, as he did in his testimony, tﬁat tactical nuclear weapons were a
valid and acceptable substitution for manpower, Ridgway was challenging a
pet administration thesis, Ridgway had set up a special research and develop-
ment team to aralyze the parameters of atomic warfare and p:oject Army
requirements for the 1960-1970 period. One of their studies indicated that
the introduction of tactical nuclear weapons to the battlefield would require
widely dispersed and highly mobile ground units, The concentrated strikiné
pover of tactical nuclear weapons would extend the width and the depth of the
nuclear battlefield, World War II battle zones averaged 25 miles in depth;
tactical nuclear weapons were expected to increase this figure to 200 ailes,
In addition, the complex logistical system that would be required to support
such sophisticated, costly weapons and their atomic ammunition would place an
additional strain on nanpowér resources, These factors convinced Ridgway
that tactical nuclear weapons, rather than being a facile, cheap substitute
for manpower would, ironically,require higher manpower levels in the Amy of
the future.y‘

As the senior American commander of airborne units in World War II,
Ridgway understood the capabilities and limitations of this revolutiorary new
weapon, One of his most persistent protlems was dissuading superiors from their
tendency to ignors the airtorne's limitations.3” Now the “magic key" was
tactical nuclear weapons, and Ridgway felt equally pbliged to point. out their un=

~ pleasant drawtacks and long-run costs to superiors who were looking fur

defense savings and strategic short-cuts, Neither Eisenhower nor Wilson were
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- He was a very opinionated, outspoken Chairman who tried and falled to doainrate
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pleased by Ridgway's suggestion that tactical nuclear wcapons would i
complicate rather than simplify uilita.fy manpower probleas,

During the Senate hearings on the Defense Appropriations Bill, Ridgway
reiterated hs.s acceptanc.e of the administration program, Senator Maybank,

8.C. (D), asked Ridgway if he had not joined a unanimous JCS in recommending

to the President the New Look proposals contained in the administration’s
budget, The reference to Eisenhower’s State of the Union Message was obvious,
Ridgway was prepared to inform the Senate of the basic differences that existed
between the Army's position and the administration's, howevér. he did not want
his remarks construed as a direct attack on the President’s statement, nor was 1
he anxious to make headlines as a public dissenter.fron a supposedlj “unanimous - n “
JCS” recommendation, He reminded the Senator that he -accepted the administra- |
tion budget; but that he would be. glad to expand his remarks in executive
session, The Senator, however, not wishing to challenge Eisenhower's military .
reputation or the politically a.ttractive benefits of the New Look policy,
declined Ridgway's suggestion for an executive session and the matter was
aropped, 3

A few months later, Ridgway opposed a proposal to "test" the New Look
strategy in Indochina, .In the course of a very effective dissent that helped
dissuade President Eisenhower from intervening unilaterally in Indochina,
Ridgway undercut a numbter of the central New Look arguments and revealed the
dangerous, foolish illusions that the strategy was based on, Admiral Radford,
Chairman of the Join. Chiefs of Staff, a fervent anti-Communist, and a strong
believer in the efficacy of air power, had teen one of the chief architects

and advocates of the New look strategy and the doctrine of massive retaliation,
®

‘the Joint Chiefs, Unlike Ridgway, who oésayed"a more autononous professional
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role, Radford felt that his primary responsibllity was to act as the President's
agent and sell his policies to Congress and the military establishnent.37
Radford was the prototype of the senior military leader as presidential bureau-
crat, A strong all& of Secretary Wilson, Radford attempted to convert the JCS
to his belief that their military opinions and recommendations should be
trimmed and tailored in such a way that they reflected the administration’s

economic and political priorities, A few of the chiefs (Twining, Burke, and

to a lesser extent, Carney) adapted themselves to this “guidance,” To Ridgway,
however, such a line of reasoning was anathema for he believed it violated the
tasic.tenets of. professional military integrity and undermined the proper
relationship that should exist between the soldier and his civilian superior, ]
AS he rel#tes'in his memoirs, Ridgway expressed his.viewpoints on this sensitive
subject during his swearing in as Chief of Staff in 1953, Opce the civilian ;
leaders have stated the mission, i,e., the national policy to be implemented,

it is the responsibility of the military chief to analyze that policy and

deternine what nilltary resources will be required to carry it out: :

esothe professional soldier should never pull his punches, é
should never let himself for one moment be dissuaded from |
stating the honest estimates his own military experience
and judgment tell him will te needed to do the job required
of him, No factor of political motivation could excuse,

no reason of “party" or political expediency could explain
such an action,

If the objective the statesman wishes to achieve is a
costly one, that is not the soldier's business, If it
is greater than the political leaders wish to support or
think the economy of the country can bear, that is not his
business, It is the constitutional responsibility of the
civilian authority to decide these ques tions...[?he military
man/ should scrupulously eschew any opinion as to whether
thé cost is teyond the reach of the national purse or not,
He is without competence in that field, If civilian
authority finds the cost to be greater than the country
can bear, then either the objectives themselves should
be modified, or the responsitility for the risks involved
should be forthrightly accepted. Under no circumstances, 3
regardless of pressure fr01 whatever source or motive, 3
should the pru-**-icn&l slemal mititary man yivld or coapromise :
his judimont for other than convincing m ilitary reasons,

do_otherwise wculd Ee to destrey his usefulness, 3
!g:phasls added/ . 1
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Ridgway's experiences in World War II convinced him that senior leaders
o have a natural tendency to underestimate the risks and probtable costs involved
| in ailitary operations, Capitalizing on its speed, mobility, and the element
of surprise, the alrborne division was a powerful stru;e force, However, its

lack of millery and armor support made it a peculiarly vulnerable unit,

¥hen airborne operations succeeded, they did so in a spectacular fashion; uben

? they failed, casualties were unusually high, -Comsequently, a successful air-
borne comncier had to be able to assess the risks and costs involved in i
a planned operation with a high degree of accuracy, He simply did not have :
= the na.igin of safety available to other combat commanders, When Ridgway was
convinced that his immediate superiors had underestimated the probtable costs of
an airborne operation, and if he was unable to persuade them to reconsider or
cancel the operation , he did not hesitate to take action that was designed to
(“ _Treveal tﬁe true costs of the operation in more accurate detail, At some risk 3
to his career, and in one instance almost to the point of resisting orders, ;

Ridgway worked to dispell the delusions that often marred his superiors’ ﬂ

concept of airborne operations, e

In one harrowing case which foreshadowed his actions during the 1954 Indo-.

china crises, Ridgway became convinced that a planned airborne assault upon

Lo

Rome was doomed to failure, The plan called for the 82nd Airborne Division

O to be dropped in the vicinity of Rome which was surrounded by six German

i divisions, Until the Allied Army, pushing frem the south, linked-up with
the 82nd in Rome--an operation that was expected to take five days--the para-
troopers would be dependent upon the support that the Italians, under Marshall

Badoglio, had promised, Conversations with Italian military representatives

“4n Sicily persuaded Ridgway that their fear of the Germans might, at the
_eritical moment, bte more influential than their promised commitments to the Allles,
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He also doubted that the ground forces would be able to.close on Rome in a
period of five days given the sizable German forces in the area,

Unable to get the operation cancelled, Ridgway urgnsled permission from
Field Marshall Alexander to send two officers on a secret mission to
rendezvous witn the Italians in Rome and make a first-hand assessment of the
situation, One of these officers was Ridgway's trusted lieutenant, Colonel
Maxwell Taylor., Badoglio's evasive answers to his queries and the Italians'’
obvious fear that if they assisted the Allies, the German's would level their
beloved Rome, convinced Taylor that the Italians would be unatle to furnish
the required support, The 82nd's 12,000 men were loaded atoard transport
planes all set for take-off when the word was flashed that the operation was
scrubbed, As for the ground forces, the “five day" push to Rome eventually

took seven months and thousands of casualties,>? The aborted Rome operation

made a lasting impression on Ridgway, He derived more satisfaction, he said,

from the lives he saved by opposing that operation than from the maiy honors
that came his way fﬁr victory in battle, Moreover, as he notes in his memoirs,
the sort of decisions that were involved in the Rome cperation are the most
difficult and 1mpor£ant a military officer must face,

seothe hard decisions are not the ones you make in

the heat of battle, Far harder to make are those
involved in speaking your mind atout some hare-

brained scheme which proposes to commit troops to
action under conditions where failure is almost

certain and the only result will be the needless
sacrifice of priceless lives, When all is said and
done, the most precious asset any nation has is its
youth, and for a tattle commander ever to condore the
needless sacrifice of his men is absolutely inexcusable,
In any action, you must balance the inevitable cost in
lives against the objectives you seek to obtain, Unless,
beyond any reasonable doubt, the results reasonably to
be expected can justify the estimated loss of life the
action involves, then for my part I wart none of 1t 40




In his memoirs, General Taylor, who risked his life to get Ridgway
the critical information that saved so many GI's, reveals a different attitude
towards the aborted Rome operation: "So our trip to Rome was not wasted,
SikNodih & sintakis avoldad biings none of the satlsfaction Gf a feat achieved, ™1
Ridgway and Radford were professional opposites and within the councils
d‘Athe executive tranch frequent adversaries, Thus, in the spring of 1954,
when Radford was blit.ely advocating a dramatic aerial "surgical strike" to
rescue the bteleaguered French garrison at Dienbienphu, Ridgway, who had not
forgotten the linited effectiveness of air power in Korea, suspected that he
was facing another‘. Rome operation, i,e,, a hare-brained scheme hased on un-
warranted optimism and gossamer delusions of omnipotence, Badford.' a Cold
War ideologue who was extremeiy eager t» Lalt the spread of Communism and
validate the. “inexpensive" but "effective" new Look straiegy, claimed (after
a most cursory review of the situation) that through air power alone, the US
could rout the Vietainh and save the hapless French without -unning the un-
acceptable politiéal risk of tecoming involved in another lard war in Asia,
Vice President Nixon seconded Radford's ambitious proposal, Secretary of State

Dulles was sympathetic, The other mericers of the JCS, Carney and Twining,

‘endorsed the pla.n."2

Ridgway was not insensitive to the gallant defense the French were putting
up, but as he noted, it was the mercenaries oi the Foreign Legion, not drafted
sons of France, who were opposing the Vietminh, Unlike Carney, Twining and
Radfora, Rldgway was an old-fashioned soldier who did not measure US interests
in terms of an open-ended ideological crusade against glotal Communism, In
1950, when he was serving as Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, he had
opposed a State Department effort to persuade the Pentagon to increase the
level of military aid bteing sent to the French forces in Indochina, It was,

-

-lw-

P O T




he thought, a stupid waste of money and against the security interests of the

US to support the French in what was, for all practiéal purposes, a peripheral

colonial war, Moreover, he doubted that the cOmmunists would be able to

extend their control over all the diverse natlonalities that made up the

Indochina Penninsula. It was a perceptive assessment, Ridgway was one of

a handful of senior government leaders of the period who never exchanged their

professional skepticism for the inflexibilities of a Cold War mentality,

Not even hisvillustrious and much better known successor, ngeral Maxwell

Taylor, the reputed military intellectual of his age, could make such a clain, 3
In this respect, %idgnay reflected a traditional professional military

outlook which, according to Huntington, stresses “the restriction of commit-

ments and the avoiéence of war“t‘

The .military man Z;healli7 has no concern with the
desiratility or undesirability of political gecals as
(T such, He is, however, concerned with the relations
between political goals and military means since this
directly affects the security of the state, The politician
must beware of overcommitting the nation bteyond the strength
of its military capabilities, Grand political designs and
sweeping political goals are to be avoided, not because
_they are undesirable, but tecause they are impractical,
The military security of the state must come first, Moral
ains and ideological ends should not be pursued at the
expense of szcurity...The statesman furnishes the dynamic,
purposive element to state policy, The military man
represents the passive, instrumental means, It is his
‘ ; function to warn the statesman when his purposes are
(:> beyond his means,™4

Ridgway thought that Radford®s aerial “surgical strikes" would eventually
backfire and involve the US in a costly ground war against the Vietminh and
their Chinese allies, Such an intervention as Radford proposed would be quite
risky and perhaps wrong in terms of US'security interests, tut it certainly

L]
would not be cheap--Korea, as all foot soldiers knew, had proved that, At

b |
E |
b |

(i, the very least, Ridgway felt, he had a professional responsitility to inform

the President what the true costs of an Indochina intervention would involve,
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It was evident that none of the presidential advisors V\n'to were eager for
military intervention had considered this questic. in detail, Radford, for

example, did not explain what would happen if the air strikes failed to halt

the Vietainh,

Eisenhower was receptive to Radford’s plan for the use of carrier based
US Navy planes to rescue the French garrison at Dienbienphu, but he did not
want to act without substantial domestic and international political btacking,
Dulles’ effoﬂ.s to secure t;he support of the British failed and Congress,
after some delicate political maneuvering, declined to give the President a
bipartisan resolution endorsing US military intervention,45 1In early April,
during the JCS deliberations over the plan for a naval air strike, Ridgway
vigorously opposed the majority view which supported Radfoxd, His “split
;ﬁaper." reflecting the only non-concurring opinion on the JCS to the air
strike, was forwarded to Eisenhower, At about the same time, the President
' recelved the negative replies to his request for support from the British
government and the US Congress, The proposal for-an air strike was turned .
down by the Presideht in Md-April.

On May 8, 1954, the day after the fall of Dienbienphu, the French
signed an abrupt armistice agreement with the Vietminh representatives at
Geneva, The sudden collapse of the French shocked the Pentagon and the
pressures for aunilateral US military intervention to overturan the Communist.
successes bullt up again, A contingency proposal to land US forces on the
Red River delta and.quickly seize Hanol btefore the Communists moved in was
circulated, Again as in April, Radfo’:d pushed hard for some form of military
intervention, '

: Unlike Radford, Ridgway was a cautious officer who was not given to
making cursory assessments of serious situations, Eisenhower's hesitation

afforded him the time he needed to gather some first-hand, current information
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Admiral Radford was emphatically in favor of landing
a force in the Haiphong-Hanol area, even if it meant
risking war with Red China, In this he was fully
supported by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and
the Chief of Naval Operations, In my opiniop, such an
operation meant a great risk of war, Just southeast of
Haiphong harbor is the island of Hainan, which is part of
Red China, The Navy was unwilling to risk their ships in
the Halphong area without first invading and capturing the
island, Adniral Radford and the Chiefs of the Navy and
the Alr Force felt that, faced with our overwhelming power,
the Red Chinese would not react to this violation of their
sovereignity, General Ridgway and I had grave doubts
about the validity of this reasoning.*7

Once the Army report was in, however, it was a dlfficult document to
ignore, Nor was it easy for the advocates of intervention to challenge
Ridgway's interpretations of the probatle costs of intervention, Against
their theories he stacked his combat experience as a Korean War field
commander, first-hand data on the Indochina parameters, and a thoroughly

researched professional estimate of the probable long-run military costs of

.1ntervention. Moreover, if the US intervened with the expectation of gaining

a quick and ch!tbdi&btbry in accordance with the principles of the New Look
strategy and falled. and if the Ridgway Report then "leaked,” the domestic
political situation of the administration would be very difficult, Ridgway
wWas ho}ding everytody's feet to the fire and it was a painful experience for
many, After briefing the Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of Defense
on hig survey team's report, Ridgway triefed the President on May 11, 1954,
As an expert military logistician, Eisenhower clearly understood the implications
and'evidentiy appreciated the accuracy of the report, Interventicn became a
dead issue for the time being., The costs as laid out in detail by Ridgway were
simply too high, : {

" Within the councils of the executive branch, Ridgway's unflinching,
unordered analysis of the real military costs of intervention proved decisive

in dispelling the self-serving illusions that were corrupting the government's
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policy process, While other military advisors were keeping a low profile
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i or concentrating on the political and partisan issues at stake, Ridgway
limited himself to a straightforward, untallored military assessment of the
situation, In doing so, he gave the country and the President “a tase of
expertise and old-fashioned integrity” that served them uell."8 Ridgway's
actions in the 1954 Indochina Crisis validated his fundamental belief that a
military advisor serves his country test when he essays a strictly professional
role and adheres to an independent military judgment.in the councils of
government, : : 5
I view the military advisory role of a member of
the JCS as follows: He should give his conpetent
professional advice on the military aspects of the
problenm referred to him, btased on his fearless, honest,
objective estimate of the national interest, and
regardless of administration policy at any particular
time, He should confine his advice to the °ssentia11y
: military aspects,?9
: ( This interpretation of the military advisor's role tecame increasingly
suspect and eventually untenable,
A few months after exposing Radford's vacuous plans for a “surgical strike"
in Indochira, Ridgway again was the odd man out on a JCS proposal that urged

US military intervention in support of the Nationalist Chinese who were occupy-

ing the offshore islands of Quemoy and Matsu against an expected Gommunist
: O assault, Again Adniral Radford, Admiral Carney and General Twining claimed
that air and sea power would be sufficient to halt any communist military
offensive, The US, Badf"ord. argued, had a political and moral obligation to
safeguard the harrassed Nationalists from Communist agg:ession. Ridgway was
unimpressed, Looking at the problem from a military perspective, he pointed
o
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out that Quemoy and Matsu were within artillery range of the mainland, they

(‘ had no military value for they were too close to the mainland to be used as
offensive based for an invasion of China, they contributed nothing to the
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military defense of Taiwan and the Pescadores (which he felt the US should
defend), that in all protability the so-called offensive provocations of the
Communists, i.e., their shelling of the islands, was designed to forestall
any posslbl; invasion of the mainland that the Nationalists were cbntenplating.
and finally, from the available intelligence reports, there was no indication
thaf the COnnunists‘were massinggﬁnund forces opposite the islands which
they would have to do prior to an attempted invasion of Quemoy and Matsu,

. He alSo distelieved Radford’s confident claim that the US could defeat
an invasion of the offshore.islaﬁds with air and sea power alone, At a
minimum, Ridgway said, the defense of these islands against an amphitious

invasion from the mainland would require the US to commit a divisoh to Quemoy

' and a reinforced regimental comtat team to-Matsu.so. As for Radford®s latent

argument th&t it was in the long-run interest of the US to use the shelling
of Quemoy and Matsu as a pretext to begin a war that would enable the Americans
and their Nationalist Allies to defeat Comnunist-China vhile she was still
relatively weak and vulnerable, Ridgway -thought it was naive, The Army Chief
of Staff did not doubt that the US could conquer China if it was willing to
pay the terrible price required, But, he speculated, where would that leave
US interests:
But I challenge any thesis that destroying the military

might of Red China would te in our own leng-range interest,

We could create there, by military means, a great power

vacuum, Then we would have to go in there with hundreds of

thousands of men to fill that vacuum=--which would bring us

face to face with Russia along a seven thousand-mile frontler,

If we failed to go in, then Russia herself would fill it, and __

the threat to our own security would not have abated one 1ota.5*

He also rejected as dangerously provocative a Radford-Twining-Carney

proposal that the US should assist the Natiomalists' in bombing the malnland

in retaliation for the Communist shelling, For a second time, Eisenhower
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bought Ridgway's minority viewpoint, However, Bidguay had made his anti-
‘ Radford brief not only within the executive branch detates, but also tefore

the Armed Services Committee of Congress in September, 1954, This may account
for Eilsenhower's rather petulant account in his memoirs of Ridgway's dissent
on the Quemoy-Matus 1ssués

Though the majority of the JCS concluded that the
offshore islands were not militarily necessary to the
defense of Formosa, all tut one recognized the over-
riding fact that the islands®’ loss would have had
possibly disasterous psychological effects, Therefore
they believed we should defend them, Only General
Ridgway, then Army Chief of Staff, refused to concur;
the U3, he said, should not commit any forces to hold
the island, The Joint Chiefs, he went on, should not
take upon themselves the ncn-military jot of judging
the islands®’ political and psychological value, What
he was setting aside was the effect of their possible
loss on the morale of Chiang's main forces,52

His last dissent and the one which finally convinced Eisenhower that
V(ﬂ\ Ridgway should not te reappointed to the Joint Chiefs, concerned the FY 56
budget, Despite the fact that foreign policy developments in 1954 had
negated many of the assumptions upon which the New Look policy was based,

Eisenhower decided to speed up the phased reduction in the defense budget

and to accelerate the planned cuts in military manpower, In Decemter, 1954,
Eisenhower met with the JCS and advised them that the long~term security

interests of the US required a talanced tudget as well as a strong military

'(:D establishment, For FY 56, military expenditures were to be set at $35.8 billion,

a less than one percent increase over the previous year®s tudget, The Air

Force and Navy budgets would receive a slight increase, but the Army budget
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was to be cut by appraximately $200 million, Moreover, the Army, whose man-
power strength had been reduced by 100,000 the previous year, would lose an
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additional 225,000 men in the planned force levels for FY 56, Ridgway strongly

19 objected to the size of the Army cut (he had been led to believe it would be
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in the neightorhood of a 25,000 man reduction), He told Eisenhower that if
the US hoped to deter a Soviet conventional offensive in Europe, or in the
event of war support the five US divisions stationed in Germany, a minimum
force of ten divisions should be deployed in the US, réady and equipped to
move on a ioment's notice, In any major future war, conventional or nuclear,
he stated.“%he éﬁlj forces that would be decisive would be those in being at
the outbreak of comhat. There simply would not ie time for the US to rely
upon its reserves and mobilization plans to make up initial shortfalls, That
being the case, the presently deployed Army strength in the US was inadequate
and should be built up or, at the very least stabilized, not reduced, by
another 225,000 as the administration proposed. |
Eisenhower quickly rejected Ridgway's plea telling hia that if the
Soviets attacked in Europe, -the US would immediately respond with a SAC nuclear
attack on the USSR, Moreover, he went on, Ridgway's suggestion that the US
.keep 10 divisions fully manned and deployed on Americ#n soil wopld constitute
a temptation to become embroile@ in future Korean-style conflicts and it
would turn the US in£o an armed camp.53
During the congressional hearings held on the administration®s defense

budget in the spring of 1955, the Democrats who now controlled Congress were
attentive to possible weaknesses in the New Look policy, Some of the more
skeptical members who feared that Eisenhower was cutting the conventional

forces beyond a level that was prudent in light of the Soviet buildup of
ground forces in Europe during 1954-1955, suspected thit the driving force

behind the new military budget was not the desire to streamline military

forces and improve their effectiveness, but rather Treasury Secretary Humphrey's

‘desire for a balanced budget., Therefore, when Ridgway voiced his reservations
about the depth of the cuts and the haraful effect he thought they would have on

national security, he received a sympathetic hearing in Congress,
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In April, Ridgway appeared before the Senate Appropriations Comaittee,
Subcommittee on DOD Appropriations, Under Secretary of the Army Fincune had
defended the planned strength cut in the Army that would reduce it froa
1,270,000 to 1,027,000 men by June, 1956, Such a force level, he said,
would be quite adequate for any brush fire war, it satisfied budgetary
requirements, and it reflected the force strength levels endorsed bty the JCS
and the National Security Council (NSC). Senator Smith, Me, (R), wanted to know
%ho in the Department of the Army supported the cuts., Fincune replied that
he did not recali them by name, but he supposed that it was only natural
for any military man to be opposed to cuts in his own organization, Senator
Symington, Mo. (D), noted that the Army's budget had been reduced from $12.8
tillion in FY 54 to a proposed $7,1 billion in FY 56, 1In view of the Soviet
buildup to nuclear parity (an assunption which was wldely believed in 1955,
‘tut wholly inaccurate), he thought the cuts in the Army budget went toc far,

After presenting his prepared statement in which he detailed the Army's

programs and structure for the coming years, Ridgway opened his testimony by
assuring the Senators that, "In spite of this reduction in strength, the
Army continues to take every possible measure to maintain the maximunm éonbat
potential with the forces available,*™ Senator Chavez, N.M, (D), tried to 3
draw Ridgway out, He asked him if the Army should have more forces, At first
Ridgway demurred and told Chavez that inasmuch as the budget had received a
careful, thorough analysis within the executive branch and because the
President and his civilian advisors had made their decisions on what the force
structure ought to be, it would be inappropriate for him to “"reiterate views ;
upich I did present at the tlué this decision was in the maklng.“55
Chavez btacked off and Ridgway went on to expound his thesis that in

-future wars advanced weapons technology would require more, not less men in
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ground combat operations, This gave Chavez a convenient opening and he
steered Ridgway cack to the sﬁbjoct of the administration's manpower cuts:

eeoWe would like to know from you as a military man
vhether or not in view of the fact that future wars will
require more men, not less men, that the recommended
reduction is sound,5

Ridgway now revealed his criticism of the administration®s budget and the
position he had taken on the cuts in December, There was a real danger that
the Democrats would use his “dissent" in their attack on Eisenhower®s budget
when it reached the floor of the Senate, Yet Ridgway did have a constitutional
and professional obligation to give Congress his straight-forward opinion
on military matters no ratter how potentially emtarrassing it was to the
administration's partisan 1ntérest.
When the decision was in the ﬁ#king. vhen it was

perfectly proper and in fact a duty to express my

views, I strongly recommended a very substantially

higher figure than that included in the present budget,

sir,57 :

Senator Thye, Minn, (R), a staunch supporter.of President Eisenhower,
came to the administration's defense, He advised Ridgway that toth the JCS
and the NSC had, as Mr, Fincune pointed out, approved the force levels, But,
he went on, if he was incorrect in that supposition, then certainly Ridgway
should so inform him, Moreover, if Ridgway, the Army Chief of Staff, the
man "that is responsible for our strength in foot soldiers® felt that the
nunbers advocated by the administration for the Army were inadequate for the
dangers faced, that he had a responsitility to say so.58 Ridgway replied to
Senator Thye's charge and invitation: . ;

I feel impelled to make two comments, Twice, I
think you have said that this represented the wisdom

of several agenclies, including the Joint Chiefs of |
Staff, These flgures were not approved ty the JCS, |
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And the other otservation I will make is that
at the time when this decision was in the making
I expressed my opinion that a substantially higher
figure should te the one approved,

Sen, Thye: Then am I to understand that the JCS
did not concur in this manpower strength?

Gén, Ridgway:s These. figures were not recommended by
the JCS, sir, . ;

Sen, Thye: ..,But did they concur? When the final
decision came to a focal point, did they concur?

Gen, Ridgway: When a decision is announced by civil
authority, sir, authority superior to the JCS, that
question never arises, It is accepted with wholehearted.
loyalty, and we do our utmost to carry it out.59

After establishing who in the administration had originally supported the
force cuts, Thye told Ridgway that it appeared to hin_that although the
military accepted the President’s cuts, they evidently were uneasy and
perhaps uncertain about the reductions, Again Ridgway explained the basis
of his dissent: : ]

ceoMy recoumendationé. submitted when this was in the

debate stage, were of course, made from the military point

of view, They were made from the standpoint of conscientious

reasoned judgment at that time, and I hope and pray God that

they will all be so, as I assure you that they will,

I will never mﬁke a recommendaticn from any other basis,

I recognize fully that the civil authorities of our

government who make the final decisions have many factors

tesides the military to equate, to coordimate, and to

evaluate, and it was thelr judgment which produced the figures
you have tefore you,60

Senator Stennis asked Ridgway exactly.what figure he had recommended and was
told 1,3 million men, He then asked Ridgway if the international conditions
had deteriorated in the four months that had lapsed since Ridgway recommended
an Army force level of 1,3 million, Ridgway agreed ,that they had deteriorated
and that he had no professional reason to alter his December estimate of the

Arly;s naeds.61




Eisenhower wanted “team players," mllitary advisors who factored into
their recommendations the economic and political perspectives which governed
adllz;istration policy. Such men, he believed, were free of the petty “parochial
biases® that lessened the value of a military chief and justifiably neutralized
the influence of the JCS.as a corporate btody. In his two years as Chief of
Staff, Ridgway had earned the unenviable reputation as the "principal split
paper man" on the JCS, i.e., the service chief who most frequently challenged
the administration's policy proposals, While Ridgway's dissents were
statistically few in number, they were politically and professionally
significant, He voiced his reservations with considerable restraint and
always justified them on well-researched professional grounds,

He may have over-estimated the risks the countfy ran by cutting the
Army down to a million men and relying primarily on the SAC for its defense,
But his misgivings about the efficacy of "massive retaliation" to deter
conventional threats to US interests proved prophetic, As the Soviets,
jncreased their nuclear military strength, and as a rough nuclear “balance of
terror” led to a military stalemate between the two superpowers, the US
discovered that its atrophied conventional forces constituted a serious
handicap to America'’s international flexibility, .It' today, in the hindsight
of the Vietnam War, arguments on behalf of conventionzl forces and "flexible
response” appear to be invitations to disaster, one should consider the
beneficial limiting role played by conventional forces in the Korean ¥War, the .
Arab-Israeli Wars, the 1961 Berlin Crisis, the 19_62 Missile Crisis, and the
1970 Jordanian Crisis, That conventional forces and a strategy of “flexible
response” can te misused ar;d misapplied does not invalidate their inherent
worth, In the exhaustion of the post-Korean War period, when many were loéking

for easy panaceas to the complex problems of national security, and when many
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senior govermment officials glossed over the tenuous assumptions that lay
i’ behind their policies with catchy but vacuous slogans--"the great equation,”

“massive retaliation,” a "bigger bang for the‘buck”--R}dguay retained his

professional skepticism and thus constituted an important btalancing force in

the couricils of government, especially in the JCS,

®

General Ridgway tried to maintain the legitimate professional autonomy

of the military sector in government, For this reason, he opposed the
radical concept of political-military convergence advocated by Radford and
Eisenhower, As he would not use his military office, personal prestige, or
profsssional views to support the partisan interests of the President's
political foes, neither would he tailor his governmental role or professional
opinions to conform to the partisan interests of the White House, Once the
executive had made a final ﬁolicy decigion, Ridgway scrupulously carried it
('\_ ~out without question or complaint, But his sense of professional integrity

compelled him to refuse to appear before the public as the author of policies

which he had opposed in the councils of government or in which he had little
professional confidence, He telleved that if the civilian leaders ever
succeeded in their attempts to force a senior officer to make his reasoned

(’\ military judgment conform to a political “party line," they would destory

the integrity and the value of thét officer's professional opinions, In the
22 - long run, such.military advisors would inevitably and unavoidably mislead
: their civilian superioré.

Ridgway's routinized-charismatic leadership style was compatible with
the moderate Whig model of administration he essayed, As a famous battlefied.

commander of World War II and Korea, Ridgway had developed considerable personal

‘prestige, However, he carefully constrained this heroic image by accepting the
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fighter spirit and sought to keep it alive for organizational ends, rather

; -

pragmatic, routinized, limiting conditions of nis profession, His authority .

62 Although he was

was derived from both a personal and organizational hase,
innovative and displayed a stiongly independent mind in the councils of
govermment, his dissents were not designed to advance his personal interests,
The vealistic, pragmatic approach that he took to his duties was enhanced by

a simplicity and straighfowardness of personal manner that had an uncommonly
dramatic effect upon his subordinates, To a significant extent, his leadership

siyle combined the diverese characteristics of the "military manager" and the

“heroic warrior” leader, As Janowitz has noted; “Ridgway epitomized the

than for personal honor," 63

Within the military-profession, Ridgwdy was greatly admired. His interest

and concern for the individual soldier was obvious and unpretentious, As

Commander of the 8th Army and later as Chief of Staff, his sincere personal

interest in the soldiers® fears, difficulties and problems were easily and
widely communicated, In toth instances Ridgway's courageous and concerned,
leadership lifted a depressed and troutled military organization out of its
despair and left it with the beginnings of a confident sense of morale, One
Korean War correspondent who observed Ridgway's efforts to resurrect the
fighting spirit and the morale of the 8th Army following its retreat from
North Korea in the winter of 1951 described him as,

essd ¥arm, direct, plausitle person with human emotions

as well as a soldler’s view, There is no purple in his

talk, The plight of the Korean refugees has visibly

affected him as have the conditions under which the GIs

fight, and just as he is no shadown to the men he leads,

so he gives you the feeling that each one 85 his amen-=-
officers and GIs--are supremely important,

Because of his acute recognition of the human costs of war, Ridgway
resisted those policies that he telieved either overestimated the capabilities
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of military force to effect a cheap, easy solution to complex international
problems, or underestimated fhe underlying, 1on5-run.nllitary expenses involved
in ground combat operations, If the éivilian leaders were going to alter .
the composition of the country's military forces, or if they planned to commit
US forces to war, they should at the very least, Ridgway telieved, bte fully
aware of the prokable risks and the eventual military costs involved in their
actions, It was the professional responsibility of the military chief to
analyze and prlaln these military risks and costs as he saw them, no matter
how impolitic his information might te,

Prior to his retirement in June, 1955, Ridgway wrote a long, detailed
letter to Secretary Wilson in which he set forth his concept of the role of
the military advisor in goverament, defended his obligation to maintain the
military®s professional autonomy, reiterated his reservations about the
administration's military policies, and stated what he thought the Army's
needs in manpower and equipment were. It was the summation of his professional
dissent from the administration'’s policies, Before sending the letter to
W¥ilson, he had it reviewed by the Army Staff to insure that it contained no
classified information, Secretary ¥ilson returned the letter without comment
and ordered that it te classifed “top secret." Fifteen days after Ridgway's
retirement a junior officer on the Army General Staff “leaked" a copy of the
letter to the New York Times.65

It was a harsh critique of the government's defense policy coming from an
officer whose reputation for integrity and non-partisanship was widely known
in Washington, Eisenhower and Wilson were visitly angered, Shortly thereafter,
the President publicly castigated Ridgway as a narrow-minded offiéer who. had

an exceedingly parochial view of the nation's military requirements, Wilson
released his copy of the letter to the press and advised them that it was
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“not very important." The publication of the letter boosted the morale of

many military officers who were dismayed by Eisenhower’s apparent indifference
to the plight of the Aray, It also gave the Democrats some political amsunition
in their lethargic opposition to the New Look policy,

Many were sorry to see Ridgway depart, Hanson Baldwin considered him to
have been the best Army Chief of Staff since Marshall and, while he acknowledged
the youth, attractiveness, brilliance and ability ‘of his successor, General
Maxwell Taylor, Baldwin thought that Taylor would, “find it hard to fill--in
the morale sphere--General Ridgway's shoes."6_6 As events a§u1d indica.te.'

Baldwin was quite right.
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- after a four year tour as Army Chief of Staff. Blasnhessr s e

SHAPTER &
GREML MAXVELL TALLON

Ridgway and Admiral Carney were not rsappolsted Se S S0 s e
had, against Eisenhower‘s wishes, publicly criticissd e s & o
defensed budget which reduced the streagth of the sssrfass fasmes e s
primary reliance for military security on stasteghe air pessr. B o
was reinforcing a “code of required comformity™, & Sale e Sl
could violate only at the risk of their careesrs,

Why Eisenhower chose Taylor, who was knoss 10 e SEmgelses 0 o S
views, to be his next Army Chief of Staff is ALITiowil % ieamiaw
relatively young officer at 54, Taylor was wery asblitiess sml. e s
circumstances, he could have expected to serve sasther sbs swmss i e
the statutory retirement age for general officers. Slfhmwss Shw S
the authority to extend a handful of senlor off loess epesd e

ConSequently. Taylor had an excellent chance to becons iswes o e

that Taylor®s ambition could be used to check any temlesss & e e

criticize administration policy, If this was Elseshessr’s ssssssiss. =
partially correct, As one critic has noted, Tayles, “was simss & e
survivor; he had a capacity to meet a crisis head-es amd survios e o
was nominated, Wilson and Eisenhower queried Tayler sesmsdiog v
willingness to sutordinate himself to clivilian ssperiors. & S0 s
Taylor professes some surprise at this gquestioninmg, "t In L & e
happening between the adainistration and Ridgsay, it lo SRViem: Uhet 8 e

and Eisenhower were giving Taylor a not~too-sulfle meusmas S he
rules that he was expected to otserve as Army Ghlef of 't
A cardinal rule was to keep his opinions %o Blssell s s W S
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the President®s defense policy., Throughout his four-year tour as Army Chief

of Staff (1955-1959), Taylor sporadically fought a losing battly within
executive councils to prevent a further attrition of the Army’s manpower and
conventional strength, At times, no doubt, the relations tetween the President,
who was bored and irritated by the continued complaints that he was weakening
the Army, and Taylor, who was the author of many of these complaints, was
strained and towards the end it was clearly cool, But if Taylor was a dis-
appointment to Eisenhower, he was never the threat to the President's political
interests that Eisenhower evidently telieved Ridgway was,

A serlous problem that confronted the new Army Chief of Staff in his
first year was the so-called "Colonel's Revolt," Little has been written
about this internal bureaucratic struggle within the Army General Staff, yet
it may have had very important long-range effects upon the professional
attitudes of the senlior oificers who led the Army during the Vietnam Era.z As
noted above, Ridgway had set up an informal “think-tank" of young colonels on
the General Staff to evaluate the future needs of the Army, By the ti;e he left
the governnent, it had evolved into a more formal organization known as the
Coordinating Group, In 1955, in addition to analyzing future Army protlems,
this staff element evaluated the future needs and missions of the Navy and
Air Force, Ostensibly, the expanded functions of the Coordiﬁatiug Group were
necessitated by the requirement, in an era of cémplex interdependent military
roles, to “coordinate" the Army's future plans and oprerations with theose of its
sister services, Additionally, the evaluation of Kavy and Air Force plans

would give the Army an inc! . into the errors, weaknesses and gaps in these

- proposals, This was valuat.. information which the Army could use to safeguard

its mission interests and discredit the more vulneratle Navy and Air Force
proposals--especially those that threatened to expropriate traditional Aray

functions such as anti-aircraft defense,
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The colonels of the Coordinating Groun were convinced that the Eisenhower
administration's policy of "massive retaliation® ignored the high probability
that, given the inevitable "nuclear balance of terror,“ the Communists would
find it conveﬁient to nibble avay at US national interests through limited
or “brush fire" wars, Eisenhower's continuing program to reduce the military's
conventional capabilities and his suggestion that further reductions in the
Arny's budget and manpower would be required in FY 56 and FY 57, alarmed many
of the colonels, It appeared that the Army was losing an important part of
its mission to a service, the Air Force, which would not te able to effectively
counter the Communists in a linited war situation,. Moreover, the.ongoing
reductions in the Army's btudget were having such a debilitating effect on the
Aray's morale and operational capabilities that it was doubtful whether the
Army would be able to perform effectively if it was committed to combat, Many
of these officers had served in Korea and, like Ridgway, they vividly resallzd
the hapless condition of the Army units that were chewed uﬁ by North Koreans
armed with obsolete Soviet weapons in the first few months of the war,

In the summer of 1955, the colonels began to put position papers together
outliring their apprehensions, their case for a change in military strategy,
and the need to reorient the nation's military in such a way that conventional
capabilities were given a highter priority and more of the budgetary resources
that were being lavished on. nuclear strategic forces, These astute, polemical
papers were circulated throughout the Army Staff, Younger staff officers
(majors, lieutenant colonels and colonels) generally agreed with the thesis of
the Coordinating Group and felt that their arguments should be made to the
P?ocldnnt, Congress and the putlic, On the other hand, the senior officers,
‘although they agreed with the thrust of the colonels' complaints, were reluctant
to support a full-scale challengo}delnistration defense policles, Few of the

generals were ready to follow Ridgway into retirement over a policy dispute
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with President Eisenhower, oo e e e e ecy S

M ; However, one general, one of the Army's trightest stars and Ridgway's

as favorite protege, the Arny Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans, Lieutenant General
James Gavin. “listened to them, encouraged them, and served in an unofficial
way as their advisor, using them as his own sounding board.“3 Gavin, Taylor, and

.. ..-~ Ridgway formed a complex and interesting elite military triumvirate, During
¥orld War II their daring, innovative leadership of the Army's new airborne

b _ uits had made them famous tattle heroes and earned them considerable renown

‘ within the military, They became the core of the post-war “Airborne clique®

that figured prominently in the Army's senior leadership circles, '

All three were West Poiniers (Ridgway=--class of 1917, Taylor--class of
1922, and Gavin--class of 1927), In the 1950s, while serving at the highest
levels of the Army, they‘opposed many of Eisenhower's military policies on the
grounds that they violated professional military ctandards, weakened natvionai
security, and unwisely downgraded the Army's conventional caratilities,
Eventually, each retired in frustration and anger at the President's continued
refusal to change his defense policies, Following their return to private life,
each general published a book in which he bitterly criticized the Eisenhower
(”\ administration for its obsession uith the delusionary military strategy of

“massive retaliation" and its corollary--small Aray tudgets, Their ceiebrated
“dissents" received a favoratle hearing from ambitious Democratic congressmen,
{i : like Lyndon Johnson and John Kennedy, who were syapathetic to the Army's
| plight, highly critical of Eisenhower's military policies, and looking for a

viable campaign issue to use against the Republicans (when Kennedy and then

G

jé Johnson took control of the executive in the 1960s, Whey based a great deal of | 9
their administrations' military policies upon the Ridgway-Gavin-Taylor critiques : :
(~ that they had used with such good effect in the Senate to attack Elsenchower's
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military policies and promote their own political interests in the late fifties,)

Taylor and Gavin were often viewed as the linear descendants of Ridgway.

D

However, Gavin was considerably closer to Ridgway than Taylor was (in his
autobliography Ridgway mentions Taylor with respect; he is effusive about
Gavin's abilities), Between Taylor and Gavin there was a long~-standing

professional and intensely personal rivalry, During Taylor's second tour as

Chief of Staff (1957-1959), his relationship with Cavin became increasingly
strained, Years later during the Vietnam War, Taylor and Gavin were on

! opposite sides of a bitter debtate over the conduct of the war, Ridgway publicly
endorsed Gavin's "dovish" position in 1966 and criticized those “hauks‘ in the
Johnson administration, who, in pressing for an increase in the boibing campaign

against North Vietnam (NVN), ignored the mgral factor.in military planning and

pursued the panacea of achieving a 100% air interdiction of the enemy's logistical

network--a military will o' the wisp that the Korean War had thorougnly de-

& " | 11

bunked, . [

In 1968 when he was called to the White House as a memter of a prestigious
group of elder statesmen who were invited to advise President Johnson on what
he should do in the aftermath of the Tet Offensive, Ridgway, much to Taylor's ?
E ('\ dismay (Taylor, as always, was pushing for increased btombing), sided with those |
who advised Johnson to cut his losses and get out.5 When Kennedy recruited
Gavin and Taylor to his administration in 1961 (Gavin vtrifely served as Amtassador

to France ), he may have been unaware of the antipathy that existed between
the two, According to Halterstam,

] Kennedy also assumed that all good generals liked one
another, and thus that General James Gavin, similarly
a good general, a romantic Airtorne figure who had
written books and also shortened a brilliaht career in
protest over Ike's policies, and who had supported
Kennedy against Nixon--a prime test for a gcod general--
(T" must te a friend of Taylor's, "Jim, Jin," Kennedy had
once yelled to a departing Cavin in the ¥hite House,
“Max is here!, Max is here!", iraginging that the two were

s L R el
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close friengs but drawing from Gavin the coldest look
imaginable, .

‘hylor had been thinking along the same lineQ as the colonels in the
Coordinating Group, Observing Ridgway's struggles at a distance (he was the
US Commander of Far Eastern Forces before he tecame Chief of Staff), Taylor -
had drawn up his own brief for a “flexible response strategy” and a military
policy that would start a crash program to improve America’s deteriorating
conventional military forces, He entitled his paper "A National Military
Policy,” Later it tecame the btasis for his 1960 book, The Uncertain Truapet.
When Taylor met with the colonels and showed them his paper and expressed his
support for their efforts, 1£ appeared that he was prepared to take up their
and Ridgway's struggle, More papers were written a.pd additional policy
meetings were held in the Pentagon to nal;vo.ui the Army's bureaucratic strategy
for the upcoming dehatés on the FY 57 defense budget,

In December , 1955, the Eisenhower administration ordered a conplete
reassessment of national defense policy in order to create a military progras
that would carry the government through FY 60, It seemed an opportune time
for Taylor to present his suggestions for a new Army program to the administra-~
tion, Early in 1956, at the urging of the colonels, Taylor passed his paper
to the other members of the JCS for comment., Their reaction was decidely
ne-ga.tive. Taylor evidently had expected some support frea his peers for what
he felt was an honest and objective program, but the other Chiefs saw it as
& threat to their portion of the budget. About the same time, Ridgway, now
in retirement, began publishing exerpts from his forthcoming memoirs in a
six-part series that appeared in the Satuurday Evening Post, The first article
was entitled “Keep the Military out of Politics."’ This was more fuel for

the Army's in-house campaipgn to change the administration's defense policies,
However, it was politically emtarrassing to the President when Democrats in
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Congress took up the same cause,
At the same time the Air Force and Navy Chiefs began to press Wilson for
more funds for their services, Both Ridgway and Taylor, in testimony before

: the HASC, called for a sizeable increase in the active Army, the modernization

of conventional combat equipment, the acceleration of a program that would
develop guided missiles for tactical use, a radical improvenemnt in the Air
Force's tactical air support oriented towards the Army's needs, and an. .
intensive effort on the part of the Air Force and Navy to enhance the airlift

8 The administration, fearing that

and sealift support they provided the Army,
the reassessment of defense policy might get out of hand, lead to fiscal
overruns in an important election year, and also give the Democrats the
151t1ntive on the issue of natiocnal security in the fall presidential
election, quickly tegan to backpedal,

A special meeting between the JCS and Secretary Wilson was held in March,

the outcome of which was an agreement by the Joint Chlefs, “that no increase

in military personnel was necessary and that no substantial shift in emphasis
anong military programs was desireable.“9 In return for their putlic endorse- :
ment of the administration position, Wilson advised the JCS that it was
inevitable that their budgets would bs increased to some extent, Shortly
thereafter, Taylor's request to puhlish his plan for "A National Military
Policy" as an article in oreign Affa;;g fas turned down after the State and
Defense Departments registered their objections with the President.lo ¥hen
the administration®s tudget was finalized, most of the original Aramy requests
for improvenemnts in its conventional capabilities were turned down, At
this point, “The Army did not join the issue,"l!
However, in April 1956, Senator Symington, Mo. (D). Chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee (SASC), Subcommittee on the Air Force, opened hearings

entitled “A Study of Alrpower," Retired Alr Force Chief of Staff Carl Spaatz
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and the SAC Commanding General Le May denounded the President®’s FY 57 budget
as wholly inadequate to the needs of the Air Force, Le May went far out on a

linb and stated that the austere budget limits imposed by the administration ywere
seriously Mampering SAC operations, While the Air Force warhorses |
dominated the hearing, Taylor did appear at one session to make a further plea
for Congress to enlarge the reduced Army btudget, The hearings turned into
something of a partisan circus, tut they did reveal the deep splits that

existed between the administration and the Joint Chiefs, Admiral Radford and
Secretary Wilson testified against the “parochial® views of the military chiefs
and reiterated the adninistration view that the US could not afford to support
military forces for all contingencies, that strategic air power was paramount,
and that if Congress increased the defense‘budgetlif would te making a
dangerous, foolish sacrifice of economic strength for an unnceded increase in

military forces.12

“hile Congress increased the Air Force btudget, it declined
o\ ) to add anything to the Army's,
Impressed ty the effectiveness of Air Force's tudget campaign and disrayed

at the continued failure of the Army to secure additional funds, the colonels

| of the Coordinating Group went to Taylor during the course of the Symington
(”\. hearings and told him that something drastic should be done to convince Congress
that Eisenhower’s military budget was inadequate for the country'’s long-range

nmational security needs, They proposed a plan which imitated the methods and

techniques of the 1949 "Admiral®s Revolt". Army staff papers, critical of the
President's defence policies and advocating an increased military budget
designed to improve the nation's conventional military capatilities, would

be “leaked" to the press and friendly congressional contacts, Senator Henry

8 . &
1 Jackson would be approached and urged to conduct hearings on the status of the
' F ground forces and the protlem of limited wars, Various members of the Coordinatirn~

o

Group would travel around the country making speeches on behalf of the Aray's
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new program before sympathetic audiences, It would be an extensive,
carefully orchestrated campaign desighed to inform the press, the public
and Congress of the Army's desperate plight and thereby bring political
pressure on the President or Congress to reexamine national military policy
and hqpefully increase the Army budget, ;

Taylor was interested in the plan, had a memo drawn up on it, signed it,

and thus committed himself to a dangerous public dissent from the administration's

defense policies, ; Brigadier General Lyal Metheny, head of the Coordinating
Group, or the secretariat as it was also known, worked closely with Brigadier
General William C, Westmoreland, the Secretary of the Army General Staff (and
a prominent Taylor protege), in setting up the colonels® speaking schedule
and other details of the program, Cne of the colonels in the secretariat,
Colonel William Depuy, was unhappy with the plan for a public dissent because
he thought (quite correctly) that it would bring down the wrath of Eisenhover
and Wilson on the Army Staff,l>

In late April and early May, 1956, the Army's campaign begun, Articles
were written and circulated throughout the Pentagon and Washington, Speakers
from the Army General Staff began to spread the message btefore influential
Army audiences at service schools and Army posts throughout the country, A
critical press contact was Anthony Leviero, the-Penta.gon correspondent of the
New York Times, who had been an important conduit of information for the Navy
admirals in 1949.11’ Donovan Yeuell, an outspoken leader of the “Colonel's
Revolt,” was the trother-in-law of Wallace Carroll, news editor of the New
York Times Washington Bureau, Carroll advised Yeuell that the Times would not
push the colonels® story unless it was sure that thg Army leaks had the backing
of the Army high command, That meant the support of general officers, A

series of meetings were then set up in which a handful of generals from the
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Army Staff assured the representatives of the Times that the program to
inform the public of the Army's needs had the full.hacking of the Army high
command, 15

Shortly thereafter, staff papers detailing the Army's case were passed to
Carroll, From these “"leaked documents"” and interviews with “Pentagon scurces,®
Leviero wrote a series of articles on the inter-service rivalry that was
‘treaking out in the Defense Department over the administration'’s tudget cuts,
The articles, which were given front-page treatment, came out at a time when
the Elsenhower Administration was scrambling todefend itself from the political
charges of defense mismanagement and military weakness that were being raised
dally in the explosive Symington hearings,

“In certain sections of the Army Genexal Staff . Leviero wrote, “there
exists a strong but repressed undercurrent of resentment over the subordination
of ground forces to air power."16 He then went on to detail the Amy's
many grievanpes. On May 19, Leviero teported that the inter-services disputes
reflected not just the usual inter-service bickerings over the. budget, but
rather serious doctrinal problems about fundamental strategic concepts, service
missions, and weaponry, The Symington hearings had surfaced some of these
problens,

but the polite, carefully-hedged public statements [5& the
service chiefs/ are only superficlal manifestations of pro=-
found conflicts,,.The Army is vigorously oprosing primary
reliance on nuclear airpower although this concept is
national policy, It is understoocd that the Army will

insist on a reappraisal tefore the mainautlines of the

New Look Defense program for 58, 59 and 60 are crystallized
this fall, 17

Leviero then quoted in full an Army staff paper entitled, "A Great New
Detate~-Problems of National Security.” After pointhing out numerous weaknesses

in the strategies of the Navy and the Air Force, and the thesis of “Massive

«126~

i a4

e e e O




VRN, BTN

-

Retaliation," the paper concluded with a sharp but accurate criticisa of
the administration's military policies:
What this all means is that the US is grossly un-
prepared to deal with the communist threat, We have
violated the first principle of strategy by failing
to shape our military strength to meet the likely
dangers, :
Unless there is an immediate revision of our
military strategy, it is probable that the inter-
national position of the US may disintegrate to a
point where we shall be forced into either total war
or subjugation, 18 :
Another staff paper which predicted that future wars would.be limited and
local in nature appeared a few days later, In retaliation, the Alr Force
began to release their “staff papers" to Leviero and their side of the story
turned up on the front pages of the New Yark Times..-Ail in all, the public,
to the dismay of the President, was being treated to one of the most
intensive, informative, tut politically explosive,public debates over naticnal
military policy that it had witnessed since the late forties,
The Secretary of Defense, Charles Wilson, was outraged by the public
airing of a policy dispute between the Air Force and the Army that the
administration had teen trying, with limited success, to keep "in-house," On

May 20 he termed the Leviero revelations, "a most unfortunate business® and

promised the reporters that he would personally look into the matter, The

'serviees. he said, "don't have to try their differences in public and in the

press on a proraganda tasis...they don't have to practice psychological war-
fare on each other,,,There’s a bunch of eager teavers down in the Army Staff,
and 1f they stick their necks out again, I*1l chop them off, 19

Congressional views on the Army-Air Force dispgte were divided, Senator

Chavez, Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations, was

angered, The services, he said, "ought to quit teing prima donnas and work
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for our common purpose--the defense of the country,” (which was precisely
what the colonels thought they were doing), Senator Henry Jackson, Washington

e

#
.

(D), criticized Wilson for not settling the inter-services' differences on
an equitable basis and said the administration had imposed unreasonable
ceilings on the military budgets, Senator Francis Case, South Dakota (R),

é however, did not feel that the public airing of service differences was such
: a tad thing for the country, "It doesn't worry me because a certain amount of

such rivalry is healthy, If we don't have pride and competition, the boys

might get a bit sloppy. It helps to keep them on their toes.“zo Senmator
Kefauver, Tenn, (D), argued that the dispute pointed out the need for a proper
E |- btalance beteen the priorities and funds allocated to the three ser%ices.

g Representative Georgg Mahon, Tex, (D), Chairman of the powerful House Military
Appropriations Subcommittee, stated that the conflict, "has been brewing under

the surface and it's now out in the open; it should have been here before: it

g ("_ should be kept here until the issue ié.resolved.”21
On the 22nd of May Secretary Wilson called an unexpected news conference
at the Pentagon, The assembled JCS flanked Wilson, sitting glumly by as he
read an opening statement (a couple of the officers, Taylor among them, were
(" wearing their dress white--they had been attending a White House function
when Wilson preemptorily ordered them to the Pentagon for the press briefing),

The problem was, Wilson began, that,

Army, Navy and Air Force differences over weapons,
money and misslles had taken on an exaggerated inportance
when "eager beaver" service partisans slipred confidential
staff papers to the press,..There will always te some
difference of opinion within and between the services ip
connection with military operations, Honest differences

; and reasonable competition.,,are healthy gnd will result :
g in a stronger defense establishment, : A

{ It is not gocd for the country, however, to have these

! differences, scme of whith are set forth in conference papers,

| k_/ aired on the tasis of service partisanship without giving the
proper responsible officers [i.e.. the Jcsjtha opportunity to
weigh all the factors involved,22 g




~ Wilson then gave each of the military leaders an opportunity to recant the leaks,

They responded appropriately and gave a determined impression of unity, dis-
avowing any intention to slight the contribution of their sister services.
On his turn at this puﬁlic "mea culpa,” Taylor said he wanted to nail down
one vital point, “There is no mutiny or revolt in the Army." He then dis-
£

avowed as representing “the views of the Army" one of the Army documents
published by the Tines which had suggested that the inordinate emphasis on
air power would lead to national disaster, However, a few minutes later, he
reversed himself by saying, "I don't disavow anything that has been published,®
‘Taylor was a meticulous man who always did his homework and was usually.
prepared, But in this instance he was caught off-guard and he fumbled,

Reporter:s General Taylor, since.there seems to be-so much

harmony and only some few ruffles of dissent, can you

explain, sir, why some of your colcnels=--I have good reason

to telieve that they were in that category=--saw t'it last

week to disseminate dccuments which they purparted to we

official documents representing Aramy views which are con-

trary to the accepted views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

¥Wilsons I will take a 1little flip at it first, I think the
eager beavers are gnawing down some of the wrong trees,

Taylors First, I would like to know who the colonels are,

Reporter: z§ﬁo was ready to shield the colonels if their
boss was not/ I aon't know, sir,

Taylors Number two, let me make a very sharp disiincticn
between the views you can get in the halls of the Pentagen,
You can protabtly get 1,000 views, They are not official,

They are not the views of the Army unless I recommend them
and the Secrstary approves them, Hence, I cculd say with only
a cursory glance at the papers I have been reading, that I
disavow they are the views of the Army,

To a later question cencerning the adequacy of the Army's air support,
Taylor replied that he thought it could be lmproved‘ but that he supported

the present budget which disallowed such 1ncreases,23
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A few days before the Wilson press conferences, major changes had

occurred in the Army's staff, The colonels® Coordinating Group was dis-
banded, their files burned, and they were ordered to take a vacation, A number
of in-house “investigations" were conducted to put an end to the leaks and
appease Wilson, Many of the officers were quietly transferred out of the
Pentagon, According to Halberstam, Westmoreland acted as Taylor's agents
"Within the Army command, the colonels were told that Westmoreland, who was
halfway in and halfway out of the catal, had assured Taylor that he would
uke'care of the colonels for him and clean it all out,"?* 0f those involved
in the “Colonels' Revolt," only the names of Taylor, Westmoreland and Depuy
are familiar--they survived and went on to other matters in the Viétnam War,

Taylor's instinct for survival had saved him from Ridgway's and Denfield's
fate, but the cost was high, His initial decision to support the colonel's
ill-advised public relations campaign was poorly thought cut, As Ridgway
had demonstrated in his tour as Army Chief of Staff, a senior officer had
sufficient congressional and executive forums in which to make his professional
case, if in doing so, he was willing to put his career on the line, However,
once having given the colonels the green light, to have repudi;a.ted them under
political pressure as Taylor did was a terrible tlcw to the officer corps® sense
of professional integrity and morale, 25 The message was clear--an officer's
public statements were to reflect his support of administration policies,
The controversy had flared cut in part because of the inordinate, self-
serving desire of the administration for quiescent "teamwork" among the
military services, Gradually, the value of "going along” with the political
party line and repressing troublesome professional doutts would assert itself
in the outlook of most senior officers, As James R;ston noted in a prophetic
column on the centroversy, “teamwork" and "going along" do not necessarily lead
to sound policy decisions,
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esolOre emphasis on explaining the satuse of e
complexities and anxieties now facing tus gesarEme
and less emphasis on “teamwork™ for the sake d"b
‘work" might have produced more m COmLFDwRrs ;. e

at the same time they might also hawe producsd sees
solutions and a f. gmﬂu““
is going on here,

During his three remaining years as Chiaf of Ssaff, Tl s o
careful line trying to talance the Army's needs and 100 ssmmis s
administration demands that the Joint Chiefs refmsis fres sl isine
presidential policies, He kept a relatively low poufile ss & e
quiet diplomacy and careful circumspection, to iaflesses Slssmssss s
JCS towards policies that were more favorable to the Amr™s Lissmn .
the Democrats toock an active interest in military preparsdasss & & e o
issue in 1958, Taylor's half-hearted atteapts to get The sewsmmmess o =
about the problem of limited wars and modernize 1ts cmmwemtloms. e
failed, In 1957, Taylor tried to get more Tunds for The Amr W s e
administration’s hobbty horse, atomic power. Army wnlis sese Semmmsimes .
much fanfare, into Battle Groups and Pentomic Divisiems. The Amss’  wo
decreasing manpower strength would in theory be offset Iy grwster s
and widespread use of tactical nuclear weapoms, But s e feew &
presidential and congressional opposition to an imerwase e e e e
Taylor's plan to usethe new atomic army as talt for sess Tumie o e =
Taylor still chanpioned the cause of “flexible respemss”™ ssu e "
conventional weapons,” the constant settacks he smsowmtorsd 1o e
efforts and a strong disinclination to avold a direst senfsemiet e w0 e
executive over military policy caused hism to temporise amd flsssss e
roiling dissatisfaction as best he could,

¥hile Taylor would testify to the Amy*s sessrwst e
about the efficacy of atomie weapons ang the oont | s
need for conventional weapons, his reserwati.ses wess
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" Although his comments were a velled criticism of Taylor's conduct as Army Chief

increasingly guarded, mute, or oblique, The negative
reaction of Congress and the President protably convinced
him it was a useless exercise to keep pressing for
weapons they weren't going to get,27

Gavin was disturbed by Taylor's apparent acceptance of the status quo,
In December, 1957, in testimony before the Senate Preparedness Subcommittee,
Gavin urged that the Joint Chiefs of Staff be abolished and replaced by a
“competent career staff of top-notch military officers to provide the
Secrutary of Defense better military advice," "Af. present,” he went on, "the 1

Sezretary of Defense is getting inadequate pi:ofessional military advice,”

of Staff (Gavin believed that his rival had “caved-in" to political pressure

D T S —

from the executive and was therefore not pressing the Army's case with
sufficient vigor), he emphasized in subseqﬁent quesi:ibning that he did not
mean to reflect on any present or past military lea.ders.28

Three weeks later, on January 5, 1y55, Gavin abruptly announced his

' retirement, Eisenhower and a number of Gavin®s peers felt that his retirement

was a self-serving ploy to garner a fourth star, GCavin's supporters feared
that his retirement was being forced tecause of his repeated refusal to rein
in his outspoken criticism of administration policies, Dui-ing the initial
reaction to Gavin's decision to retire, Taylor stayed in the background., He
did not want to give any credence to the false rumor then circulating that
he had engineered Gavin's departure,

Gavin was a peculiar maverick with a stubtorn sense of professional
integrity; however, he lacked Taylor's charm, polish, and suaveness, A
driven, intense officer, his passionate convictions often lead him to overstate
his case, While Taylor was no doubt relieved to se® Gavin depart, he realized

full well the adverse effect Cavin's resignation would have on Army morale,
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especially among those officers who felt that Taylor was too much of a
“politician,® There is no evidence whatsoever to indicate that Taylor was
responsible for Gavin's early retirement, although it is protable that Taylor
was a factor in Cavin's decision, Most likely the Ammy Staff was just too
small for their competing egos, Before he left, however, Gavin vented his
spleen and directed some sharp}uoids at his superiors, They reveal the
internal strains and pressures that were troubling the Ammy Staff and creating
morale problems for Taylor,

In announcing his retirement, Gavin reemphasized his concern over
the steady deterioration in the Aimy and the indifference of the administration
to the Army's problem, The frustration he felt over the inatility of the
Army to achieve adequate funding was generated in part by his fear that the
USSR was in'a position to surpass the US in the development of ICBMs (at
the time the Army and the Air Force shared the US guided missile program). A
Soviet superiority in these weapons,Cavin stated, would probably enccurage the
Communists to risk peripheral limited wars,

Senator Lyndon Johnson asked Gavin to reappear as a witness before his
Subcommittee on Military Preparedness, It was an unusual request, and it proved
highly embarrassing to the administration, In the course of questioning,

Gavin told the Subcommittee that he was retiring because he was, "no longer

being considered for promotion and assignment to a more responsible position,”

In the current atmosphere pervading the Pentagon, Gavin claired, it "did not

help a man's career to be 'frank and straightforward®' in testimony to Congress.“29
The next day Secretary of the Army Brucker publicly offered Gavin a

fourth gtar and command of the 7th Army in Gernany.. It was a remarkable and

unprecedented form of political bargaining, Gavin was surprised by the offer

and told the Secretary he would reconsider his decision to retire, However,
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when he appeared before Johnson's committee to testify a second day, he

informed the Senators that his decision to retire was final and that it had
nothing to do with a desire for promotion, Gavin had excellent prospects of
elployaent‘in the civilian community, The assignment offered was very similar
to the one he had requested and been turned down for in the fall, Brucker's
offer may have been a shrewd ploy designed to discredit Gavin and undercut

the political impact of his anti-administration testimony before the Preparedness
Subcommittee, Throughout the weeks his name was in the headlines, Gavin

was under intense psychological pressure and reporters noted that he appeared

to be emotionally exhausted,

During the hearings, Gavin said that he had been severely takén to task
by his superiors (whom he left unidentified) for his testimony before Congress
which bluntly criticized the administration's failure to arrest the
deteriorating condition of the Army.

I didn't want to go through another session of Congress
if I couldn't testify freely...l would not go through
another session and bte silent listening to inraccurate
testimony...I was taugnt as a cadet that a soldier®'s duty
is to seek out danger,..I did that in the war, and I was
determined I was going to do it in Washington,30

Following his retirement, Gavin wrote a harsh critique of Esienhower's
military policies in a book entitled War_and Peace in the Srace Age., It was a
sweeping indictment of President Eisenhower's technological shortsightedness
and obsession with fiscal "restraint," He stated that in future limited
wars, mobility would bte the key to success and therefore the Army should begin
an intensive developnent of the helicopter for a new "sky cavalry" concept,
Many of the technological and tactical ideas delineated in the book were
realized in the Vietnan war.31 : .

Cavin'’s bitter exit eliminated one of the most significant links to the

Ridgway years, In the last year of his tour, Taylor, looking forward to
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retirement and realizing that he would not, after all, become Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, went public with his dissent, He received considerable
encouragement and political support from Senators Johnson and Kennedy and
other Democratic congressmen who were fastening on to “flexible response,"

the “missile gap,” and "military preparedness” as issues for the upcoming 1960
presidential race, Taylor®'s outspokenness in 1958-1959 rose with the tide

of congressional criticism that the Democrats orchestrated against Eisenhower's
military policies, In March, 1959, testifying on the FY 60 Aramy budget before
Johnson's Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee, Taylor said flatly that

the Army was unprepared to confront the Communists in a conventional war, 32
That same month the three service chiefs sent a critical memo to Senator
Johnson in which they detailed their objections to the administration’s FY 60

defense budget. As the powerful Senate Ma jority Leader, Johnson's patronage

of the Joint Chiefs encouraged an unusual outspokenness on their part, Ivenically,

the informal Johnson-JCS alliance against the President's FY 60 budget soon
fell apart, In their testimony tefore Johnson's comnitiee, the nilita;y chiefs
spent more time criticizing each other's strategic programs than they did
objecting to the fiscal limits imposed ty Eisenhower, The focus of Johnson's
pPreparedness campaign was dissirated. Other congressmen began to voice their
concern over the lack of unanimity among the JCs,33 Congressman Mahon's

complaint was typicals

Upon whom can we rely? There is no cne to whom
the Congress can turn with complete assurance that

we can get the rignht story,

In vain Taylor sought to convince the critical legislators that unanimity
amongst the JCS was not an inherent good:

I think it is a mistake to judge effectiveness by
unanimity of opinion.,.I think these fundonmental
questions [of military policy and strategz7'must te

=135~

i ¥iod i ¢ st it e e St Y AP ladilincs




P
N

v

brought out, the pros and cons, and a vigorous
analysis made so any broad-minded and intelligent
man at the level of Secretary of Defense can see where
the right course of action lies,

In other words, many times it is not unanimity

of opinion but rather a clear, accurate definition
of the issue which is the greatest contritution these

chiefs can make,35

It wvas an interesting,connent in part because it contradicted Taylor's long-
standing argument for a single military chief for all the services who would
be able to btring a harmony and unity to the Joint Chiefs® conflicting views,
Whether Taylor realized it or not, it was a short step from JCS unanimity to
a single “military party line" that would certainly weaken inter-service
competition, stiffle indpendent professional judgments, and encourage a
bureaucracy of military yes-men,

By the time Taylor was finally elevated to Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff in October, 1962, the JCS were well on their way to being transformed

‘into presidential agents, While Kennedy as a congressman had praised military

dissenters, as President he was quick to demand that the Chiefs sutordinate

their professional opinions to administration guidelines.36 Kennedy was

determined that the military chiefs should not use the press or congressional

forums as a sounding toard for military opinions or recommendations that
conflicted with administration policies or provided his partisan foes with
political issues, Kennedy solved one potential motivation to military

dissent by greatly enlarging the defense budget pie and insuring that the

three services received relatively equal shares, In a period of econonmic
plenty, the Joint Chiefs found it relatively easy to harmonize their differences
with each other and the executive, A second factor that lowered the volume

qnd level of the military chief's dissents and their influence was the

“McNamara Revolution" in which computers, systems analysis, and a brilliant,
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aggressive, and arrogant Secretary of Defense steam-rolled old-fashioned

military Judsnent.37 McNamara®s managerial and political innovations in the
Department of Defense helped eliminate unnecessary waste, costly duplicationa’
professional skepticism, and political wisdom, Professional military
intuition gave way before the certainties of calculated rationalism, After
a shaky start, the "McNamara Revolution" worked brilliantly, achieving one
smooth success after another until it all came apart under the pressureé of
Vietnam--a problem it had not predicted and could not quantify,

Finally, with the exception of Curtis LeMay, the officers promoted to
the senior officer levels represented a new breed of military professionrals,
They had reached the top by following a standard, prescrited career pattern,
Unable to claim that special distinction and persong}_authority which is
the hallmark of a great battlefield commander, they almost had to be
“organization men" who dutifully reflected the dominant values and character-
1stigs of the military establishment they were running, It was an increasingly
unified and centralized system that stressed technical, administrative
competence and devotion to the will of the President and his chief civilian
advisor, the Secretary of Defense, The concepts that Ridgway and his
generatlon of officers had stressed--professional responsibility, the public
interest, and a sense of duty to one's subordinates as well as one's superiors--
were still present but no longer paramount.38 Senlor military officers who
were traditionmally susceptible to the mystique of the “Comrander-in=-Chief"
became incrcasingly dominated by it., Where once they had teen rrofessional
experts jealously guarding their political independence and professional
autonony, they now were forced to become (by circumstances and systemic changes

in their own nmilitary institutions) political agents and advocates of

preeidential policies,
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The senior military leaders and, ironically, the civilian superiors
who advocated changes in the military advisor's role, were both victims of a
subtle form of politicalization, Thesa.nodificctions.. which led to greater
convergence b;tween the executive®’s external controls and the military's
professional standards, were expected to enhance civilian control and improve
the defense policy process, wnné they facilitated inqrea.sed presidential

control of the military at the expense of congressional access to independent

professional military views and inter-service policy debates, they also saddled

tﬁe President with military policies that were tailored to his prejudices tut
which ignored political and professional military realities,

There were a handful of senior officers (Ridgway, Gavin, Shoup, Taylor,
Burke) whom Kennedy admired for their personal qualities or because they
impressed hinm as unusually imaginative representatives of their profession,

But by and large, he thought the "brass" were a ratheyr dnll, nerreu-zindca

group who would give him many political headaches if they were not carefully
guided, After the Bay of Pigs, his skepticism turned into a thinly veiled
distrust, 39 At the time, the Chairman of the JCS was General Leamnitzer, a

careful, earnest, but essentially bland staff officer. He had replaced Taylor

- as Army Chief of Staff in 1959, He got on relatively well with Eisenhower,

authored no btooks nor ventured any public dissent against administration
policies, In one year he made it to Chairman, The Kennedy team was totally
unimpessed with Lennitzer's cautious, passive manner., In the aftermath of
the Bay of Pigs he and the rest of the JCS were treated in a rather shabby
fashion, 3imply put, the administration used them as convenient scapegoats.“o
The military chiefs retaliated with their own leaks and were criticized in the

‘Senate by Symington as "sneaks in uniform," Senator Gore, Tenn, (D), called

for the JCS's replacement by "new, wiser and abler men, wtl
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Kennedy was also irritated by the advice of the JCS during the April,
&S 1961 detate over a possible US military intervention in Laos., Some of the
President's civilian advisors thought Laos would be a splendid place to

demonstrate the new administration®s toughness in the face of Communist
aggression, There was talk of a “surgical strike" (against what no one said),
an airborne landing, or bombing, Decker, Army Chief of Staff, and Lemnitzer,

with their memories of Korea still fresh, advised caution, or if the US did

go in, to go in with everything all at once--tactical nuclear weapons, a 250,000

invasion force, and strategic nuclear btombing if the Chinese came in, When

RS p——

asked about tiie feasitility of a smaller airborne landing, Lemnitzer said,

“WYe can get them in there, all right, it's getting them out that worries me, uk2

ie g oo

The price the Chiefs suggested was too high*and Kenredy's politjcal instincts

lead hin to telieve that a Laos intervention was untenable,

g ' Kennedy decided that he could no longer trust the JCS's professiona)

Judgnent or their political loyalty to his admini stration(the only exception
. was the Marine Corps Commandant, General David Shoup, who d.id retain the
President®s confidence), McNamara's political authority over the JCS was
increased and their role as presidential adviscrs was informally downgraded:
( “The President®’s relations with other professional military men @—utside of
Taylor and Gavl_r_17 remained at best cool, distant and wary, For practical

purposes, Kennedy received military advice only as it filtered to him through

the civilian Secretary of Defense."“3 It was decided that the four carry-over
Chiefs (Lemnitzer, Decker, ¥hite and Burke) would have to be replaced as scon ‘ l
as it was politically feasible., In the interim, Maxwell Taylor was recalled [ 4
from retirement and installed in the White House as,the President’s special

n.ilitary advisor, Until Kennedy finally eased Lemnitzer out and replaced him

o’ as Chairman with Taylor, Taylor acted as a de facto single Defense Chief.
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 One way the JCS could be made more compatible with the President®s thinking,
his White House aides told Kennedy, was to persuade the Joint Chiefs to
“broaden" their perspective, At Taylor's suggestion, Kennedy met with the
Chiefs in May, 1961 and informed them that they were not simply military
specialists, that they were or should aspire to be "soldier-statesmen" whose
advice must reflect much more than a narrow military perspective, Henceforth
Kennedy said, he expected the Chiefs to structure their military advice in
such a way that it incorporated a judicious evaluation of broadgauged economic
and political factors, Kennedy was advising the Chiefs that they could no
longer fall back upon Ridgway's concept of military prefessionalism as an
excuse for giving military advice and opinions that were not in line with
administration thinking. e
The Kenncdy defense group rejected both the Eisenhower

view of permitting the military to set down its reguirements

within stated budgetary linits and Ridgway'’s conception

of military proressionalism that demanded exemption from

the task of having to conuider economic and political factors

in deciding military policy,4+

The btroad conceptualization of the JCS's advisory role that Kennedy

demanded had profound political implications, As the JCS came to accept this
presidential directive, their professional autonomy declined, Those who
resisted this principle of extreme civil-military convergence were accused of

adyocating‘the discredited MacArthur doctrine that purely military considera-

tions should determine national security policy, Although this charge mis-

represented MacArthur'’s true vieas,“5 it was a clever strawman that effectively
distorted the traditional position of those military officers who continued

to believe that, although the military man should be fully cognizant of the
pclitical and economic factors offiecting national security, it was beyond

his cumpetence to evaluate them; that this was the special administrative
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" political support of the congressional "Air Force Lobty" and Kennedy found it

responsibility of his civilian superiors; and that if the senior military

chief modified his professional opinions in the light of non-military factors,
the objective military risks and costs involved in a proposed defense policy

would be t‘nascu'red.l’6

A political treadth of view, they feared, would replace
& professional depth of knoule.dge. If the Joint Chiefs took the “broad view"
they would be far less likely to dissent from administration policy on
objective professional grounds,

‘ When Admiral Burke and Air Fort;e Chief of Staff White retired in 1961,
they were replaced by Admiral Anderson and General LeMay. Both were outspoken,
independent officers who fiercely rejected Kennedy's concept of ihe JCS role
in government, As witnesses before congressional committees, they did not
hesitate to oppose administration policy, Unfortunately, toth officers were :
zealous cold-war ideologues, particularly LeMay, and their “dissents” were

often marred by partisan ﬁrejudices. LedMay continued to enjoy the strong E

easjer to handle LeMay by simply impounding Air Force funds appropriated by

Congress which he considered excessive, rather than by silencing or replacing

G al ARG ST

the irrascible Air Force hero.“7

Anderson, however, did not have LeMay's political contacts or his
prestige, He opposed McNamara's tight centralization of the Defense Department,
and he titterly resented the increasing tendency of civilian Defense officials

to intervene in the details of military operations, The Adairal also con-

plained that the administration ignored the professional cpinions and down-
graded the professionmal expertise of their military leaders, Although he
constantly sought congressional support for his dissents, Anderson felt that
Congress was tecoming “the forgotven partner in civi.;ian control" and that

therefore, military chiefs who publicly opposed administration policies would
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be subject to increasingly severe political reprisals by the execut:l.ve."8
He was quite right, After a stormy two-year tour, Anderson was abruptly
dropped from the JCS in 1963, He was sent off to Portugal as Ambassador
in the hope that his continued association with the administration would
muffle his criticisms, However, he continued to make speeches in which
he varned that the overcentralization of authority ir the OSD and the
pernicious tendency of the executive “to discredit the voices of military
dissent" threatened the constitutional system of chacks and halances.u9
With the appointment of Wheeler as Army Chief of Staff;and Taylor as
Chairman in October, 1962, Kennedy had two military advisors who fully accepted
his concept of executive civil-military relations, McNamara eontinhed his
centralization program, establishing functipnal and geographic unified
military commands and DOD level intelligence, supply, and audit agencies
which reported directly to the Office of the Secretary of Defense, The
organizational authority of the service chiefs was undercut and circumvented
while the relationship betwesen the military and Congress was weakened,”?
McNarara':> #0221 was to resolve all policy disputes within the councils of
the executiv: tranch before they reached Congress and gave administration
eritics political ammunition to use against th= President's policies, .con-
flicting views between the services were allowed, and in some instances,
encouraged as long as they did not surface in congressional hearings,
Representative Carl Vinson, Georgla (D), Chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee (HASC) was convinced that McNamara's policies were threaten-
ing the independence of the military services and eroding Congress® authority
over the defense estatlishment, In August, 1962.one;of the sutcommittees of
the HASC released a report which criticized the overcentralization of authority

: &n the 0SD, It warned that as more and more defense decisions were taken over
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by the Defense Secretary and his numerous civilian uassistants, and as
Wessiqml military advice was downgraded in the policy process, "lower
echeloas will develop a no-decision or indecisive philosophy. w51

As Chairman of the JCS, Taylor proved to be a valuable ally for McNamara
and the Preaident, He and his protége, General Wheeler, became a major source
of political support for administration policies within the military establish-

ment, Taylor had a considerable influence ovaer the direction of the government's

-Vietnam policy, Accepting without rescrvation the aubious thesis that the

US must, for the sake of its national prestige, "win" a counterinsurgency war
against the Communists in Indochina, he quickly tecame an unrelenting and
optimistic “hawk" on Vietnan, In Nevember, 1961, Kennedy sent Taylor to
South Vietnam (SVN) to make a political-military assessment of the situation,
Taylor evijently assumed that the President had conmitted the US to a policy
designed to prevent--at a low cost *o the US--a Communist takeover of SVN,

He was aware of the President's anger at the “minimal price" tag the JCS had
placed on a previous administration proposal to intervene in Laos--250,000
troopc and tactical nuclear weapons, Taylor was a shrewd administrator who
realized that if ne noped to retain his influence in White House circles, his
recommendations should reflect the President®s disinclintation to intervene
with US military forces on a large scale and his enthusiasm for low profile
counterinsurgency measures that would, hopefully, handle the military prqblem
in SVN at a minimal cost to the US, In contrast, Generals Lemnitzer and
Decker were slow to comprehend Kennedy's impatience with military advice based
upon the "never again club” thesis that the US should avoid any military
intervention with ground forces on the Asian mainland, but if it did inter-
vene, it should do so in a major, overwhelming manner, This had beenv the

thrust of Rldgway's recommendations in 1954 on Indochina and Lemnitzer's in 1961




on laos, Both had opposed as militarily untenable counter-recommendations
(:) for a very limited, piecemeal commitment of US ground forces to the Asian
W atinland, In setting the minimal costs of a limited US intervention at such a
relstively high level, they may have overstated the military risks involved
(although in light of subsequent events in SVN this does not appear to be
the case), but at least they could not be accused of leading their civilian
! superiors down a primrose path, The politically detached and stark military
: - prescriptions of the “never again club” constituted a salutary, cautious

; restraint on ill-considered policies that threatened to overcommit the US to

peripheral conflicts irrelevant to American natiomal security interests,
Taylor®'s 1961 report on Vietnam, however, was designed to stress those

actions which he thought politically compatible with the President's thinking

on the subject--keep the military costs low, the US involvement to a minimum,

~ and prevent a Communist takeover in SVN, He avoided the mistake the JCS had

(F\' made in April when they toldly advised Kennedy to either stay completely out
of Laos or intervene with a large 250,000 man invasion force tacked uﬁ ty
overvhelming air support and tactical nuclear weapons if necessary.52 Taylor
advocated a a convenient gradual, piecemeal approach which avoided confronting

M the President with unpleasant and impolitic alternatives suggested by the

objective political and military realities, i,e.,, in SVN the US was faced with
a rapidly deteriorating political-military situation that could be reversed

only by a substantial military intervention with ground forces on a scale that-

was protatly out of all proportion to the American strategic interests involved,
Thus, Kennedy and Taylor were faced with the difficult dilemma that Eisenhower
and Ridgway had confronted in the 1954 Indochina crisis, The US could avoid
a political defeat only by committing itself to a ma joxr, if 11m1ted.vground war
Ry in Southeast Asia, a war, whose military and political costs were certain to be
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_high--potentially higher than the value of the perighessl ¥ Lammis o
Fortunately Eisenhower had Ridgway's unflismehisg, "ol stis ssmmsmme
of the military price of intervention and the domestic palitiss. i
accept the lesser of the two evils-~the establishment of & Sammos e
North Vietnam, Kennedy however had a mimiscule elestess! phwsmiins o =
—and the ever-confident Max-iell Tayler as his chlef silitesy sisisss
I was not asked to revies the objectives & Wi
but only the means being pursued for thel™ &0 slmmess.
question was how to a losing game am. begis e e
not how to call it offf,5)
Taylor's rcport to the President recommemded & Shary smmmsss o W

American aid effort, It also urged the immediate Slogaten & 0 & e o

troops (and gradually more as needed) to PIOVige &r emer omm . smaeess

the South Vietnamese Army (ARVN) and to serve as & spmesl o Smewion
determination to help the South Vietnamese owercome The ' v i & e
While he noted in peassing the dangers invelwed io seed & plovmmss. &
intervention (a weakening of the US strategic reserws (ur i s & «
peripheral areca, an increased comaitment of Amerioms JUwel v e a0
ally, the initiation of a possibly open-ended military Semmitemess W o
possible increase in tensions in Southeast Asia leadisg o Tumiier o
Taylor carefully played them down and emphasised the Sase Tur & e e
intervention:

The size of the US force introduced need st & st o
provide the military presence recessary %o Podos e
desired effect cn raticnal morale im SUN s Losemss’ s
opinion,,,

As an areca for the operations of US tyeess, W5 0w
an excessively difficult or unplessant plscs W Spemess

The risks of tacking into a major Asias war W W &
SVN are present tut nop impressive. N w0 spisen
yvulnerable to conventjoral DOMEing, & wemlle s s e
be exploited diplcaatically im comvimeinms Wave. w0 o
SVN, Both the DRV /[liorth Vietnas/ and the Gnioess s
face severe logistical difficuliies im tzyise w0 ssdemess
a strong force in the fleld in SeA,. . There 15 o sae o
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fearing a mass onslaught of Communist manpower into SVN

and its neightoring states, particularly if our airpower is

allowed a free hand against logistical targets, Finally,

the starvation conditions in China should discourage

Communist leaders there from becoming militarily venture-

some for some time to come,55 /emphasis added,
Taylor's optimistic, self-confident assessment provides a sharp constrast with
the wary, skeptical attitude that ché.ra.cterized a.- similar report on a proposal
for US military intervention in Indochina made bty Ridgway in 1954, Notwith-
standing the many different contexiua.l variations in the two situations, one
cannot ignore the tragic myopia of Taylor, thé renowned “soldier-statesman,”
or fall to appreciate the sound judgment of Ridgway, who limited himself to
straight forward military evaluations: “When Ridgway in 1954 investigated the
possibility of US troops in Indochina, he maximized the risks and minimized
ths benefits; now Taylor was maximizing the benefits and minimlizing the
risks.56

Aside from the gross errorsin the political evaluations he included in
his report, what is curiously odd, considering his brilliant military
reputation, are the flaws in Taylor's military judgment, The Korean War
vividly revealed the serious limitations of alr power as the decisive weapon
in an infantry war against an elusive Asian peasant amy.57 Certainly air
power was helpful, but it was not a practical substitute for very large
numbers of US ground forces and concentrated artillery fire. In retrospect it
seems incredulous that Taylor, the last commander of the 8th Army in the
Korean War, believed that the Communist forces in Indochina were “extremely
vulneratle" to conventional bomting, Coming from an Air Force general, such
ignorance, while deplorable, might te excusable, In Taylor's case it is not,
Kennedy was alarmed at Taylor's proposal for ®idest intervention with

US comtat troops and quickly burieq that portion of the report while carefully
circulating those recommendations which addressed the social and political
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aspects of the Vietnam problen.58 Taylor's prescr%ptions echoed the revised
(O views of the JCS who had belatedly come to realize that a new military party
: line which stressed counterinsurgency, the piecemeal commitment of US military
advisors to SVN, and carefully orchestrated forms of military escalation,
was now in vogue, The candid, real;stic military assessment of “the never
.. again club” were politically out of tune in an administration which took great
pride in its ability to “fine tune” military force requirements to the most
111-defined political objectives, From the fall of 1961 on, senior military
leaders became increasingly receptiveto Taylor's delusionary thesis that the
US could and should defeat the Communist rebels in SVN through a relatively
restricted, limited and politically inexpensive commitment of US ground and
y air forces, The relatively few military doubters w@o,thought the old concepts
of "the never asain club” still made professional sense were accused of failing
to consider the non-military factors that structured the situation,
In addition to the personal respect he enjoyed in executive councils

as the most sophisticated military officer of his generation, Taylor®s influence

over the government’s Vietnam policy was also enhanced bty the personal

military network he was rapldly building up. Even before he became Chairman

E (ﬂ\. of the JCS, Taylor's associates and former proteges began to receive the key 3
assignments in the military burcaucracy, especlally that portion oriented to
the Vietnam problem, In 1962, a few months after Taylor recommended a re-

organization of the US Military Mission in Vietnam, Lieutenant General Paul

e

Harkins, a trusted friend of Taylor's, was assigned to Saigon as Chief of the
new US military mission, Harkins had a undistinguished reputation as a

capable, "diplomatic" staff officer, He and Taylor had been cadets together
®

R e e

at West Point and their careers had often crossed in later years, When Taylor

T
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was Superintendent of the Military Academy, Harkins was his Commandant of
Cadets; during the Korean War he served with the 8th Army as Taylor's Chief
of Staff, Harkins, with no special qualifications for the difficult task
ahead other than his peréoml loyalty to Taylor, went off to Vietnam and
served there for two disasterous years without developing any appreclation of
the complex factors involved in the war,

Batére Harkins was chosen, there had been some speculation that a mere
innovative unc;nwentional officer like General William Yarborough or Colonel
Ray Price, both of whom had considerable experience in the type of political~

military warfare developing in SVN would be sent to Saigon, These Ren, how~-

--ever, were not part of the Taylor team and, unlike Harkins, they nay not have

- parroted Taylor's optimistic views on Vietnam, If Harkins served Taylor

well, he served the military profession and his country poorly,

His two main distinctions during his years of service
in vietnam would be, tirst, that his reperting consistently
misled the President of the United States, and second that
it brouzht him to a point of strugzle with a vast nuater of
his ficld officers who tried io file realistic (hence
pessimistic) reports, But even here the fault was not
necessarily Harkins®, In all those years he felt that he
was only doing what Max Taylor wanted, and there was con-
siderable evidence that this was true, that his optimism
reflected tack-channel directives from Taylor,59

Others, such as Wheelei’, Westmoreland, and Goodpaster, benefited from

Taylor's influence and rose to preeminent positions in the military during

the Vietnam War, Like their patron, they discounted any professional military

doubts they had and became optimistic political advocates of ill-defined
military policies,

Personal newtworks in the military profession are not, per se, undersirable,

In the past, many have been quite beneficial, toth for the country and the

profession, e,g.,, Pershing's, Marshall's, Ridgway's, They have cultivated and

passed on a tradition of imaginative, innovative and judicious military leadarship,

st
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What is most unforturate about Taylor's network is that it was made up of
mediocre, vacuous conformists, They were for the most part military officers
who followed narrowly-prescribed career patterns and accepted without question
the faddish military and political ideas of the times. Their minds were set
in the ideological. concrete. of the Cold War, Like MacArthur, Taylor had a
strong penchant for subordinates who were loyal, submissive and remarkably
inept.

Taylor and his proteges helped build a military bureaucracy whose cardinal
rule was to anticipate the prediliction of the President and then to give him
the advice he desired, Ccnformity became the hallmark of the Taylor network,
At a critical time when the government desperately needed the counsel of
independent-minded military professionals,.it was saddled with a bland
collection of military bureaucrats who were psychologically incapable of
making the detached, critical, evaluvations so ecsentizl 4o Judiclouus military
policies, ‘
~ As Chairman of the JCS (1962-1964), Taylor adopted the advocatory.
administrative style of his old nemisis, Admiral Radford, Acting as the chief

military agent of presidential policies, Taylor urged, and in some cases

pressured, the Joint Chiefs to adapt their professionzl views to the
perspectives of administration policies, He also came to believe that only
those senior officers who were compatible with the President's way of thinking i

and acting should be appointed to the JCS and that, if necessary, a new

B el s

President should gradually purge the JCS of those members who continued to

te unsympathetic to administration policy objectives, It was clear that an
informal “military party line" was being laid down and that Taylor was to be
chief enforcer within the military establishment, Thcse orlicers, like Anderson,
who resisted White House guidance and carried their dissents to Congress would

be quietly eased out, Taylor, the celebrated “discenter® of the Eisenhower

Chiefs who had, according to the New Frontier's incorrect account, resigned | %
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his office on a matter of professional principle in order to carry his fight

to the publi~ now became President Kennedy's -ilitaxy"uhip.“ For all the
criticisas that Taylor and Kennedy had made in the 1950's of Eisenhower's
“intolerance” of military chiefs who declined to endorse presential policies
they believed were militarily unsound,®C it turned out that Taylor and
Kennedy also wanted yes-men on their JCS, Unlike their predecessors, how=
ever, Kennedy and Taylor eventually succeeded in getting a comparatively -
quiescent JCS,

Describing his apparently changed concept of the JCS's proper role in
government, Taylor writes in his 1972 autobiography,

Yith the opportunity to otserve the problems of the
President at closer range, I have ccme to understand the
importance of an intizate, easy relationship, born of
friendship and mutual regard, tetween the President and
the chiefs, The Chairman should be a true telicver in
the foreign policy and military stratery of the administra-
tion which he serves or, at least, fecl that he and his
Collcagues are assured an attentive hearinz on those
matters for which the Joint Chiefs have a responsibility.61

Althovgh Taylor's 1960 btook, The Uncertain Tryumret, received favoratle
attention as a valuable if harsh critique of Eisenhower's military policies
and, while it certainly enhanced Taylor's reputation as a military chief who
had risked his career to make a much-needed “dissent" on a matter of pro-
fessional principles, this senior military “dissenter,” unlike his predecessor,
Ridgway, was not unsympathetic to the idea that the Joint Chiefs, or at least
the Chairman, should tailor professicnal judgments to the administration's

official line:

.A Secretary of Defense needs a strong Chairman to direct.
the work of the Chiefs, to Keep their noses to the grindstone,
and to extract from them timely advice and recommendations==
preferably of a kind which can te accepted and avproved with-
out emtarrassment, Advice can be unralatitle and unwalceme
particularly if ii runs aroul of political and cconcnic ocone
siderations which the administration holds in great store,

A Secretary will look to the Chairman to prevent .this kind of
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advice and to bring forth harmonious views on appropriate
subjects which can be used in support of the Depsrtnent'

prograns, 62 :
: N3 On the surface, it was an odd view coming from an officer who had

g .

1
g

bit:torh criticized the Eisenhower Administration for its insistence on a monistic

*allitary party line.” It is also indicative of the paradoxical nature of
this complex officer's Mtu. It may be that Kennedy was not unaware of
Taylor®’s views on the proper role of the Chairman--views which were distinctly
different from those of Ridgway and Gavin, That bei. .- the case, it is doutt-
ful that Kennedy was under any misapprehension that ... getting Taylor to

Join his administration, he was getting another kidgway, Independent military
skeptics like Ridgway, Gavin and Shoup were adnired--at a distance--bty Kennedy.
Like most presidents, he overemphasized the pctential threat they posed to

his political interests and undervalued the judiciaﬁs contributions they could
make to the policy process,

Thoughout his tour as Chairman, Taylor kept the Joint Chiefs' dissents
to a minimum, His testimony on Capitol Hill blunted much of the military's
criticism that did surface in Congress, As one observor has noted, during
Taylor's tour and thereafter, '

eesOnly those senior military officers who kept their
differences “in-house" and accepted the concept of reach-

ing decisions via military-political=~-economic integration
got promoted, 63

At least Kennedy realized that he and Taylor were emasculating the JCS,
for he usually treated their advice with the heavy skepticism it deserved, His

successor, Lyndon Johnson, fcllowed Kennedy's example and surrounded himself

with military sycopnants recruited by Taylor, Johnson, however, made the
mistake of treating the Joint Chiefs® policy advice as if it carried the weight

of professionzl detachment, Ultimately the military professionals failed the
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country and the President in Vietnam because they had been guided by an

assortment of promotion policies, political pressures, institutional

0O

congtnir;ts. and prescribed career patterns, to support, without reservation,
administration policies and to sublimate any inclination to make a critical,
independent evaluation of such policies on professional military grounds,

When, as was usually the case in Vietnam, the military forces authorized by
the President were incommensurate with or inappropriate to the ambiguous policy

objectives established, there was no senior military officer in the government

who was motivated by a sense of professional responsibility to point out to
; , the emperor that he was not wearing any clothes,
The military's senior officers became, like their civilian superiors
and counterparts, primarily concerned with maintaining the approval of their
administrative superiors and organizational peers rather than with developing a
critical insight to the problems at hand, In catering to Johnson's mania for
O policy consensus and group cohesiveness, the Joint Chiefs consciously discounted
and unwisely censored their professional doubts, :
Taylor left the Joint Chiefs in 1964 to become the American Antassador
to SVN and after a frustrating year returned to Washington to serve out the rest
| (\ of Johnson's term as a special advisor to the President, He spent a good deal
of his last years in government defending the administration's crumbling Vietnam
policy before congressional and putlic audiences, His reputation as a brilliant
soldier-statesman and judicious military adviscr was ravaged, Towards the end,"
he Ifegan to sound like a Democratic MacArthur--railing against the “indecisive
use of military power," "unheroic images," "selective and slanted reporting"
which “spread defeatism among the tenderminded at home," and the need to "silence

future critics of war by executive order, %
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Ironically, what Taylor thought was an importznt personal asset proved
to be his undoing on the subject of Vietnam, In discussing his 1964 assign=
ment to Saigon as Amtassador, Taylor viewed himself as a missionary who
understood the task at hand and believed in it,
It vas an enormous advantage for a missionary to te
& true believer and I was, Unhappily, during the Johnson
Adninistration, there were many supporters of the President
in key positions related to Vietnam policy who were not
true believers, and both the individuals and the policy
suffered from the fact,65
When Maxwell Taylor retired for the first time in 1959, William S, White

in an article entitled "The End of the Old Army," viewed Taylor's departure

as a radical changing of the guard that would result in “profound alterations

not only in the Army, but eventually in the very way the country feels and
Shinks about 14s military estatltabment, % 3

The "changing of the guard" was indeed an important watershed in the
Army's organizaticral history, It marked a transition from the quasi-
independent leadership style of the military professional to the more -
dependent leadership style of the military bureaucrat, Taylor's leadership
style combined elements from both the professional and bureaucratic types
although he clearly leaned towards the latter, Therefore, Ridgway's
retirement in 1955, or perhaps Gavin's in 1958, marks the break between
the "old" and the "new" Army, Secondly,the "profound alterations" in the
Amy, specifically the radical change in senior leadership models, is more
properly attrituted to Taylor's actions rather than his departure, In fact,
Taylor is the true architect of the “new" Arny, Taylor is an enigmatic and
difficult officer to assess, primarily because he was the transitional figure
between two opposite military leadership styles, He symbolized many of the
professional traditions of the "Old Army" in which, “men were capable of free

will, and theruvfore of a sense of sin, remorse, and compassion,” a profession
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“made up of generalists and, curiously, a staggering number of individualists,

It valued peace more than any other service--and more than nearly anycivilian--
because it really understood what war uas.'67 Yet at the same time he was
cultivating the antithetical characteristics of the military bureaucrat--
administrative identification with the President, ideological commitment,
political advocacy of executive policies, the acceptance of extreme civil-
military convergence, the sublimation of professional judgments, and careful
deference to the values of monocratic-hierarchal loyalty,

As a nenhe: of the President®’s inrer circle of advisors during tie 1960°s,
Taylor became politically and personally committed to administration po.icies
and the men he served, No dcubt he enjoyed the special political prestige
that accrues to White House intimates, Within his profession, Taylor's
remarkable reputation as An innovative administrator, heroic battlefield
commander, and military intellectual earned him widespread resnect and great
influence, However, his personal style, which was austere, reserved, and
soieuhat professional, set him apart from his collzagues, His relatiénship.
with subordinates lacked the emotive sense of comradeship traditionally
characteristic of senior general officers (and frequently feigned). This
cool, analytic, meticulous general uﬁs rarely described as a “soldier's soldier,*
He got on particularly well with the urtane, sophisticated, “action-
intellectuals" that made up the New Frontier set in part because he seemed so
unlike the traditional Army general, It may te that Taylor was more at home
in the senior civilian political circles he gravitated to in the sixties than
he bad been in the ranks of the military elite, However, Taylor's actions in
the 1960's, particularly his efforts to broaden the perspectives of his
military sutordinates, should not bte written off'as the cynical condnét of an

overly ambitious senior offical who found it personally expedient to exchange
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professional for political authority, Rather, Taylor's behavior, and one
might add, his errors, can be attribﬁted to the fact that in embracing the
personalities, the goals, and the problems of the presidents he served so
faithfully and at such a great personal cost, Taylor atandoned, perhaps un=
consciously, thc professional soldier's traditional sense of detachment and
skepticism, Although he was often publicly identified with the tradition of
professional autonomy and political detachment epitomized by Ridgway, Taylor
ﬁltiﬁately rejected it and was instrumental in replacing this traditional
ori?ntation with a more dependent, bureaucratic one, ' :
General Taylor was reputed to be a very sophisticated officer who understood

the subtleties and interrelationships of the most complex politicai-military
problems, However, his performance in botk the Cuban Missile Crisis and the

Vietnam War are distinguished by a noticeatle lack of foresight.68

In both
cases he displayed the inflexible attitude of the Cold War ideologuc and the
zealous confidence of the hawkish advisor who is out to vindicate treasured
but ill-considered hypotheses of action, For a military professional, he had a
surprisingly mypoic understanding of the US's long-range strategic interests,
He never advanced the argument that what happened in Southeast Asia was irrelevant
to America's glotal military posture, or that if the US committed itself
without reservation to the defense of SVN (as Taylor advised) such an involve-
ment might lead to a dangerous misallocation of US military power and thereby
indirectly threaten America's strategic interests, 1If he hartored such doubts,
his primary concern with the political and psychological aspects of the Vietnam
conflict caused him to discount thenm,

While he did make a valuable ard critical nilit*ry‘evnluation of the
inherent illusions that flawed Eiscnhower's “massive retaliation® strﬁtegy. he

was incautiously sanguine atout the effectiveness of a "flexible response
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strategy,” conventional bombing, counterinsurgency operations, or limited war
to btring about desired complex political objectives, In short, Maxwell Taylor
was an articulate, knowledgeable, tut essentially injudicious military advisor,

Unfortunately, there is a certain amount of truth in Averell Harriman's

- acerbic description of General Taylor,"He is a .very handsome man, and a very

59

impressive one, and he is always wrong,
In the bureaucratized officer corps that Taylor helped fashion, there was

no room for potential Ridgways, Gavins, 6: Shoups, Consequently, there

were no senior level military dissents against the foolish; deceptive policies

that plunged the US into the Vietnam debacle and kept it there for eight

- Tuinous years, The officers Taylor toosted were a hard-working grbup of

self-effacing functionaries who ended up being held responsible for a gradual
military escalation and piecemeal war of attrition that they never believed
in and which they privately thought was professionally senseless.?o Hozever,
because they had teen trained to give "compatitle advice®™ and to keep their
professional doutts “in-house", the Joint Chiefs did not challenge the
fundamental validity of these policies or reveal to Congress the full extent
of their professional misgivings,

They managed the longest war in US history and for the most part their
names are unknown, Their judgments and predictions were politically compromised
and abysmally inaccurate, Yet in light of the desire to bureaucratize the
military officer corps and adapt it to an extreme model of civil-rilitary
convergence, this is precisely the sort of professional military advice the
civilian leaders in the executive deserved, As Ridgway warned, the self-
sutordination of the senior military advisor's profﬁssional Judgment to

specified political-econonic guidance and the corollary political requirement
that service chiefs publicly indorse military policies although they btelieve

them to te professionally unsound, inevitatly lcads to a sterile form of
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of adainistrative conformity, Part of the tragedy of the Vietnam period is

that the senior military leaders® excessive administrative conformity and

lack of professional autonomy was self-induced, Had they held President
Johnson's feet to the fire in 1965 by foreing upon him and Congress an
independent, detailed, professional analysis of what a military intervention
in Southeast Asia would realistcally cost, they might have, as Ridgway did

in 1954, demolished the narrow, self-serving illusions that so often pave

the way to political disaster, They did not of course, and for that collective

failure Taylor is indirectly responsible,
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CHAPTER 5

THE JOINT CHIEFS AS MILITARY BUREAUCRATS

Taylor's legacy to the military chiefs was revealed in the fateful
decision the Johnson administration made in the épring of 1965 to begin a
gradual introduction of US combat troops into Vietnam, General Earl Wheeler,
a long-time staff officer and Taylor protégé, was the Chairman of the JCS,

He had replaced Taylor the previous summer,

Wheeler had made his reputation in key staff assignments in the late
fifties--Chief of Army Strategic Planning, Assistant Chief of Staff for
Operations, and in 1960, Director of the Joint Staff. He was descrited as a
skillful but relatively unknown officer who was on Taylor's “wave length" and

who had impressed McNamara as an unusually intelligent military officer “with

a feeling for facts as well as tradition."1

Since the Tonkin Gulf incident in August 1964, the Joint Chiefs and
Amtassador Taylor had teen urging Johnson to expand the US military presence
in Indochina and begin a major bombing campaign against NVN, The critical
question of what the US should do if the bombing failed to reverse the
Communists® increasing political and military successes, was studiously
avoided, The gradual escalation program the US was following in SVN was tased
on a series of circumspect, low-profile military measures that many senior
American officeial were certain would lead to the defeat of the Communist
insurgents in the near future, In fact, these convenient, inexpensive, military
panaceas (the advisory effort, the strategic hamlet program, and the celetrated
counterinsurgency operations) were remarkably ineffective, The impolitic -
truth remained unsaid--they were irrelevant to the ohjecti&e political and
military realities of the Indochina War, Their priaax; effect was to temporarily
delay the deterioration ogjgaministration's Vietnam policy, These measures

spared the President from having to face the harsh but inevitable political
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decision of choosing between two undesirable and wapealiieiis sl
either letting North Vietnam establish hegemony ower lsdeemiss. « e
the US to a major limited war comperable in scale ssd sesl s B 0 L
in an uncertain effort ioshorolpth South Viet: esse st smmews
- ~destroy the major portion of the Communists® mil'tary pesss.
 The carefully restricted bombing campalgr agaiest Wi s wmas
February 1965, was designed to be another low-key, Jeo@ils widiimss s
that would, the Johnson administration hoped, sucossd sems 00 s
had falled, Again, however, the allocated sllisary ssass precss o W e
surate with the anbiguous and ambtitious politicsl ek jeetivss s
—demonstrate the American political commitment to (afegeams 0. 0 e
to halt its infiltration of troops into the South; amd *+ came v
both North and South, to accept a secure non-Commumist state = 0
other words, the American government was prepared ta == « = W
price in order to pressure the North Vietnamese imte ssvmptivv & e o
defeat,
This "slow squeeze", pilecemeal use af alr power, mflestas e T

confused and equivocal apprcach to the war, It wialated e o0 S

assessment of what tempo of air strikes would be Teguisrsd ‘o v w0

have a meaningful military effect, and it 4id mot dlaswade, o v
militarily, the North from its determined commitment %0 Wiy loime
Communist regime, However, it did reflect Presidest Jobwwsn's s v o
his partisan interests by keeping the domestic politisal susis w o
at a minimum, The JCS, realizing the futility of sweh & somston e
bomting, pressed for less restricted air OPerations, Mewswer . thes wees  woo

not to suggest that the President®s policy might e sesseless . = = o

both a military and political perspective,>
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When Johnson's “Working Group® had drawn up the plans for the proposed
9 "sustained reprisal" bombing campaign, Wheeler had -reminded the civilian
: advisors that US troops uould.he needed in SVN to provide tase security for
American aircraft, Significantly, this admonition was excluded from the
final draft of the position paper that W, Bundy drew up for the President.3
Now with the bombing campaign under way and failing to do anything but solidify
the political will of the North and cause them to increase the rate of NVA
infiltration into SVN, the Joint Chiefs declined to raise the unpleasant,

taboo subject of the US ground troops that would shortly be needed to protect
US air tases in SVN,

As for the men who should have known better--that one
step might lead to the other, that there was a Rubicon
and that with the bombing they had to assume that they
were Ccrossing it--men like Taylor and the Chiefs, they
were in no hurry to bring it up and make the President
live with it,,.The entire tombing decision was complete
and full as far as tomting went, and almoat totally un-

) realistic as far as the true implications went, the
implications of getting intc a real war, There was an

- : unofficial decision on the part of the principals not to

look at the real darkness to protect ths President frea

what might be considered urpleasant realities, not:.to

ask the hard questions,* '

A secret decision was made in March and April 1965, to introduce US
comtat troops into SVN in order to forestall an imminent Communist military
victory in the South, The JCS had reason to believe that the slow pace of the 3

buildup, the piecemeal character of the deployment, and the relatively limited

numbers involved,would dissirate the overall military effectiveness of the

US action, Yet, they quietly settled for what the President would allow

and carefully kept their campaign for more troops in-house, Although the fund-
amental nature of the US commitment and the military's ground mission in SVN

had been radically altered by the President's decision, the Joint Chiefs
dutifully parroted the deceptive administration line that America's Vietnam
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. policy remained unchinged, ‘There 1s no indication that the

‘;:’ senior military leades, the elite of a profession which prided itself
wr

on its special code of honor and non-partisan concept of duty to country,

Marisar

felt obliged by a sense of professional responsibility to advise either
Congress or the public of the radically new character of US military operations

~-in SVN, and the protable implications that this change would have for the
.American people,

With the graduzl intervention of US ground forces, the Joint Chiefs
expected that the bombing campaign would be subsiantially expanded, However,
Johnson was reluctant to apply US conventional air power to its full extent,

He was also deeply worried that the combination of American troop interventions
and increased bombing would give undue puplic prominence, domestic and inter-

national, to the stepped-up pace of American military action in Indochina,

C—\ Consequently, he refused to expand the tomting, Again the JCS refrained froam puinc-
- ing out to the President the illogical nature of his decision which had

the contradictory effect of increasing the American military commitneAt while

dissipating its effective strength, Only two senior government officials

suggested the ominious truth--that Johnson's equivocal, confused policy of
(;\, escalation would lead to disaster,

: McCone, Director of Central Intelligence; expressed the view that it was
inconsistent for the US to commit its ground troops to SVN without substantially
increasing the tempo of the air campaign teing carried out against NVN, If
US combat troops hoped to defeat enemy forces in SVN, then the North, which
CIA reports clearly indicated had ﬁot suffered appreciable damage from the
level of tomting that had been authorized to date, should bte subjected to
a bombing campaign carried out with minimum restraint, Unless this was done,

(g\f McCone wrote, the enemy would simply escalate its inflltration rate and increase

-

the military pressure on US forces in South Vietnam with the result that,
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we will find ourselves mired down in combat in the

Jungle in a military effort that we cannet win, and

from which we will have extreme difficulty in extract-
. ing ourselvess,,.

If we are unwilling to take it this kind of a decision

now, we must not take the actions concerning the mission

of our ground forces for the reasons I have mentioned,,.
George Ball, on the other hand, urged the President to recognize that
-.in Vietnam, the "US was pouring its resources down the drain in the wrong
place” and therefore should cut its losses and get out.6

From the start of the US troop bulldup, the Joint Chiefs tased their plans
on what they thought they could cajole out of the President, not on what
their professional judgment indicated th; military situation required, More-
over, the military feared that if the objective situation required a US nilitary
response that exceeded the administration’s policy guidelines, the President
might follow Ball's advice and throw in the towel or worse--accuse his military
advisors of overestimating the military dangers £or their own parochial
organizaticnal interests, Consequently, there was a concerted effort by the
-111tary bureaucracy to make the facts coaing out of Vietnam conform t; the
administration's indicated policy, When it became clear that the President
was prepared to send some troops to SVN, Westmoreland's military intelligence
staff in Saigon initiated a detailed study of the North Vietnamese's reinforce-
ment capability, Logically, if the US was to intervene with ground troops, the
number of American troopé sent over would be based, in part, on the expected
number of enemy troops that were expected to be encountered. The conclusions
of the intelligence estimate appalléd the staff oificers, After everytning
was doublechecked, it still turned out that NVN had an unusually large Army
and an unexpectedly strong capability of reinforcing its forces in the South,
TB counter these stunningly high levels of enemy troops, the US would need to
send far more soldiers than the President’s gudelines contenplated, The protlem

was solved by slnply'scallng down the intelligence study®s figures.7 On paper
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at least, this made the NVA's reinforcement capacity and capability more
compatible with Washington's thinking on the subject, Throughout the Vietnam
War, the military bureaucracy was addicted to the convenient, if fallacious,
solutions made possible bty the prostitution of its own intelligence reports
and professional recommendations, Both were frequently tailored to the known
prejudices of administrative superiors, A speculation from the Pentagon Papers

s R AT 8, A RSO

seens uncomfortably accurates
It can te hypothesized, that from the outset of the
American tuildup, scme military men felit that winning

a meaningful victcry in Vietnam would require scmething
on the order of one million men,

Knowing that this wculd be unacceptatle politically,
it may have seemed a better bargaining strategy to ask
for increased Jdeployments incrementally...it would indicate
that MACV's plan of what to do was derived from what would
be available rather than the requirement for manpower
derived from any clearly thought out military pla.n.a
Despite the military intervention that was slowly escalating in the spring
of 1965, and the ominious jump in the weekly casualty rates, it was very
important for Lyndon Johnson tn maintain the political illusion that the US
was not going to war in Southeast Asia, If the public profile and the budgetary
costs of the military involvement tecame too high, congressmen unsympathetic
to the President's Great Society Program would te atle to use the war issue as
a political rallying point, The financial and human costs of the war would
then be used as an effective political excuse to vote down expensive social
legislation,
For this and other political rcasons--fear of alarming the electorate,
& desire to avoid the impression that the military was dominating the policy

process, and apprehension over the possible reactions of Russia and China=--

Johnson refused to call up the Reserves or mobilize the National Guard for

Vietnam duty, The announcement of this negative decision in July shocked the

Joli". Chiefs, In a. conversation with the President in June, Wheeler had
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informed Johnson that the number of US troops needed in Vietnam would depend
on what the administration wanted to do, e.g., 750,000-1,000,000 men in combat
for seven years to drive the enemy out of SVN, Johnson quickly made it clear.
that this was not a politically expedient figure or one that he wanted his
advisors to consider, Therefore Wheeler carefully scaled down the costs by
advising the President that everything could be fine-tuned to the "“different
gradations and different levels” that the administration had in nind.9 Never-
theless, by July 1965, three divisions were in or on their way to Vietnam, which
was swallowing up the military's resources at an unexpectedly rapid rate, in
part because the North Vietnamese, as predicted tut not reported, were
escalating at a faster rate than were the US-ARVN forces,

The JCS had asked the President to issue an executive order declaring
a state of national emergency and to follow it up with a request to Congress
to approve a joint resolutlion authorizing the induction of the organized Resewrve,
McNamara suggested a figure of 235,000 men, Without a call-up, the Army knew
it would eventually have to cannitalize the 7th Army in Germany and the National
Strategic Reserve in order to meet its military requirements in Vietnam, which,
from a glotal perspective, was a purely peripheral theater, Such a mal-
proportioned commitment of US forces was a dangerous threat to national security.
In every respect, the "modest" intervention in Indochina was beginning to place
serious destabilizing strains upon the American armed forces. Trained manpower,
which the Reserves had in atundance, was at a premium, To get this skilled
manpower throuch the draft, the JCS telieved, would take too much time in
light of the swift NVA tuildup and the worldwide shortages in trained manpower
that were rapidly eroding the combat effectiveness 2f military units outside

of Vietnam, In the event of another non-Vietnam military emergency, the JCS
doubted that the military would te atle to make an adequate response, The

situation in Indochina had simply moved faster and proved to be more costly
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than they had anticipated it would,
However, the President responded to his own political fears which
coincided with the influential signals from important congressional Democrats
that a Reserve call-up would be extremely unpopular with their constituents,
There would te no change in the government's Vietnam policy, the President
announced on July 29, btut in order to free more ARVN soldiers for combat,
another 50,000 US soldiers would be sent to SVN to guard installations and
act as an emergency reserve, To handle this modest increase, draft calls would
be doubled.11 Thus, mobilization and a major detate in Congress over the
course, conduct and objectives of the war was carefully avoided, The President's
éaeision was very popular with the public and most congressmen, The military
chiefs knew better, d G
From their professional perspective, it was not difficult to see the
long, drawn-out, indecisive and.costly war of attrition that lay ahead, They
would get more troops btut as always, they would be too late, too little, too
restricted and irrelevant to the exigencies of the conflict, - Better than
any others, the mllitary leaders understood the futility and agony that this
war would bring, There would be no clear purpose, no logical relation of
military means to political ends, only another needless and frustrating
stalemate that could not justify the moral, political or military costs involved,
There was some angry talk of resignations and possible discussions with
friendly congressional contacts, tut the Joint Chicfs had learned their lessons
too well, They were bureaucrats now, devoted if chagrined servants of their
Commander-in-Chief, They had nailed their colors to his cause, never pausing
to consider that what was in the President's political interest might not be
in the country's, The traditional values of profesgional integrity, politcal
detachment, and adninistrative neutrality, had teen ground out of these pro-
fessional military officers, Sadly, they had not resisted, They disagreed
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strongly with military policies they believed to te professionally unsound and

Yyet like so many of their military colleagues, they'were'publicly silent,
Two days before his decision on the Reserve and Guard call-up was made
public, President Johnéon met with his senior advisors to inform them that he
was taking the "centrist-moderate® position, The country would not go on a
wartine footing, Everyone present was asked if he had any objections,
The key moment was when he came to General Wheeler and
stood looking directly at him for a moment, "Do you Cereral
Wheeler, agree?" ¥Wneeler nodded his agreement, , .Everycne
in the room knew Wheeler objected, that the Chiefs wanted
more, that they wanted a wartime footing and a call-up of
the Reserves; the thing tney feared most was a partial war
and a partial commiiment, But Wheeler was boxed in; he had
the choice o1 opposing and displeasing his Commander-.

in-Chief and teing overruled, anyway, or going along, He
went along, 12 ;

There_were many reasons for going alo;g--loyillf to the President, the
obligation to carry out civiliaa directed policies, the chance to favorably
influence further actions and the strong likelihocod that a public dissent would
have been written off by Congress and the public as so much grandiose war-
mongering--military leaders posing as latter day MacArthurs, Yet a putlic
dissent at this time by one or all of the Joint Chiefs might have done much to
restore the military's faltering ethic of professional responsibility, As Vice
Admiral John T, Hayward notes, the failure of the senior military leaders to
dissent from administration defense prolicies they believed to be professionally
unsound and their compliant willingness to pubtlicly endorse these policies
before congressional and public audiences, has made the military officer corps
professionally culpable for the Vietnam tragedy,

The Vietnam problem has teen with us for a decade,
The military today stand as responsible and accountable

and cannot blame dcNamara, McGeorge Bundy or any other
civilian as teing totally rsponsible,

In all these years, not one military man stood up
and was heard opposing any of our actions, so silence
means assent to most Americans,13
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~ The cases of MacArthur, Ridgway, and Taylor illustrate three alternative
conceptions of the senior professional military leader’s role in the US
qpverﬁnent. They constitute a typology of senior professional military
leadership models--“the heroic military partisan" (MacArthur), “the professional
military manager (Ridgway), and “the presidential military bureaucrat®
(Taylor and Wheeler), These ideal types of professional military chiefs
reflect contrasting leadership styles, different models of public administration,
dissimilar norms of military professionalism, and critical variations in the pat-
tern of convergence which structures senior civil-military relations in
the American government, ‘ Sl ;

Each suggests alternative foras of dissent ;gainst presidential defense
policies which the military chief opposes, The MacArthur and Taylor erxarrlee
i1llustrate a deleterious politicalizaiion of the military profession, the
distortion of objective prcfessional standards, and a potential thieat to the
American constitutional design of talanced civil control of the military,
The Ridgway type, on the other hand, maintains the traditioral administrative
and political neutrality of the professional officer, facilitates objective
professional military standards, cultivates in the senior military leader a
salutary sense of professional detachment, fosteis independent professional
Judgments by senior military advisors, and is conducive to constitutionally
btalanced civil control of the military establishment,
The MacArthur case represents the "heroic military partisan" whose

idiosyncratic sense of personal destiny, pronounced gparismatic leadership
style, and explicit long-standing identification with partisan political

interests lcads him to reject the traditional norms of nmilitary professionalism
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and enter the domestic political process as an independent political actor,
He is oriented to an extreme “Whig" model of administration andldefines his
governmental role in broad, grandiose terms of personal responsibility to
self, destiny and the nﬁtiona In order to realize his full potential as a'
man of destiny and to advanze his personal political beliefs, this type of
senior military leader adheres to an extreme pattern of civil-military con-
vergence which unites him with minority civilian political groups sympathetic
to his ideological values and pélitical ambitions,

As a professional soldier who has been transformed into a partisan
pqlitical actor, the “hercic military partisan” dissents‘from presidential
policies he opposes on the tasis of personality, Acting under the.subterfuge
of his professiomal role, the military leader publicly attacks both the ends
and the means of the government's military policies on the grounds that they
violate objective professional military standards. The dissent tends to bhe
a self-serving, politically motivated; militant repudiation of governmental
policy, It is an unjustified attempt by the senior rilitary leader, in
conjunction with his civilian political allies, to usurp the President's
constitutional authority., As such, it is subverse of democratic civilian
control, a judicious policy process, and objective nilitary professionalism,

Because the “heroic military partisan" type, illustrated by MacArthur's
case, is dependent upon the personal character and historical accident of the
charismatic hero, it cannot be institutioralized and thus it constitutes only
a8 transitory threat to talanced civilian control and objective military
professionalism,

The “"professional military manager“ type exeup}ified ty Ridgway is
characterized by a routinized charismatic leadership style and a sense of

professional autonomy which facilitates the senior military leader's adherence
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to the objective standards of the military professicn, This military chief
is oriented to a moderate Whig model of administration which stresses
professional detachment, neutral administrative subordination, the un-
qnalified.aéceptance of the civilian leader's .political judgment, and the
qualified acceptance of the civilian leader's administrative decision,

He strives to maintain a salutary btalance between the bureaucratic and
professional dimensions of his governmental role, The Ridgway type essays
a non-partisan, politically neutral position (vis a vis the President and
Congress) in the national policy process, Equal emphasis 15 placed upon
professional responsibility to the President, Congress, the mation, and the
objective standards of his profession., His governmental authority; derived
from bureaucratic position and professional reputation, is self-conscicusly
restricted to the formulation and the execution of military policy, He
recognizes an administrative obligation to present indcpendent professional
military opinions to Congress and the President irrespective of their com-

patibility with administration policies or political "guidance,"

In order to maintain the military®s political impartiality, administrative

neutrality, and professional effectiveness, the “professional military

manager” advocates a limited civil-military convergence, While this pattern of

convergence fosters the integration of the military's institutions and sub-
Jective values with those of the civil soclety, it safeguards the autonomy of

the military's otjective professional standards,

The military chief who acts as an administratively dependent, profession-

ally autonomous governmental advisor in accordance with the norms of the "pro-

fessional military manager," will dissent from presigential policies only on

professioral military grounds attributable to objective professional standards,

Such a dissent will bte resiricted to the instrumental aspects of administration
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policy, It will be discrete, non-biased, andblinlted to appropriate executive
and conggessional forums, A senior military leader's professional dissent
will not be sublimated for political reasons, nor will it be designed to
advance personal, partisan, or non-organizational interests,

A dissent will be tased upon the military chief's conclusion that the
allowed military means established by a proposed presidential policy are,
in his professional opinion, incommensurate or unsuited to the stated ends of

the policy, In the most extreme case, if a senior military leader's advice

does not effect a change in a military policy which he believes to be unsound,
then he should, after making his doubts and otjections known to both Congress
and the President, carry out the policy to the test of his ability, or resign
or retire from office, The “professional .wilitary manager" concept of the
senior military leader's role is derived from custcmary principles of American
military professionalism and established patterns of senior civil-military
relations in the US government, It éonstitutes both a professional and
political tradition that has promoted constitutional civil control of the
military establishment and otjective military professionalism,

Tﬁe Taylor example illustrates the radical transition in the senior
officer corps from the politically neutral orientation of the "professionai
military manager" to the politically coopted orientation of the "presidential
military bureaucrat." The latter type of military chief personifies the

mechanistic leadership style of the classical bureaucrat, Having given up
all claims to professional autonomy, He no longer adheres to the objective
standards of the military profession, He is strongly oriented to a Jacksonian
model of administration which stresses: the subordﬁpation of professional
detachment, advocatory non-partisan politicalization, biased adminisirative
dependence, and unqualified acceptance of the civilian executives® political
Judgments and administrative decisions,
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.model of senior civil-military 6onwergence that fosters the full integration

This type of senior military leader defines his governmental role in

S

predominantly bureaucratic terms, While he acknowledges a limited

PR R N

responsibility to Congress, the nation, and the objective standards of his
profession, he places primary emphasis upon his administrative accountability
to hierarchal superiors in the executive btranch, In any conflict of
obligations, his first loyalty is to the President, The “prasideniial military
bureaucrat’s"” administrative authority is derived from organizational position
and, to a minor extent, professional skill, This authority is carefully
circumscribed by extensive organizational constraints,

If requested, he will present to his superiors in the executive a
professional military opinion that is tailored to political and economic
guidance and is compatitle with the President's thinking, As a public,
political advocate of presidential policies and an administrative agent of

the Chief Executive, the Taylor type of military chief accepts a radical

of the military®s institutional structures, subjective values, and objective

professional standards with the dominant civilian sector, Under this pattern

of convergence, the senior military leader abjures traditional political
detachment and professional autcnomy. If he believes that specific presidential
policlies are militarily unsound, he may within executive circles only, urge
their modification, Khether they are modified or not, he is prerared at all
times to endorse these policies tefore putlic and congressional audiences, to
discount his professional doubts concerning them, and to follow orders rather
than to exercise his independent professional skill or professional judgment,

At no time will this senior militaxyy advisor dissent from presidential policies

he opposes either before congressional or putlic forums,

The transition from the “professional military manager" epitomized by
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Ridgway to the “presidential military bureaucrat" 2pitomized by Taylor and
¥heeler, was neither inevitable nor ﬁecessary for the furtherance of the
military's professional effectiveness or political responsiveness, On the
contrary, this conversibn has undermined both objective military professional-
ism and balanced civil control., It was the result of the complex inter-
relationships among specific contextual factors that influenced the development
of the American miiitary profession between 1950 and 1965, These factors

may be subdivided into two categories--those external to the military pro-
fession and those internal, Individually and in the aggregﬁte, they facilitated
the emergence of the "presidential military bureaucrat" type as the donin;nt
leadership model among senior American military leaders: ;

Factors External to the Military Prcfessions
1) The rapid expansion of presidential power and the enhancement of the

"mystique of the Commander-in-Chief" tetween 1S40 and 1955,

2) The corollary decline of Congress' influence over defense matters due
primarily to the legislature'’s self-abdication of their political
responsibility in this fleld and the continued fragmentation of the
parliamentary power of the congressional committees traditionally charged
with the legislative supervision of the military estatlishment,

3) The btroad and increasingly intensive unification of the armed services,

4) The extensive éentralization of departmental administrative authority
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the proliferation of
Assistant Defense Secrctaries,

5) The "civilianization" of the DCD,

6) Successive presidential purges of the JCS in 1933, 1955 and 1962-1963,

7) The political and professional fallout of the Truman-MacArthur controversy.,
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8)

9)
- 10)

1)

The alienating effccts upon the senlor military of the Seswss e
Bay of Pigs, the Cuban Missile Crisis, and the wriews Sseriams

Aents in Indochina--actual and aborted--~between 1980 ame 0

The forced politicalization of the customary militasry pessssss
The partial expropriation of the senior military offlesss” i
functions by the ’resident’s key civilian aldes,

The increasing tendency of civilian officilals to lowelee e o

the detailed supervision of military operationms st all lessis s
to some extent by the special political dilemsas posed W e

Factors Internal to the Military Professioms

1)
2)

3)

4)
5)
6)
?7)

8)

The decline of charismatic and routinised-charissstic lemdess o o
the military elite. i

The self-selection out of the military profession of Lemewss
unconventional officers,

The increasing habit of selecting senior military ffilecer: " o
to the highest professional positions on the asis of eis s
administrative ability rather than forceful leadersniy.

A sharp attenuation of innovative military career mmttess o +
avenue into 'the military elite,

The estatlishment of prescribed career patterns as the *ise s

for acceptance into the military elite,

The massive impact of the Cold War ideology om the prefwssisms w0 o
senior military officers,

A gradual enhancement of the de facto adainistemtive sstsesits o o
Chairman of the JCS, e

The professional and political influence of Gemersl Maswwl oo
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9) The steady erosion of the professional preeminence and organizational

authority of the JCS,

-With the establishment of the "presidential nili:tary bureaucrat® as the
dominant leadership type among senior military officers, the independent
contribution of the professiona;l military to a pluralistic defense policy
process has been severely restricted, This, in turn, has had an extremely
adverse effect upon the integrity, the quality, the quantity, and the range
of professional military advice avallatle to executive and legislative
policymaking bodies, Within the contemporary American military establishment,
the excessive emphasis on group cohesiveness, political commitment, admini-
strative bias, and bureaucratic insulation has undermined the senior military
leader's professional detachment and capability for critical thinking,

The most valuable senior military- advisors are those professionally
oriented, independent-minded oificers iike Ridgway who neither “go it alone"
nor submi;sively comply with a presidential military policy they think is
substantially wrong or professionally unsound, Military chiefs of this sort
understand the critical distinction tetween their legal-administrative obliga-
tion to respect the Commander-in-Chief's authority, and their moral-professional
obligation not to revere it,

Adhering to a role based upon political detachment and professional
Andependence, such senior military advisors are able to present to the President
the relovant silitary facts and a realistic interpretation of them. In the
Jong ren, 1t 18 the most valuatle service they can render their Commander-in-
Sief . 42 Semater Jackson has noted,

e clear-eyed executive will understand that he should
B emereed stowt the poasibillity Yhat he may, with the test of
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Commencent Address to the Foreign Service Institute Senior Seminar,
Department of State, June 11, 1964, quoted in Senate Subcommittee on

National Security Staffing and Operations, Administration of National
uritys Staff Reports and Hearings, (Washington, D.C.s US Government

Printing Office, 1965), p. 538.

“Cambodias Inside Story,“ Newsweek, August 6, 1973, p. 32; cf “Secret
*69-°70 Raids Defended by Abramss Cambodia Bombing Probe," George
Post, A Times, August 22, 1973, pp. 1, 20,
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. However, the “professional military manager" can not survive in an adamini-
(’\) sﬁrative environment that is hostile to non-partisan professional policy

P " dissents,

i & Senior military advisors also have a professional responsih&lity to
| inform Congress of competing military policy options, countervailing military
strategies, alternative military recommendations, and professional military
dissents, Otherwise, Congress will be confronted by a composite DOD package
unequivocally certified by “presidential military bureaucrats,"

If Congress' function in the formulation of national military policy is
cu:talled by a lack of relevant advice from politically unbiased professional

military officers, then thc legislature will be relegated to a passive,

g instrumental role in which it can give only a yes or no response to executive
defense policies, Unable to generate alternative policy p;oposals due to its ﬁ
~ lack of access to professional expertise, Congress may assume an increasingly
B ) negative attitude towards the military establishment and the problems -of
% ' national defense,
Unfortunately, the rapid dé;erioration of the eongresslonalbmilitary.nexus :
in the Vietnam period has reinforced the professional military®s identification

with and pclitical commitment to the executive branch of government, Recent

evidence indicates that contemporary senior military officers may not

T——

recognize a legal, professional, or moral responsibility to respond fully
B and truthfully to serious congressional inquiries or military policies, 1In
the course of congressicnal hearings conducted in 1973 on the secret,
presidentially-ordered tombing of Cambbdla durins 1969-197C, botﬁ General

Wheeler and Admiral Moorer stated that if they were ordered by the President

. [ ]
to withhold information from or lie to any government official in order to
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maintain the secrecy of a specific military operation, they would readily
do so, Under orders from Secretary of Defense Laird, General Wheeler had the
Joint Staff set up a double bookkeeping system whereby the targets that were
secretly bombed in Cambodia were “covered" by phony targets in Vietnanm,
Outside of those few senlor officials in the executive who had "a need to
know," the real targets were not rcported in official records, When the
Senate requested the official records on US bombing in Indochina, they were
forwarded the fal#e set of data., In explanation of this careful deception of
Congress by the Pentagon, Secretary of Defense Schlesinger described it as an
unfortunate “bureaucratic glitch.“z
Air Force Chief of Staff Brown (currently the Chairman of the JCS) stated
in a letter to the Semate Armed Service's Committee why it was not illegal
for the senior military officers to deceive Congress under certain conditions,
For falsfication to constitute an offensive, there must
be proof of “intent to deceive,” This is a legoily pre-
scribted element of the cifense and is nesated when the
report is submitted in conformity with corders from a higher
authority in possession of the true facts,3

The Cambodian hearings reveal a disturbing inclination on the part of senior

military leaders to view Congress as a hostile, if not quasi-illegitimate

branch of government, and to view the military as the exclusive agent of the
President, It is a natural outgrowth of the “presidential military bureau-
crat'’s” conception of his proper governmental role,

While the contemporary politicalization of the government's senior military
leaders has bteen institutional rather than partisan in nature, it nevertheless
poses a subtle threat to the constitutional design of civilian control of
the armed forces and it clearly distorts the senior military officer's commit-

ment to objective professional standards,

Hopefully, in the aftermath of Watergate and the termination of the

it s i s
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Vietnam War, the leaders of the American military profession will be 4
encouraged to return to the more judicious role essayed' by the “professional

;’#‘ military manager,” i,e,, a governmental role which avoids both the partisan

arrogance of a MacArthur and the adninistrative,acquiéscence of a Taylor, - : i
i It is epitomized ty the noéarate course Ridgway followed in which the j
professional soldier is responsible not only to a President or an executive f
policy, but also to Congress, the Constitution, the nation, and his .

professional integrity., Such a senior military leader realizes that it is 1
not enough to be just a good soldier, dutifully and unquestioningly carrying
out the civilian executive's orders and policies, Nor does he think it

sensible to stiffle professional disgruntlement with an internal immigration

T N A OO A ST 1 5

or use it as a pretext for immoderate partisan attacks on elected civilian

officials, : : ! 1 4
The mtional government, the country and the military profession benefit {

= i from constructive criticism, competing viewpoints, alternative strategies,

and uncompronised professional dissents voiced ty politically neutral and
professionally responsitle senior military officers in appropriate executive,

congressional, and--to a limited extent--public forums, However, so long as

the military bureaucracy continues to triumph over the military profession,
then self-criticism--the right to dissent--which is a fundamental strength

of any sound organization, will be surpressed, and the military will

become increasingly static and stagnant, As the current self-perpetuating

chain of conformity continues to characterize the administrative environment

e T,

of th2 military tureaucracy, future generations of careful, quiescent military

yes-men will continue to carry out, without question or doubt, ill-considered,

ettt s
e it gl S o L il

_1hcautlous military policies, As before, it will again prove to be a formula

for political and professional disaster,




Appendix A
. Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff
; Succeeding

Officer Prior Assignment Dates as CJCS Assignment
Bradley, O, N, Army CoS Aug, 49-Aug, 53

Radford, A, W, CO Phillipines  Aug, 53-Jul, 57
; Formosa Area

Twining, N, F, Air Force CoS Jul, 57-Aug, 60

Lemnitzer, L. L, Amy CoS  Sept., 60-Oct., 62 CinC Europe
: (1962-1969)

Taylor, M. D. Pres, Asst, Oct, 62-July 64 Amb, to S, Viet, |
(1964-1965) :

Spl. Counsul to

Pres .
(1965-1969)

Vheeler, E. GC. Arny CoS July 6l=July 70
Moorer, T. H, CNO July 70-July 7%
Brown, G, S, Air Force CoS July 74-
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General
Bradley, O, N,

Collins, J, L,

Ridgway, M. B.

Taylor, M.D.

Lemnitzer, L. L.

Decker, G, H,

Wheeler, E, G,

Johnson, H, K,

Westmoreland, W, C,

Abrams, C, ¥,

Weyand, F, C,

. Appendix B
Chief of Staff US Army .

Prior Assigm,
Administrator

VA

Dep. and Vice

CoS US Army

Supreme CO

Allied Powers

Europe
CO Us/UN

Forces Far
East

Vice CoS
US Army

Vice CoS
US Arny

Dep. CinC
Eur, Command

Dep. CoS .
Mil, Opns,

CG MACV
CG MACV

Yice CoS
US Army

Dates as CoS

Feb, 48-Aug, 49

Aug, 49-Aug, 53

Aug. 53-Jun, 55

Jun, 55-Jun, 59

Jun, 59-Sep.'60

Sep. 60-Oct,62

OCt. 62"\1“1. a‘

Jul,4=-Jul, 68
Jul, 68-Jul, 72
Jul, 72-Sept,?4
Oct, 74-

Suce SS
Chmn, JCS(1949-1953)

NATO rep, and Amt,
to Vietnanm

(1953-1956)

Pres, Asst,(1961-62
Chmn, JCS (1962-6% :
Amnb, to S, Vietnan
(1964-65)

Spl. Counsul to
Pres, (1965-69)

Chan, JCS (1960-62

Supreme Allied CO
Europe (1962-69)

Chan, JCS (1964-=70)

(died, Sep., 74)
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Appendix C
Chief of Staff US Alr Force

Prior Assign,
Vandenburg, H, S, Vice CoS
USAF -
um. Ne ?. Vice CoS
USAF
'h.‘l.te. T. D. Vice_ CoS
USAF,
lemay, C, E, Vice CoS
USAF
McConnel, J, P, Dep, CinC US
Eur, Command
Ryan, J, D, Vice CoS
USAF :
Brown, G, S, CO Systenms
Command USAF

Jones, D, J,

Dates as CoS

Aug,
Jun,
Jul,
Jun,

Feb,

Aug,

Jun,

Aug,

48-Jun, 53
53~Jul 57
57-Jun, 61
61-Feb, 65
65-Aug, 69
69-Jun. 73
73-Jul 7%

P

Pres,
Admin,

Succeeding Assignment
T X,

E Chmn, JCS (1957-60)

N

N Chmn, JCS (1974~ )

A A




Chief of Naval Operations
> Pm.
Adniral Prior Assign, Dates as CNO Admin, §
Sherman, F, P,. CO 6th Task s :
Fleet Nov, 49-Aug, 51 T

Fechteler, W, M. Dep, CNO for
Personnel Aug, 51-Aug, 53 T, E CinC Allied Forces
: So., Eur, (1953-57)

Carney, R, B, CinC Allied
Forces So,

Burope Aug, 53-Aug, 55

Burke, A, CO Atlantic
Fleet Aug. 55-Aug, 61

Anderson, G, CO 6th Fleet  Aug, 61-Aug, 63 Amb, to Portugal
(1963-66)

McDonald, D, L, CO 6th Fleet Aug, 63-Aug, 67

Moorer, T, H. Supreme Allied .
CO Atlantic  Aug, 67-Jul 70 Chan, JCS (1970-74)

Zumalt, E, R.  CO USN Vietnam Jul. 70-Jul, 74
Hono’day ’ J ) Lo Aug. w"
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INTRODUCTION

It, Col, Roger H, Nye, “George A, Lincoim Architect in National
Security,” Issues of Natioral Security in the 1970's, ed. Col., Amos
A. Jordon, Jr., (New York: Frederick A, Praeger, Publishers, 1967),
PP. 3-20, 3 " %

Senate Subcomnittee on National Security Staffing, Staff Reports and
Hearings, "“Administration of National Security,” 88th Cong,, 2nd
Sess, June 25, 1564, Testimony of Col, George A, Lincoln, pp. 537-
599, (!){enceforth cited as Jackson National Security Subconaittee
Report, : :

Jackson National Security Subcommittee Report, p. 545.

Jackson National Security Subcommittee Report, p. 564. -

Jackson Natioral Security Subcommittee Report, p, 565.

The then current controversy over the need for the professional military
officer to- fully understand the ccmplex interrelationship of volitico-
military factors tended, Lincoln sald, to obscure ths historical evidence
which clearly snowed that many military officers had teen well versed in
these matters, Anmong those ha cited wno had digplayed rarticular exvertise
in handling politico-milltary problexs were: - Alcxander Hamilton, Tasker
Bliss~-founder of the Council of Foreign Relations, General Embick, and
Adniral Sims, : :

Jackson National Security Subcommittee Report, p. 565.

1

E . THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

louis Smith, Anerican Democracy and Military Power, (Chicago, University
of Chicago Pross, 1351), p. <1,

Samuel P, Huntington, “Civil Control and the Constitution,” American
Political Science Raview, Vol, L (September, 1956), p. €30,

Hans Rosenberg, Bureaucracy, Aristccracy,and Autocracy. (Bostons Beacon
Press, 1966), pp. 214=27, The visw that Prussia vas sinply an aray with a
state and thus doainated ty a proressioral military cligue, discounts the
fact that the vast nmajority of the Prussian officers were nobles first and
soldiers second, The ravid deterioration that set in the Prussian Aray
after Frederick's death in 1786, was caused in pvart by the officer corps®
subordination of military to aristocratic interests,

Sasuel P, Huntington, The Scldier and the State,, (New York: Vintage Books,
1957), p. 165

George Washington, “Sentinents on a Peace Fstablishaent,* May 2, 1783,
in The Arerican Militarys Feadings in the History or the Military in

i erican Locicty, bd, by Hussell ¥, wWelgley (itcadings Addiscn-Nesley,
939)0 P. 3.
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1,

13,
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< 15.

16,

17,
18,
19,

20,
21,

22,

23.

‘Notes to 1521

L)

Smith, American Democracy and Military Power, p. 23,

Alfred Vagts, A History of Militarism, (New Yorks The Free Press,
1957)s pp. 101-3, '

lluuungton. Solder and the State, p, 168,
Smith, A & MOC o Pe 70

Edward A, Kolodzeij. Tne Unco=mon Defense and Conzress, 1946-1 ‘_‘
(Columbuss Ohio State University, i1566), p. 63 Smitn, Azerican Denocra E

P. 253 Huntington, “Civil Control,“ p., 682, ‘

e

Edward S, Corwin, The Ccrstitution ard What it Means Teday, (New Yorks
Atheneua, 1969), pp. 65=72, 100=5, 290=309.

Kolodzeij, The Uncommon Defense, p. 16.

Smith, American Democracy, p. 6.

Kolodzeij, The Uncownen Defense, p. 15.

Russell F, Veigley, History of the United States Arnmy, (New York: F
Macaillan Co., 1967), P 67, F

Local militia were totally ineffecutal against Cromwell's New Model Aray,.
Alexander Hamilton's bitter tut accurate appraisal of the militia's
perfomnce in the Anerican Revelution 1s exprossed in the Federalist

Papers, #25, Alexander Kamilton, James Madison, and John Jay, ing
Federalist [apars, intro, by Clinton Rossiter, (New Yorks New Anerican
Library, 1561), pp. 162-68,

Smith, Anerican Democracy, p. M.
Weigley, US Arny, pp. 566-69,
Morris Janowitz, The Professional Soldier, (New York: Free Press, 1966),

. 2043 Walter Millis, Arms_and Memy A study in American Mili Histc
New York: New American Litrary, 1956), p. 37.

Vagts, History of Militarism, p. 103,

It is interesting to note that nost of the senior prcfessional military
officers who tlirted with the idea of seeking the Presidency or who
actually did campaign tor it while still on active duty were despised by
influential segzents of their nilitary peer group, e€.g., ¥infield Scott,
Zachary Taylor, George McClellan, Nelson HMiles, Leonard Wood, and
Douglas MacArthur,

Samuel P, Huni.lngton. The Scldier and the State, (New York: Vintage
Books, 1957), p. 1703 Veigley, US Azay, pp. 118-20, 125-26, 131-32,

Huntington, Soldier and the State, p. 171,
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37.

~ Notes to pages 21-33

Weigley, US Army, pp. 320-24,
Millis, Arms and Men, p. 121,
Huntington, Soldier and the State, p. 175.
Weigley, US Army, pp. 508-13.

David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest,
1972). Po 503’ "3181330 US Am (] Pp. 532"34.

Huntington, “Civil Control,* p, 690,

(New York: Random House,

Huntington, Scldier and the State, pp., 184-85,
Ibid., p. 691, |

Ind,

Saith, American Democracy, p. 43.

Hﬁntington. »Civil Control,"” p, 699.

Edward S, Corwin, The President; Office and Poiers, (New Yorks New York
University Press, 1y23), vp. 2i-22, 82-1U0: lecrard D, White, The
Jacksonians, (New Yorks HMacmillan, 1956), pp. 78, 318, 324, 552, 562-66;
Herbert Storing, Lectures on “Presidential l‘znagenment,” Universiiy of
Chicago, Aprii-iay, 1Y/4%3 Andrew Jackson, "“Protest," April 15 and 21,
1837, Richardscn, liessages and Parers of the Presicdents, 1II, 69ff}

Veto of the Bank Bill, July 10, 1332 Ivid,, II, 507ff; Removal of the
Public Deposits, September 18, 18333 1bid,, III, 5ff,

Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Econasmic Organizaticns, ed, by
Talcott Parsons (ilew York: Free Press, lYo+), pp. 337=+l.

Daniel Webster, A steech delivered in the US Senate on the President‘'s
power to remove executive ofTicials from office, Febrvary 16, 1835,
Works (6th ed,, 1835), vel, IV, 7p., 183-84, (Hencefecrth cited as
Wetster, "Removal Steech"); see also Daniel Vebster, “The Presidential
Protest," Speech delivered in the Senate, May 7, 1835, Ibid,, ‘Vol, IV,
PP. 12246, : . i

Webster, "Removal Speech,” pp, 177-78,

Ibid,
Weber, Social and Ecoronic Organizations, pp. 329-37.

President's Committee on Administrative Management, Rangrt.b (Us Government
L)

Printing Office, 1937), p. 33.

Hertert J, Sairo, Responsibility in Government, (HNew York: Van Nostrand

Reinhold, 1509), PP 0<~0J,
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51.
52,
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- Notes to pages 33-38

Herman Finer, “Adninistrative Responsibility in Democratic Governnment,”
in Public Adminisiration and Policys Selected Essays, ed, by Peter Woll
(New Yorks Harper & Row, 1966), p. 273. ;

Finer, “Administrative Responsibility," p. 255; also Herman Finer,
“Better Governaent Personnel,“Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 51

(1936) p. 569: and Herman Finer, ne Theory znd rractice of Modern
Government, (New Yorks Henry Holt, 1949),

Carl J, Friedrich, Constitution:l Goverrment and Democracy, (Bostons
Ginn & Co,, 1950), Chap, 19, “Hesponsible Coverrment Service"; Norton

long, “Power and Administration,” in Woll, Public Administraticn and
Policy, pp. 50-57. .

Carl J, Friedrich, “Resnonsible Government Service Under the American
Constitution,” in Probloms of the Armerican Putlic Service, (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1935), p. 353 Peter Woll, Azerican Bureaucracy, (New
Yorks Norton Co., 1963), pp. 4~=5, 45, 51=3,

Carl J, Friedrich, “Putlic Policy and the Nature of Administrative
Responsibility,” in Woll, Public Adzinistraiicn and Pelicy, p. 244,

Talcott Parsons, Politics and Secial Structure, (New York: Macmillan,
1969), Chap, 1, “The Concept of Societys Tne Ccaponents and their
Interrelations," pp, 5-34, . : :

Susanne Hoeter Rudolrh and Lloyd I, Rudolvh. “Parochizlism and Cosmc-
politanism in University Government; The Xnvironzent of Barcda University,”
Chap, 11, pp. 207-72, in Rudolph and Rudolvh, Eivcation and Pelitics in
Indiag Studies in Oreanization, Sccisty and Policy, (Cuacridget harvard
University Press, 1972); Lloyd I, Rudolph, Lectures on “The Scclolegy

and Politics of Orsanizational Politics and Performance,” University

of Chicago, November, 1974,

Friedrich, "Responsible Government Service Under the American
Constitution,” p, 37; Arthur D, Larson, “Military Professioralism and
Civil Controls A Camvarative Analysis of Two Intergpretaticns, Jourral
of Military and Political Sociplogy, Vol, 2, No. 1 (Spring, 1974), p. 65.

Larson, "Military Professionalism and Civil Control," p, 59,

Ibid., pp. 57-73. In this excellent article Iarson provides an incisive
analysis of the contrasting theses of civil-nilitary convergence ana the
probleas of military preiessisrnalisa contained in Huntington'’s, Scldier
and the State, and Janaowitz's Prcfessloral Saidier, larson is clcarlf-
sympathetic to Janowitz®s position that the prozessicnal miiitary ought
to be a politically sensitive proression fully integrated with the
civilian social and political system it serves,

Huntington, Saldier ard the State, pp. 59-80, 443-63; Janowitz,
Professicnal oidizr, pp. 255=57; Louis Hartz, The Iiteral Traditien
in Anerica, (iew iorks Harcourt, Brace & World, 1055)3 for a aitfcrent
interpretation which recognizes Aiterallsm as tne caairant current in
American scciety, tut stresses the impertance cf the cornservative

¢ tradition in the fornujation of tne Literal society, see Clinton Rossiter,

Conservatica_in Americas ine Thankless Persuasion, (New Yorks Vintage
Books, 1502). .
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60,

] 2 61.

62,

63.
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Notes to pages 3847

iluntington. Soldier and the State, pp. 350-61, #5669 Jasesins.
Professional Soldier, pp. 8-16,

Harold Lasswell, “The Garrison State and Specialists on Thialesss *

. American Journal of Sociology, Vel, XINI (Janwary, 19eli), gp. *0

C. Wright Mills, The Power ilite, (New York:s Oxford Umi
1969), Chap. 9, “The military Ascendancy,” pp, 19u-iies ll--.'m“_'-

and Alan Stone, The Ruling Elites, (New Yorks Marper & Sew, W00
PP. 99"107¢ P

- Alfred Vagts, A _History of Mili e Cawa

Free Press, 1967), pp. 11=32, ~“:he military way is savkes = & sehmses
concentration of zen and materials on winning specific et wenive o

power with the utnost efficiency, that is, with the lesss CRPem Ll Lare  w
blood and treasure, It is limited ie scope, confined to ome fenctien. s
scientific in its essential qualities, Militarisas, on e ot Naa .
presents a vast airay of customs, interests, prestige, sctioss. s
thought associated with armies and wars and yet tramscendine tres
military purposes, Indeed, militarism is so constitwted that 14 -
hamper and defeat the purposes of the military -my.t e A

Adam Yarmolinsky, The Military Establish-ent, (New Tork: Ssewer 4 e
1971), pp. 25-27: Jznes Cictielter, 1 . i isary in Anerican_felitiee
(New Yorks Harper & Row, 1973), op. lug=235t Stephon Antrose, 1ae
Military and American Society” and “The Military larac: es Fessie
Policy," in The Mjlitary ard American Seciety, ed. ty Stegten Asirese
and Janes A, Zarber (New York: Harper & Zaw, 1371.. PP dwOeg ), wm
pp. 121‘1360

Huntington, Soldier and the State,Chap, 6, "The Ideclosionl ‘enflies:
Liveral Society vs, Kilitary <roiessionalisa,” pp, %=,

Gene Lyons, “The New Civil-Military Relations,* Acerican Pelitical iesse

Review, Val, 55, No, 1 (March, 161)s 53-63,

larson, "Military Professionalisa and Civil Contrel,” p. 67,

Janowitz, Professiora) Soldier, pp. 8-14; Morris Jamowits and Rarer
Establish

Little, Sociclogy nna uhe Hilita ( New Yors: Russell
Sage Foundation, 1965), pPp. i7=24.

Janowitz, Professional Soldier, pp. 418-19; larson, "Military Professioss)iss
and Civil Control,“ pp. 65-Co,

Janowitz, Professional Soldier, p. 423; Rotert K, Merton, “Burcaucrat ie
Structure and Perscrality," in fcader in Buroaucracy, ed, by Robert K.
Merton, et al, (Clcncoer Free Press, 1952), pp. Jo%=7l.

Janowitz, Professional Soldier, pp. 424-440,

Morris Janowitz, "Toward a Redafinition of Military Strategy in
Internatioral Relations," World folitics, Vol, XXVI (July, 19™),
P. “950 fn, W4,
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Se
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2

Hamilton, Federalist Papers, #8, p. 68.

Morton Kaplan, William Reitzel, and Constance G, Coblenz, United States

Poreign Policy, 1945-1955, (Washington, D. C.: Brookings, 1957),

e 1=140; Morton Kaplan, System and Process in Internmatiocnal Politics,
Lawrence J, Korb, “The Secretary of Defense and the JCSs Relationship in
the Budgetary Process,” paper prepared for delivery at the 1971 annual.
meeting of the InterUniversity Seminar of the Armed Forces and Society,
University of Chicago, November 18, 1971, pp. 1-6; Clark R, Mollenhoff,
The Pentagon, (New Yorks Pinnacle Books, 1971), pp. 570-75.

lawrence J, Korb, "Congressional Impact on Defense Spending, 1962-1973;
The Programmatic and Fiscal Hypotheses,” paper prepared for delivery

~ at the 1973 annual meeting of the American Political Science Association,

New Orleans, September 4-~5, pp, 7, 11,

Janowitz, Professional Soldier, pp. 21:-3?.

Douglas MacArthur, Reminiscencess; Autobiograrhy, (New Yorks Crest Books,

- 1965), p. 460,

There is a tendency in much of the literature on American civil-military

-relations to classify all senior officers who sought the presidency in

one amorphous group, Such a gress classification ignores critical

“distinctions, A more informative classification would bes

1, Senlor pon-vrofessicnal military officers who campaigned for the
presidency as civilians,

Name of Year Resigned or Year Ran for
Officer Retired from Military Political Office
G, ¥ashington 1783 ; 1789

A, Jackson 1821 1822

F. Pierce 1848 1852

A, Johnson 1864 1864

R, Hayes 1865 1877

J. Gaxfield 1863 1880

B, Harrison 1865 1888

2, Senior professional military officers who campaigned for the presidency

or became publicly involved with a partisan political party while still
on active duty:
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S

9.
10,

1,

12,
13.
W,

15,
16,

17.

19,
20,

G, McClellan 1862

W, S, Hancock 1881 1868, 1880
L, Wood 1920 . 1916, 1920
D, MacArthur 1951 1948, 1952

3. Senlor professional military officers who campaigned for the presidency
. after their departure from the military and who were not identified with
partisan political interests while on active duty:

W, R, Harrison 1814 1840
Z, Taylor 1847 o - 1BMB
U, Grant : 1868 : 1868
D, Eisenhower 1952 ; 1952

Valter Millis, Arms and the State, (New York: Twentieth Century Fund,
1958), pp. 266-72, :

New Yori Times (Henceforth cited as NYT), April 29, 1951, p. 10,

"One Needless Facet of the Controversy,” Arthur Krock, NYT, April 17,
19510 Pe 18 m. K&y “I 1951| po_. 260 :

lavrence S, VWittner, ed., MacArthur, (Englewood Cliffs.  Prentice-Hall,
19?1)' po 5 l'lt

Janowitz, Professioral Soldier, p. 152.
Huntington, Soldier and the State, pp. 367-73.

Sydney L. Mayer, MacArthur, (New York: Ballantine Books, 1971), PP. 12-15;
MacArthur, Reminiscences, pp. 8-10, 40-41, :

MacArthur, Reminiscences, pp. 40-41,

Syd;:{ L. Mayer, MacArthur in Japan, (New York: Ballentine Books, 1973),
Po ° . s

Janowitz, Professicmal Soldier, pp. 3-17, 21-37; Hunti oﬁ Soldier and
= State...p'p-_. ..7__..._________&‘,-19. » ’ 2 ngton, a

Amitai Etzioni, A COmmmf‘.‘;,ve Aralysis of Camplex Organizations,
(New York: Free Press, 1501), pp. 51-53, 201-62,

Janowitz, Professicnal Soldier, p. 7.
Janowitz, Professional Soldier, pp. 125-175, 291-301,
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21,

22,
23.
2,

25.
26,

27,
28,
29,
30,

Notes to pages 55-58

David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest, (New York: Random House,
1972), pp. 180-81, 200-05, 475-85, 54l-#d, 556-59; Robert L, Van Nice,
*Perpetuation of a Quagmire,” paper prepared for the California Arms
Control and Foreign Policy Seminar, Fetruary, 1974, pp. 6-11; Maxwell
Taylor, Swords and Plowshares, (New Yorks Norton, 1972), pp. 197, 315.

Matthew B, Ridgway, Soldier: The Memoirs of Matthew B, Ridgway., As
told to Harold H, Martin, (New York: Harper & Bros., 1956), P. 28.
Forrest c. Pogue, Ceorge C, Marshall: Fduca General, (New York:
Viking Press, 1963 e Pe 189, oo AT ’

Pogue, George C, Marshall: Fducation cf a General, pp. 283-333;

-Janowitz, Professional Soldier, pp., 296-97.

MacArthur, Reminiscences, pp., 46-49; Hason; MacArthur, p. 23,

Huntington, Soldier and the State, pp, 280-82; Janowitz, Professional
Soldier, pp. 152-53, Alithough still on active duty following his tour
as Chief of Staff (1910-14), General Wood continued to be a leading
spokesman for the Roosevelt wing of the Republican Party, Between 1913
and 1917, he lobbied extensively for universal military training and a
preparedness program that went far teyond anything President Wilson
contemplated. During the early war pericd while Wilson was.trving to
maintain a precarious ncutrality, Uood was continually making bitter
partisan speeches in which he lambasted the President and his “timid
pacificism,” In 1916, Wood‘s name was mentioned for the Rermblican
presidential nomination, When nething caze of ‘it and the US entered
the wvar, Wood decided that martial triw:vhs in the Creat ¥ar would
propell him toward the Republican noairation in 1920, Like his patron,

 Theodore Roosevelt, Woed was stovred cold by PYershing's sensitble desire

not to have ambitious “political" gencrals leading US troops in France,
Wilson readily concurred with Pershing, in part, tecause he wvas naturally
disinclined to advance the political interests of his partisan opponents,
Wood sat out the war ably supervising training camps in the US, He did
manage to make it tu the front lires on a short inspection tour, There
he received a slight wound for his efforts, however the longed=-tor
publicity was not forthcoming, In 1920, Wocd was a major contender for
the Reputlican presidential nomination, He raceived 391 1/2 votes on
the first tallot btefore his political triends deserted him in tae pre-
cipitous rush to the uncontroversial Harding, Seven years later, the
old coldier died, an enbittered, abandoned, and forgotten relic of the
"Neo-Hamiltonian Age," -

D, Clayton James, The Years of MacArthur, Vol, I (1880-1941), (Bostons
Houghton Mifflin, 1970), ppe. 259~ct, :

Ibvid,, p. 284,
Mayer, MacArthur, p. 35.

Huntington, Soldier and the State, p., 369.
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.
- 35

47,
48,

.”‘

WtomSB-éé

1bid,

John Wilson, “The Quaker and the Swords Herbert Hoover's Relations with
the Military,” Niliiary Affalrs, Vol, XXAVIII No, 2 (April, 197%), pp.

41-47; Pogue, Marshalls Fducation of a General, P. 294,

Wilson, “Quaker and the Sword," p. 45. ’

Ibid,, p. L6,

hyer' M—u—r-' PP, ua""ao

‘Clsley' US Army, P. 5&0

MacArthur, Reminiscences, p. 109,

Mayer, MacArthur, p. 119.

Arthur H, Vandenbverg, The Private Papers of Semator Vandenberg, ed, by
A, M, Vandenterg, Jr, with the collatoraticn of Joe ilex tiorris, (Bostons
Houghton Mifflin, 1552), p. 763 Mayer, MacArthur, p. 109; Pogue, George C.
Marshall: ordeal and Hope 1939-1942, (Ncw Yorks Viking Press, 1967), PPs

373-5; Jack Raymond, Power at the Pentagon, (New Yorks Harper & Row.
19640 P 172, : ;

Forrest C, Pogue, George C, Marshall; Orzanizer of Victory iﬂ:}-lﬂﬁ.
(New Yorks Viking Press, 1973), pp. 176-738; HacArthur, Reminiscences,
PP. 200-201, A :

Wittner, MacArthur, p. 1ll; MacArthur, Reminiscences, p. 200-201,
Pogue, Marshalls Organizer of Victory, pp. 176-78,

Mayer, MacArthur in Jaran, pp. 20-23,

Wittner, MacArthur, p. 1l. .

NYT, Farch 28, 1951-¥May 12, 19513 John W, Spanier, The Truman-MacArthur
Controversy ard the Korcan War, (New York: Norton, 1565), pp. 221-793
Mayer, liacArthur in Jarin, pp. i40-41; Huntington, Soldier and the State,
PP, 367-733 MacArthur, Reniniscences, pp. #28-70,

Welgley, History of the United States Army, p. 513.

Matthew B, Ridgway, The Korean War, (New York, Popular Libtrary, 1967),
EPs 1“‘5"1580

Bernard Brodie, War and Politics, (New York, Macmillan Company, 1973),
Pp. 85-86, :

Spanier, ‘_Tx_'_u_:_nan-nachrthur Controversy, p. 73. The scoi:e of just one of
MacArthur's frequent press canraigns during the Korean War is revealing,
Spanier writes,
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51.

52,

53.

Sk,

55,

56,

eeohis hypersénsiftivity to criticism led him to equate criticism
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For the present I believe there is no higher duty than
preservation of our freedom. That requires us to husband |
our strength, not squander it, for use when we face the i
supreme test, But the mere statement of purpose is ,
valueless, It must be translated into concreie and prag- s
matic political objective that, as I have noted tefore, ‘
should conforn to our vital national interests and be
subordinated to thenm,

I am frankly doubtful that we are in Souw.cast Asia, ;
setting our objectives within this frame,..we should ask
ourselves now if we are not, in this open-ended conflict,
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80 impairing our strength through overdrawing on our
resources--political, economic and military--as to

f£ind ourselves unduly weakened when we need to meet new
challenges in other more vital areas of the world, For
there surely will be threats that bear more closely on our
true national interests. (pp, 243-%) 2

This was a rather blunt rejection of arguments advanced by Taylor at this
times .

v w—. In South Vietnam we have indeed taken sides and shall
be obliged to take sides until we have exposed the myth
of the invincibility of the “War of Liberation" and have’
assured the independence ot South Vietnam.,..To fail
would inevitably set in train a disasterous series of
events, starting perhaps among the neighbtoring countries
of Southeast Asia but surely extending over much of the
underdeveloped world, Even the presently detached
Buropean naticns would feel the shock. ,

- Maxwell Taylor, Resconsibility and Response, (New Yorks Harper & Row,

1967), p. 16; cf, James Cavin, “A Communication cn Vicinam,* Harrai's
Magazine, January 17, 1966, p, 16, This uas a letter to the editor setting
forth what came to be known in the 1966 Fullbright Hearings on Vietnam

as Cavin's “Enclave Strategy", Taylor and other military representatives

of the Johnson administration denounced Gavin's plan as an inadeguate
strategy vhich according to Taylor, would ultimately lead to a U3 withdrawal
from SVN, an action wnich, "would anount to a crushin: defeat of inter-
national proporticns for the US," Furthermore Taylor said, he knew of no
active officer who spperted Gavin's "illusory strategy™, HYT, January

23, 1966, p, 2 and Webtruary 4, 1966, p, 13 cf, iatthew Ridgway, “Letter to

the editor", Harper's Magazine, karch 6, 1966,

I read with atsorting interest General James M, Gavin's
[iétter of January 17, 1966/ and my own views accord
completely with his,

General Cavin's penetrating analysis of our major military
probleas and policies, which he has nmade over the past decade
and a half have teen conspicuous for fertile and creative
thinking and far-reaching vision in the military field,

According to Halterstam,in 1965 Tayler had favored (as the lesser of two evils)

an enclave strategy in opposition to Westermoreland's plan to deploy major

Army units into the interior of SVN to conduct large scale search and destro

operations, .
Taylor opposed using a division for either purpose at the

moment he told Washington and General Johnson, tut if he had

to come to a choice, he favored the coastal enclave theory

as simpler, safer, and less costly, (A year later, when Taylor's

old Airvorne rival, Jim Cavin, who had opposed the war, surfaced

with the idca of winding down the war by roving to an enclave

strategy, the Administration chose Taylor as the wecapon with
which to knock Gavin down, which Taylor did, Cavin agg the
general putlic never knowing that Taylor had proposed roughly
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