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ABSTRACT
First Among Equals: The History and Politics of Choosing
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
As the principal military advisor to the President, the National Security Council, and the
Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) plays an important role in the
formulation and implementation of U.S. defense and foreign policy. The advice the Chairman gives
to the U.S. government’s senior civilian defense and foreign policy leaders can strongly influence
such national-level decisions such as whether to go to war, to deploy U.S. forces abroad, or to bring
them home, and whether to extend or withhold U.S. supportt to a foreign power among a number of
other strategic, operational, and tactical choices. Since the creation of the position in 1949, the
United States Senate has never rejected any of the eighteen generals and admirals who have been
nominated to serve as Chairman. This would seem to suggest that the President has incredible
latitude to choose whomever he would like for JCS Chairman and that Congress plays a minimal
role in the executive branch decision-making process to select that nominee. This dissertation
provides evidence that the U.S. Congress does play a role in the development of an administration’s
short —list as well as in its eventual selection of a nominee for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
It was discovered that while Congress generally defers to the Executive Branch in nominating a
Chairman, in the few instances in which it has stated an opinion, its influence has been statistically
significant. The influence is felt during the generation of an administration’s short-list as well as in
its final choice of a nominee. This advice is especially important under unified party conditions as
an administration assembles its short-list. The president does not have unfettered discretion but is
rather more limited in his options than one would initially think. The empirical models also indicate
that presidents typically select general officers for Chairman who agree with the administration’s

foreign and defense policy priorities, have been recommended by the outgoing Chairman, and are of



higher quality as measured by a “merit” score than their peers.
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INTRODUCTION
On August 24, 2001, at Crawford Community Center in Crawford, Texas, President George
W. Bush announced the nomination of United States Air Force General Richard B. Myers as his
nominee for the position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)." Although the President

> <¢

spoke of Myers’ “steady resolve and determined leadership” and praised him as someone who would
“preserve the best traditions of our armed forces, while challenging them to innovate”, it was
Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld’s remarks on October 15, 2001 at Fort Myer, Virginia
that highlighted the main qualities and experiences that he and the President valued most in Myers.

His career has spanned the globe and beyond. A combat pilot in the skies of

Vietnam, more recently responsible for the vast domain of space as Commander of

the U.S. Space Command. As a former commander of our Pacific Air Forces and of

all U.S. forces in Japan, Dick is an expert in a region that will be of critical

importance to us in the years ahead. As Vice Chairman, Dick Myers has helped us

think through how we transform our Cold War forces to meet the challenges that

were brought home so vividly on September 11", We’ve worked closely together, for

hours and days on end, analyzing, anticipating, discussing, debating how we might

best transform our Armed Forces to meet the threats of a dangerous new century, as

you, Mr. President, charged us to do last January. Now our task is to achieve that

transformation. And we will.”

The announcement of Myers as the 15" Chairman of the JCS and the fourth Air Force
officer to hold the post was the result of a several month-long process of selecting, vetting, and
interviewing over thirty-three officers at the three and four star ranks.”’ In total, the Bush
Administration evaluated over 150 officers for the positions of Chairman and Vice Chairman of the
JCS." President Bush’s final selection was from a short-list of five officers compiled by Secretary
Rumsfeld whose own initial selections were informed by the policy positions, national security
requirements, and personal dynamics of the Bush Administration.” General Myers went on to
secure the consent of the United States Senate on September 14, 2001 by a unanimous vote.’

As the principal military advisor to the President, the National Security Council, and the

Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff plays an important role in the
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formulation and implementation of U.S. defense and foreign policy. His advice to the U.S.
government’s senior civilian leaders can strongly influence such national-level decisions such as
whether to go to war, to deploy U.S. forces abroad, or to bring them home, and whether to extend
or withhold U.S. support to a foreign power among a number of other strategic, operational, and
tactical choices. Presidents have utilized their Chairmen in a number of ways whether it’s as a
spokesman for an administration, a policy enforcer in the bureaucracy, an ambassador, or as a
warrior among other functions. Though his tenure will likely never last longer than a combined four
years, the advice and decisions of a chairman will impact U.S. defense and foreign policy for years, if
not decades, and will affect the lives of thousands if not millions of Americans. For these reasons,
how a chairman is selected and why one general or admiral is selected over many others for
nomination is important.

Understanding how the senior leaders of our government are selected and nominated,
whether they are U.S. Supreme Court Justices, Cabinet level officers, or the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, leads to better governance. By explicating what seems to the public’s eye a murky
process, confidence in our national institutions can be enhanced and the reform of flawed processes
can be attempted. By examining the factors that lead to a general or admiral’s nomination as
Chairman, aspects of civil-military relations will be empirically tested (something that is not often
done in that literature) and scholarly work on national executive appointments will be extended to
the military sphere for the first time. By examining how our most senior military leaders interact
with our most senior political leaders, valuable lessons can be learned that will not only benefit the
scholarly community, with respect to increasing our knowledge of the relationship between the
legislative and executive branches and the military, but also those in the military from the most
senior levels to the most junior. If done well, lessons on leadership can be gained that can enhance

the quality of our future military leaders. While the discipline of political science has grappled with



some aspects of these research questions, it has thus far not put forth a comprehensive, systematic,
and testable theoretical explanation. This dissertation is an attempt to put forth such an explanation
for chairman selection drawing upon past academic and theoretical work and empirically testing

competing theories to determine those most crucial to the decision-making process.



Chapter One
Strategy, Institutions, Uncertainty

Why a President selects one general or admiral over another for Chairman, as President
Bush did in selecting General Myers over thirty-two other highly qualified officers, is a question of
significant political and military importance. Next to the President’s nomination of his Secretary of
Defense and Secretary of State, no other Senate confirmed position within the United States
government has a greater impact on shaping and implementing the national security strategy of the
United States. However, very little scholarly research has been done on the selection of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Typically, the research has been incidental to a work’s major
focus and is often done in a journalistic and anecdotal manner, usually relying upon secondary
sources, and is not systematic, comprehensive, or empirically tested.” While no formal, systematic
research has been completed on either the process of selecting the Chairman or on explaining why
the President selects one candidate over another, theoties on the selection, nomination, and
confirmation of members of the executive branch can provide us with some beginning points from
which to structure that process.

A key reason that Congress appears to play such a minimal role in the selection process of a
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is that, by and large, presidents are given a great deal of
discretion and, in some cases, even deferred to by Congress in the area of foreign and defense
policy.” This is true even to the point that “[s]erious setbacks to the President in controlling foreign
policy are extraordinary and unusual” and “there has not been a single major issue on which
Presidents, when they were serious and determined, have failed.” The view that Congress defers to
the executive branch when it comes to foreign policy is further reinforced by Wildavsky’s referring
to a study that Lewis A. Dexter completed on members of the Senate Armed Services Committee

whereby he found “that they d[id] not desire for men like themselves to run the nation’s defense
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establishment”."” Conversely, when it comes to the area of domestic policy, the president is more
likely to face opposition from Congtess and have less discretion in determining the country’s
domestic priorities. These “T'wo Presidencies”, as Wildavsky refers to them, appear to reinforce the
view that the apparent passivity of Congress when it comes to selecting the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff is in keeping with how Congress views its role in influencing our country’s foreign
and defense policies."

This historical deference to the president in the realm of foreign and defense policy is
reinforced by the fact that Congress rarely rejects a president’s nominee.'” As Krutz, Fleisher, and
Bond discovered, of the “1,464 important nominations from 1965 to 1994, less than 5% failed”."
Typically, nominees fail because they become stalled, somewhere between a hearing and a
committee vote (19.7%), are rejected by the committee (16.9%), or are withdrawn before a
committee vote and after a hearing (16.9%)."* Unsuccessful nominees are usually rejected because
of “alleged wrongdoing, lack of qualifications, and ideological extremism.”"” In some cases,
positions requiring Senate confirmation that deal with foreign and defense policies, such as Director
of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Secretary of Defense face rejection. President
George H. W. Bush’s nomination of Texas Senator John Tower to be Secretary of Defense was
rejected, as was his nomination of Robert Gates to be Director of the CIA, and President Jimmy
Carter’s nomination of Theodore Sorenson to be Director of the CIA was also rejected among
others." The wider latitude that the president has in selecting nominees is largely due to three
reasons: (1) “the Constitution affords the president greater authority over appointments than over
legislation”, (2) “because these positions must be filled to have a well-functioning government, the
Senate does not have the same leeway to ignore nominations as it does most legislative proposals”,

and (3) “the president often consults with key senators before sending nominations to the Hill.”"”



When it comes to the position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, these factors are all crucial
but the third one is probably the most important to this study and is the focus of my research.

Because the position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is viewed as being non-
partisan and legislators are reticent at being perceived to oppose a JCS Chairman nominee for
strictly partisan or even policy reasons, they are significantly constrained in how they can publicly
influence the selection process for a JCS Chairman nominee. For these reasons, the ability of
“policy entrepreneurs” to work against a candidate by identifying negative information about him
and expanding conflict through committee hearings and the media are significantly limited."®
Additionally, presidents are also under pressure to select someone who exemplifies the best of
military values and will be seen as a non-partisan expert by members of Congress. Having a JCS
Chairman nominee publicly rejected by the U.S. Senate is incredibly embarrassing to an
administration and so presidents will do all they can to “avoid the . . . political agony” of having a
nominee rejected.w For these reasons, opposition to prospective JCS Chairman nominees shifts to
the private side of politics, where “[tJhe best point at which to manage conflict is before it starts.””’
In order to do this, presidents try to follow what Catl Friedrich states as the “law of anticipated
reaction” whereby “the President normally makes an effort to check the acceptability of his
nominees with key Senators before announcing them.””

With the wide deference given to the president in foreign and defense policy and the
discretion given to him by Congress to select nominees of his own choosing to lead the executive
branch, it is not too surprising to find that the United States Senate has never rejected a nominee for
JCS Chairman. That being said, Congress does play a significant role in the selection process, a role
not usually seen in public but just as important. The president does not have unfettered discretion

but is more limited in his options than one would initially think. Numerous examples such as the

selection of General Curtis LeMay by President Kennedy to be his Chief of Staff of the Air Force,



President Nixon’s rejection of General Westmoreland to be his Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and President Clinton’s rejection of Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Ralston to be
Chairman indicate that congressional sentiment does play a role in the selection process for senior
military leaders. What is not known is how and when this influence is felt and the extent to which
congressional and interest group sentiments influence the generation of an administration’s “short-

list” and the selection of the final nominee.

How is a Chairman Selected?

Absent a specific academic literature that attempts to explain the selection of the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, efforts to understand the process must inevitably draw from anecdotal
evidence and theoretical insights about the confirmation process in general gleaned from analyzing
other executive branch appointments requiring Senate consent. Comparing and contrasting the
selection process for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with U.S. Supreme Court justices, for
example, is a useful way to establish some of the basic structures of the selection process and to
identify those features that are unique to the Chairman position. Whenever an executive branch
position requiring Senate confirmation comes open, Presidents typically receive a wealth of advice
about whom they should nominate and why. This advice can come from within the administration,
such as from White House staff and Cabinet members, to Congress and various interests groups,
private citizens, and the media, among others. However important and useful this information may
be to the President, none other is as significant to him than the recommendations he receives from
members of Congress who play the crucial role of determining whether his nominee gets confirmed.
Nemacheck refers to this process of consulting with and listening to members of Congress with
respect to the suitability of 2 nominee and his chances for confirmation as “strategic listening.”* As
Nemacheck discovered in her study of Supreme Court justice nominations, the views of members of

Congtess are taken quite seriously by the President when assembling an initial “short-list” of
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potential nominees and in the final decision to select a particular individual for nomination.”

During periods of divided party government in particular, she determined that the views of Senators,
both from the majority and those philosophically similar to the president, played a more crucial role
in White House deliberations than members of the House. She also discovered that the number of
recommendations a prospective nominee received was also significant. Importantly, the position of
Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, both an institutional position and a committee crucial
to successful confirmation, was especially important to a prospective justice’s consideration because
it increased the “simulated probability of being considered by the president from 67% to 100%.”*
In many respects, we would expect the process of selecting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to resemble that of U.S. Supreme Court justices, at least when it comes to the influence of
congressional recommendations in the generation of the initial “short-list” by an administration.
However, crucial differences do exist in the nature of the jobs, the type of work they engage in, the
length of their tenure, and their political saliency for members of Congress that impact the
confirmation process.

Since the creation of the position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1949, no
nominee for Chairman has ever been rejected by the United States Senate. This record stands in
contrast to that of Supreme Court justice nominees where from 1928 to 1989 seventeen percent of
justice nominees were not confirmed.” This track record would seem to suggest that presidents
have carte blanche authority to choose whomever they want for Chairman; and on the surface this
would appear to be the case. Unlike Supreme Court justice nominees, Chairman nominees don’t
typically generate the same level of political rancor and interest that Supreme Court justice
nominations usually receive and their confirmation hearings barely merit the kind of media attention
and scrutiny that justice nominations garner. In some respects, these differences may be attributed

to the fact that Supreme Court justice nominees, if confirmed, will have lifetime appointments to a



third and co-equal branch of the U.S. government that has significant influence on the direction of
public policy (especially domestic policy), jurisprudence in the United States, and on the relationship
between the executive and legislative branches. This mixture of career longevity and the long-term
impact of their decisions, particularly on domestic policy, makes Supreme Court justice nominations
incredibly important and controversial.

In contrast, Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have fixed terms of service ranging from a
single, two-year term to a total of two terms for four years of service. Because their terms are much
shorter than Supreme Court justices and their re-appointments require Senate confirmation,
Congress has many more opportunities to influence the direction of U.S. foreign and defense
policies by influencing the chairman selection process. Another crucial distinction is that Chairmen
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff serve in the executive branch of the government, versus serving on the
Supreme Court, and, as such, the president tends to be given greater latitude at nominating an
individual to serve with him who has such a close, advisory responsibility to him and the National
Command Authorities. While this may not always be the case for administration members requiring
Senate confirmation to serve, such as with candidates for Attorney General and Secretary of
Defense, for example, Chairman nominees are generally viewed as non-partisan by political actors.
The effect of this is that the non-partisan nature of the position serves as a constraint on the actions
of political actors to politicize the nomination. Additionally, (because Chairman nominees tend to
adopt the norm of professionalism and eschew partisan politicking), they are not viewed as being as
potentially controversial as Supreme Court nominations. Because Chairman nominees usually focus
on foreign and defense policies, policy areas not usually having much salience to the American
public and thus to members of Congress, they are also not viewed as being particularly controversial,
although this may change when it comes to such social issues as the service of minorities, women,

and gays in the military. While issues of whether certain military bases should be closed and the



conduct of war may make the nomination of a Chairman particulatly rancorous, the ire of members
of Congress is usually directed at the civilian leadership of the Department of Defense, though
Chairman nominees do sometimes receive tough questioning during confirmation on these issues.
For these reasons, the stakes are somewhat lower for JCS Chairmen than for Supreme Court justices
although issues such as whether to go to war can often far outstrip many Supreme Court decisions.
Though the positions and nomination processes of Supreme Court justices and Chairmen of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff differ in many respects, presidents still suffer from similar political
constraints outside of those imposed upon them by Congtress and the confirmation environment.
Presidents usually have a certain amount of “political capital” which helps them pass their legislative
proposals through Congress and get their nominees confirmed.”® Typically, presidents have more
“political capital” earlier in their terms than later and while capital generally diminishes over time,
presidential popularity also fluctuates due in part to actions taken by the president and his
administration but also due to events outside his control.”” For these reasons, how much of a
president’s term remains and what his popularity is in the country impacts his ability to get his
agenda passed. Additionally, these factors serve to impact the extent of influence that congressional

sentiment has on the “strategic listening” phase of presidents as well.

Selecting a Chairman: The Political Process

The scholarly work that has been done on the executive branch selection process for
presidential appointments has not yet focused on how Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are
selected. Thus far, scholarly interest has tended to concentrate on executive appointments in
general, the role of the Senate confirmation process in executive branch deliberations, and executive-
legislative relations in facilitating or inhibiting the nomination and confirmation process.”® Lacking a
specific literature that explores the process of JCS Chairman selection, a decision-making process

must be established that is informed by the existing literature on presidential appointments but is
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influenced by those features of JCS Chairman selection that are unique to it. The literature on
nominations and executive-legislative branch relations highlights several potential factors that may
help to explain the selection process of the chairman and what personal attributes would be key to a
president’s nomination to the United States Senate of a general or admiral for JCS Chairman. But
like all presidential nominations, the selection, nomination, and confirmation of a Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff is part of a political process involving not just the president and his immediate
White House staff but also the Secretary of Defense, quite possibly the Secretary of State, members
of Congress, outside advisors, interest groups, and members of the media. In some respects, the
process of chairman selection and nomination would appear to be fairly idiosyncratic, largely based
upon the personal preferences of the president and his staff. However, the process has a fair
amount of structure to it and has several easily identifiable decision-making points. Mapping this
decision-making process is key to understanding chairman selection.

Whenever a president has the opportunity to fill an opening in the executive branch, he must
first determine which individuals he would like to consider for the position.”” Because the president
has a fixed amount of time to conduct official business and competing priorities for that time, the
process of identifying, organizing, and vetting a list of potential nominees is usually delegated; in the
case of a JCS Chairman, this would be to the Secretary of Defense. Though this type of delegation
has not always been used for chairman selection (it has sometimes been handled by the President’s
immediate staff or by both) it has increasingly become so since World War Two due to the increased
size and complexity of the U.S. government in general and the larger number of senior admirals and
generals the president must appoint and consider.” As the president’s representative, the Secretary
of Defense may suffer from the usual problems that a delegation of responsibility creates such as
“shirking” and “goal-displacement.”” However, in this case, the likeliest problem would be “goal-

displacement” whereby the preferences of the Secretary of Defense, as manifested by his
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recommendation(s) for JCS Chairman to the president, may not accord with those of the president.
To guard against this tendency, the president usually requests a “short-list” of potential nominees
from which to select thus maximizing his freedom of choice and economizing on his time. Another
reaction to the potential for “goal-displacement” is keeping the decision-making process located in
the White House and not in the Department of Defense.”

During the process of selecting a JCS Chairman nominee, the president and his advisors are
usually collecting information about the potential nominee(s) from members of Congtress, key
interest groups, and the media. This process of “strategic listening” increases the level of
information a president has about a potential nominee and gives him clues as to the nature of the
confirmation situation in the United States Senate.” If a potential nominee has strong opposition
from the Senate, the president is less likely to consider him for nomination but this decision is
influenced by the institutional position the individual recommending senators occupy and their
relative importance to the successful confirmation of a chairman.” This type of information also
allows the president to “verify” that his Secretary of Defense has faithfully reflected the president’s
policy priorities in his JCS Chairman nominee recommendations. Senators who share similar
ideological preferences with the president would “signal” the president that his nominee or list of
nominees do not accord with his policy priorities and views. Similatly, if senators of the opposition
party are enthusiastic about a possible nominee this may give the president pause before he
formalizes his selection.

With increased information about potential nominees, a president is better able to select an
individual who most closely approximates his views on policy. However, the institutional
relationship between the executive branch and the legislative branch is also important in his
decision-making and may limit the options a president has depending upon how the two branches

interact.”” Whether the Senate is under unified or divided party control conditions the initial
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generation of a JCS Chairman nominee short-list and influences what general or admiral has the
greatest chance for successful Senate confirmation. When the opposition political party controls the
U.S. Senate, for example, the president has to be more mindful of the Senate’s views because he is
more likely to see a nominee rejected by the Senate if that nominee is not acceptable to the
opposition.” Conversely, if the president’s party is in control of the Senate, the president will feel
more free to nominate a general or admiral for Chairman who most closely shares his views on
policy because the president’s political party is less likely to reject a nominee from a president of

their own party who likely shares their views on policy as well.”

For these reasons, congressional
sentiment weighs heavily in a president’s deliberations over potential JCS Chairman candidates. The
Senate’s views about a particular candidate for JCS Chairman are not only driven by their
perspective on the personality and abilities of the nominee and their assessment of the current and
future national security challenges of the nation, but they may also express partisan differences,
though this is likely a minor factor. Other political factors in addition to unified or divided party
control, such as presidential popularity, the degree of party control, and the ideology of the Senate
can also affect the nominating environment for a president. With this initial identification of some
of the factors that shape the process of selecting and nominating a JCS Chairman, such as executive

branch strategy and the nominating environment, I will now go into greater detail about what

individual characteristics help facilitate the selection of an individual as JCS Chairman.

Selecting a Chairman: Candidate Qualities

While the present statutory requirements for who can be considered for the position of
Chairman of the JCS are explicit (though they have only been in force since 1986 and can be waived
if the president decides to do so) and prior to the Goldwater-Nichols Act any “Regular” officer
could be nominated for the position, why one particular general or admiral is selected over another

is not well known.” To guide his search and the efforts of his staff, for example, Secretary
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Rumsfeld drafted a list of “desired characteristics” that a Chairman should possess “to provide the
best possible military advice to the National Command Authorities”.”” These criteria were circulated
extensively for comment both within and outside the government and Secretary Rumsfeld
“discussed the characteristics with the President in detail.”* Listed below are Rumsfeld’s “desired

e o4l
characteristics’™":

1. Broad operational background (experienced both in combat and major
contingencies and in a senior command overseas)*

2. Intellect and innovativeness

3. Candor and forthrightness (willingness to disagree, then effectively support the
decisions made)

4. Experience in and understanding of the Washington arena

5. Conceptual and managerial leadership in change and transformation

6. Practical experience with how the roles of the service chiefs, Joint Staff, and
unified commanders-in-chiefs differ

7. Credibility with the public, the Congtress, and the media

8. Strong sense of ethics and trustworthiness

9. Support of the principle of civilian control of the military

10. Compatibility with the Secretary, the President, and the Vice President

As specific as some of these characteristics are, such as combat experience and senior
command overseas, how one determines the concepts of “[sJupport of the principle of civilian
control of the military” and “[clompatibility with the Secretary, the President, and the Vice
President” in evaluating different candidates for the Chairmanship is more problematic.
Furthermore, as appropriate as these criteria were for the Bush Administration, they may not be the
same for previous administrations where, for example, “[c]redibility with the public” and “[c]andor
and forthrightness” might be valued differently. Additionally, many candidates for the chairmanship
possess these characteristics simultaneously making identification of the chairman difficult.

Absent a systematic and comprehensive theoretical explanation for JCS Chairman selection,
evidence has been collected on the specific instances of certain JCS nominees from memoirs,
biographies, contemporary accounts, and other research that can go a long way to understanding the

process and the characteristics of individuals nominated for Chairman.” Because the JCS Chairman
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is the principal military advisor to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of
Defense, the most important set of characteristics that an administration tries to identify are an
“officer’s knowledge of, and experience in, national security policymaking.”* Administrations tend
to select those officers with the “highest professional standing” who can give the “most competent,
dedicated, and disinterested counsel on military matters available to the President.”” Following the
determination of competency, executive branch officials are then concerned with whether the
background of the individual and his “personality” will further that administration’s national security
agenda.” This manifests itself in a selection process that seeks to identify “people loyal and devoted
to [the President’s] programs” and finding officers who share the President’s “views and therefore
would act to implement them properly.”*’ Part of the process of identifying people who would be
loyal to an administration’s program is excluding those who have manifested disloyalty or other
“unprofessional” behavior.* During the Eisenhower Administration this focus on loyalty and
subordination to civilian leadership manifested itself in the promotion of Admiral William Fechteler
to Chief of Naval Operations over four other admirals in line for succession. Alone among the five
admirals, he had not testified against the administration in congressional hearings on the
procurement of the B-36 bomber, a crucial component of President Eisenhower’s strategic concept
of “massive retaliation.”” In addition to concerns about “disloyalty” or “insubordination”, a
president is more likely to nominate an individual for JCS Chairman if that individual is an advocate
of that administration’s policy views™. In this respect, advocacy is to be distinguished from a general
correlation of a potential nominee’s views with that of the administration’s. One is more active
while the other is passive. This is readily seen by President Johnson’s nomination of General
Westmoreland to Chief of Staff of the Army due, in part, to his “public support” for Johnson’s

Vietnam War policies.”’ As these examples about the selection of two service chiefs suggest, military
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support for an administration’s policies and deference to civilian control of the military should help
explain the selection of the JCS Chairman.

Even though competency, loyalty, and similar policy views are all crucial to the President,
examples do exist where presidents have nominated individuals who did not have all these
characteristics. An excellent example of this phenomenon is President John F. Kennedy’s
nomination of Air Force General Curtis L.eMay to be Chief of Staff of the Air Force.” Not only
was LeMay opposed to the Kennedy Administration’s policy of “flexible response” but Kennedy’s
freedom of decision-making was circumscribed by LeMay’s congressional supporters and the
unanimous support of the senior military leadership of the Air Force.” Kennedy’s nomination of
LeMay suggests that the executive branch consults with members of Congress, at least insofar as
determining that no other nominee would have been approved, and Betts states this explicitly by
saying that the “Secretary of Defense usually checks a list of possible nominees informally with
congressional armed services committees before he forwards them to the President for decision.””

It is reasonable to assume then that the legislative branch is consulted as an initial list of possible

nominees for JCS Chairman is generated.

Generating the “Short-List”: The Role of Congress

Because Congtress has never rejected a nominee for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it
would seem that presidents pretty much have the unchecked ability to nominate whomever they
want for the position. Though the public confirmation process may appear to be fairly non-
controversial, the selection and nomination process might, in reality, be quite contentious with the
political conflict taking place behind the scenes while an administration generates its short-list and
deliberates over who the eventual nominee will be. But the nature of this potential conflict is
difficult to determine precisely. By applying Nemacheck’s concept of “strategic listening” during

Supreme Court justice nominations to the selection and nomination process of Chairmen of the
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Joint Chiefs of Staff, there are at least three key distinctions that can be made in the process: (1)
The President might be receiving the same level of congressional interest (as determined by the
number of letters from members of Congress) as takes place during contentious nominations such

as Supreme Court nominations, (2) the President might be receiving fewer letters of

recommendation from members of Congress but the views he does receive might have a greater
importance to the generation of the short-list because they generally come from either the Senate
leadership, members of the Senate Armed Services Committee, or from his own political party, or
(3) the President might consult with select members of Congress about the suitability of some
generals and admirals for Chairman but generally does not consult Congress about his JCS
Chairman nominee selection.” The level of congressional interest in who the JCS Chairman
nominee is might be lower compared to Supreme Court nominations because the position typically
deals with foreign and defense policy matters which Congress tends to defer to the executive branch
on of, conversely, because the position does impact U.S. foreign and defense policy, some members
of Congress with a strong interest in foreign policy, such as some members with significant ethnic or
special interest groups in their district, might have a strong interest in who the next JCS Chairman
will be. Interest may also be lower because the position is not a lifetime appointment, is generally
viewed as a non-partisan position, and the JCS Chairman serves as an advisor in the executive
branch.

When compared to U.S. Supreme Court justice nominations, JCS Chairman nominees don’t
usually generate a lot of attention from interest groups. However, there have been examples where
interest groups have tried to influence the congressional approval process for military promotions.
In 2002, for example, interest groups such as the National Organization of Women, the Service
Members Legal Defense Network, the American Veterans for Equal Rights, and other groups

lobbied the Senate Armed Services Committee to vote against the promotion of Major General
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Robert T. Clark to Lieutenant General. They organized against his promotion because a soldier was
killed while under his command at Fort Campbell largely due to the suspicions of fellow soldiers
who thought he was gay. While Major General Clark would eventually receive his third star, his
experience is instructive that on some occasions interest groups will organize to oppose the

promotion of a military leader.

Selecting the Nominee

Unlike Supreme Court justices, JCS Chairmen serve as members of the executive branch, in
a usually close and advisory relationship with the President and the Secretary of Defense, and are
generally expected to support the policies of the nominating president. Supreme Court justices,
however, usually maintain a professional distance from members of the executive branch. And
though there is some hope among members of the executive branch that Supreme Court justices will
generally follow the political values and policies of the administration that nominates them, if they
do not do so there are no repercussions; this is not the case for Chairman nominees. A Chairman
who does not publicly and consistently support the policies of the administration that nominates
him will typically find that when the opportunity for his re-nomination approaches, he will not likely
receive an additional two-year term. Because JCS Chairmen have such a close, personal working
relationship with the President and the Secretary of Defense and are expected to help implement
administration policy, the personal characteristics and experiences of the nominee take on added
importance.

While a president would ideally like a Chairman nominee who strongly supportts his
administration’s foreign and defense policy positions, presidents are also interested in having a
military advisor who can give him unvarnished professional military advice that may be in contrast
to his views. Even though presidents would preferably like someone with both attributes, this is not

always the case. During times of war, for example, aptitude and qualifications may be more highly
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valued under divided party conditions, for example, but political acceptability more under a unified
party situation. One reason for this is that under divided party conditions, nominees from the
executive branch are scrutinized more strongly and expressly political generals or admirals (those
who most enthusiastically endorse the president’s policies) would not find as welcome a reception
on Capitol Hill. A president would naturally feel the partisan constraints on his possible nominees
in that the nation had at least registered some discontent with his war policies by putting the
opposition political party in charge of the U.S. Senate. During times of peace, these results would
likely be the same but with lower values for the variables. Whether the country is at war and
whether the president’s party is in control of the Senate are two key factors that would seem to
impact who a president nominates. Both factors affect whether a president will value expertise or
political acceptability more in choosing a Chairman nominee.

Even though a potential nominee may share the political views of the nominating president
and be the most highly qualified among his peers, the impact of scandal can have a devastating effect
on the likelihood of Senate confirmation. If a potential nominee is only tangentially linked to a
potential or real scandal, his chances of nomination decline because of the very high standard of
military professionalism that Chairman nominees are usually held to.

Because presidents have competing demands on their time and generally do not get to know
each and every potential JCS Chairman nominee personally, they often have imperfect information
on who the best candidate is and who they should nominate. For this reason, how “visible” a
prospective candidate is to the president can often impact that general or admiral’s chances at
nomination. Frequently, successful nominees have worked in the Washington, D.C. area a long
time, building up contacts and raising their visibility, both in Congress and in the Executive Branch.
And sometimes, prospective nominees have the unusual opportunity of meeting the president

himself, personally impressing him with their abilities. Regardless, “face time” with the president
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and Secretary of Defense serve a crucial role in helping an administration craft their “short-list” and
choose an eventual nominee. It also bolsters the chances of JCS Chairman selection for a general or
admiral.

It is my contention, based upon my initial research, that the attributes Presidents typically
look for in a prospective Chairman nominee are affected by whether his party is in control of the
Senate and whether the nation is at war. Under unified party control during times of peace and war,
presidents usually choose someone whose views are politically acceptable to the president.
Expertise is valued but support for the president’s agenda is more highly valued. Under divided
party control, modified by the degree to which the opposition party is in control, expertise is more
valued and it is very highly valued during a time of war. I believe that the importance of visibility to
key decision-makers in the selection process is so important that most nominees will either come
from the Washington, D.C. area or have had an unusual opportunity for crucial “face time” with the
president mitigating a lack of D.C. presence. And while input from members of Congress in
shaping a president’s views on who he might select are valued, I don’t believe they play as crucial a
role in the selection process as they do for Supreme Court nominations for example. However,
recommendations are more important during times of divided party control regardless of whether
the nation is at war or not. Because JCS Chairman nominees are generally viewed as being largely
non-partisan on Capitol Hill, and thus not too controversial, and there tends to be a tradition of
consensus on chairman nominations, acrimony between the executive and legislative branches is
usually quite low. In this respect then, congressional endorsements principally serve to help identify
prospective JCS Chairman candidates for the president who have not have considered by an

administration rather than serving as “red-flags” for possible partisan rancor.

Hypotheses and Operationalization
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While the literature on executive branch nominations presents us with several general
theories that help us understand the process of selecting and nominating a Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and what personal qualities of potential chairmen administrations might value,
translating them into testable models and concrete variables is the next challenge. Based upon the
literature review above, this dissertation will incorporate and test “political agreement” and “merit”
based explanations for chairman selection within the framework of information asymmetry and the
degree to which separation of powers considerations factor into executive branch deliberations. The

following hypotheses will be tested and operationalized as follows.

Hypotheses

Political Agreement:

» Under unified party control, presidents will nominate someone for JCS Chairman whose
views and experiences most closely position that individual to support the administration’s
policies.

Merit:

» Under divided patty control, presidents will nominate someone for JCS Chairman whose
professional experience makes them the most qualified among their peer group.

Information:

» Presidents are more likely to nominate an individual for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff about whom the president and his staff have more information than other members of
the selection pool.

Scandal:

» Presidents ate less likely to nominate an individual for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who has been involved in a scandal or was in a position of responsibility when a scandal
took place during that prospective nominee’s term of service.

Executive Branch Confirmation Strategy:
» Presidents are more likely to nominate an individual for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff who has received the most recommendations from members of Congress and interest
groups than other members of the selection pool.
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Operationalization

Political Agreement and Merit

However much a general or admiral is brought to the attention of the President or Secretary
of Defense, the qualifications, background, and experiences of a senior officer are key components
in the selection process for JCS Chairman.” As the selection of General Myers made quite clear, his
regional background (Asia), experiences with military transformation —a key goal of the Bush
Administration- and his command of the U.S. Space Command complemented the national security
strategy and goals of the Bush Administration. In order to determine the national security policy of
an administration, I will be analyzing the speeches, statements, and comments of the President and
Secretary of Defense, including the Secretary of Defense’s Annual Report to Congress, which
includes the administration’s assessment of the security threats to the United States. Because
congtressional preferences in defense and foreign policy have prevailed over the President’s in the
past (for example, President’s Kennedy’s nomination of Air Force General Curtis LeMay as Chief of
Staff of the Air Force), the national security policy views of the Chairman and ranking member of
the Senate Armed Services Committee and the Senate Majority and Minority leaders will also be
analyzed. Their views on the qualifications of different generals and admirals will be gleaned from
their letters to the President as outlined in the “Executive Confirmation Strategy” section below and
by their public statements. By closely analyzing these various statements and documents, I will be
able to determine which aspects of a potential nominee’s background most appropriately
complement the President’s national security agenda or follow the views of the Senate. I will focus
particularly on regional and operational experiences and commands.

While some generals and admirals may have similar regional and operational command
experiences, some potential nominees are more qualified or “professionally competent” than others.

In particular, some potential nominees will have higher fitness reports than others and are thus more
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highly regarded for having fulfilled their responsibilities successfully.”” While these performance
reports are confidential, one manner of getting at the measured attributes of performance and merit
is to measure the number of valorous and meritorious medals a potential candidate has earned and

whether he has been endorsed by the outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

IV1: Compatibility with administration’s regional, functional, and management priorities.

IV2: Appointed to a position to be considered for Chairman by the nominating
administration.

IV3: Publicly dissented against previous, and politically different, administration’s
defense/foreign policy.

IV4: Number of valorous and meritorious military decorations.
IV5:  Endorsed for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff by outgoing Chairman.
Scandal

As the decision by JCS Vice Chairman Joseph W. Ralston in 1997 to remove himself from
consideration for JCS Chairman over an “adulterous” affair indicates, the role of scandals and other
actions that violate the norms of military professionalism carry significant weight in promotion
decisions.™ On June 5, 1997, in response to the disclosure of Ralston’s affair when estranged from
his wife, Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen stated the importance of morality for effective
military leadership: “leaders of our armed forces are expected to be a source of moral leadership for

: 59
our forces and our Nation.””

When Cohen went on to remark that “General Ralston was a leading
candidate [for JCS Chairman| before I learned of these events in his past [and] he is still a leading
candidate” comparisons were instantly made between Ralston’s situation and that of Air Force
Lieutenant Kelly Flynn who was the military’s first female B-2 bomber pilot and who eventually
resigned from the Air Force to avoid a court marital on adultery charges and lying to investigators.

While Ralston’s relationship did not appear to violate the military’s legal code on adultery, the

ensuing political fracas over the situation and the charge that the military was using a double-
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standard in how it treated Flynn and Ralston eventually led to Ralston removing himself from
consideration for JCS Chairman on June 9, 1997. What the Ralston situation demonstrates is the
importance of scandal or the perception of scandal in preventing the elevation of a general or
admiral to JCS Chairman. For this reason, scandal must be captured in a comprehensive model
explaining the selection of JCS Chairmen.
IV6: Has been involved in a scandal or was in a position of responsibility when a scandal

took place during his term of service.

Information

There are a number of ways that Presidents and their Secretaries of Defense increase their
information about potential nominees for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They can generally
be categorized into two groups: systematic and non-systematic means of familiarization. To a great
extent, these methods of familiarization are part of a visibility theory of promotion.”’ As Janowitz
explains it in The Professional Soldier, “a candidate’s ability to rise farther depends on the particular
assignment which will permit him to display his talents and make a conspicuous contribution.”” He
goes on to state that “in building a reputation each younger officer has the task of coming to the
attention of important superiors.” Moore and Trout state that “[v]isibility then applies where certain
billets have a premium over others” and that “[v]isible officers transcend the performance reporting
system, since their activities will be monitored relatively frequently by influential or potentially

. . 2
influential officers.”®

While the generals and admirals the president selects the JCS Chairman from
are somewhat familiar to the President, distinctions can be made between them when it comes to
their visibility before the President and Secretary of Defense. One systematic means of visibility and
familiarization is the position of military assistant to the President, Vice President, Secretary of

Defense, or the Deputy Secretary of Defense. From this position of confidence and trust, a

prospective Chairman can come to the attention of decision-makers and demonstrate his ability to
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follow through on the wishes of the senior civilian leadership. Furthermore, a general or admiral
who has successfully been chosen for such a position has an acute awareness of the needs,
responsibilities, and goals of the senior national security leadership. He has also been identified as
someone who can work well with civilian leaders and who performs the duties of military advisor
ably.

IV7: Has served as a military assistant to a President, Vice President, Secretary of

Defense, or Deputy Secretary of Defense.

A second systematic means of visibility and familiarization is the number of years an officer
has been stationed in Washington, D.C. As other studies have indicated, a term of service in
Washington, D.C., even at the most junior officer level, orients a potential general or admiral to how
power is practiced in the capital.” The position allows him to meet future leaders within the services
and within the government, such as at the Department of Defense, the State Department and in
Congress, and sensitizes the individual to the relationship between the military and civilian authority.

Thus, a second aspect of the visibility theory is required.

IV8: Number of years of service in Washington, D.C.

In addition to these more systematic means of visibility and familiarization, military
operations, conflicts, and wars have a tendency to elevate a general or admiral to the attention of the
President or Secretary of Defense. These non-systematic events thrust a military leader to the
attention of the civilian leadership and, because they are often implementing the president’s military
goals for the conflict at hand, the president is able to see the general or admiral as he implements the
president’s policy.

IV9: Commanded a successful military operation using force or regularly briefed the
president about the event during the nominating President’s term.

Executive Branch Confirmation Strategy
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Even though generals and admirals are viewed as non-partisan and generally behave as such,
through their involvement in different military operations, policies, and programs, they do become
politicized insofar as they become identified with different policy approaches and sometimes with
specific administrations. For this reason, which party controls the Senate influences which generals
and admirals the president is likely to consider for the JCS Chairmanship. If a particular general is
associated with a specific tactic or strategy that is associated with an administration’s overall military
approach, such as General Westmoreland during the Vietnam War, he may become less confirmable
if the U.S. Senate is controlled by a party different from the president’s or at political odds with his
program. The influence of Congress on the deliberations and strategic calculations of the executive
branch in nominating an individual for a position on the Supreme Court, the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and in administrative agencies has been well documented.”® This influence is well illustrated in the
recommendation by Senate Majority Leader Robert A. Taft (R-Ohio) in 1953 to President
Eisenhower’s Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson that his first Chairman nominee should not be
closely identified with the Truman Administration’s policies and civil-military approach.” This
suggestion eventually led to the Eisenhower Administration’s nomination of Admiral Arthur W.
Radford to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who had been a public dissenter against the
Truman Administration’s policies.66 While a number of factors went into the selection of Radford,
Taft’s endorsement alerted Eisenhower and Wilson to Radford and, theoretically, raised his
acceptability because of Taft’s support. Taft’s endorsement signaled to the Eisenhower
Administration that Admiral Radford’s nomination as chairman would be well received by the
United States Senate, the Senate Majority Leader in the person of Taft, and Eisenhower’s political
party in the Senate led by Taft. From this example, a number of hypotheses can be made about the

influence of congressional endorsements on executive branch calculations.
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Of those members of Congtress the President hears from, the Taft example mentioned
above is instructive and provides several independent variables that help to test the congressional

endorsement hypothesis.

IV10: Number of endorsements from Senators.

For those Senators who recommend various generals or admirals to the President, not all
Senators carry the same weight with the President. Some Senators, such as the Majority or Minority
Leader or the Chair or Ranking Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee will influence the
president’s decision-making more significantly. These factors lead then to the next independent

variables.

IV11: Senate endorser is a leader of the U.S. Senate (Majority or Minority Leader).

IV12: Senate endorser is a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee leadership
(Chair, Ranking Member).

IV13: Senate endorser is a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee.

Besides the recommendations of individual members of Congress, Presidents also take into
account the ideology of the Senate as a body and whether there is unified or divided party control.”
If a president’s philosophical views are strongly divergent from the Senate, a difficult confirmation

process is expected. For this reason, recommendations from Senators are expected to be more

seriously considered when the president is closer to the ideologically median Senator.

IV14: Philosophical agreement between the president and the median senator.
IV15: Philosophical agreement between the president and the endorser.
As the example of the promotion of Major General Robert T. Clark to Lieutenant General

in 2002 demonstrates, interests groups do play a role in the confirmation process of senior military
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leaders. Their active opposition can significantly complicate a confirmation and their views are

often actively sought after by administrations.

IV16: Number of Interest Group endorsements.

The impact of endorsements from members of Congress and interest groups on executive
branch deliberations is also affected by the president’s popularity and the amount of time that
remains in his term.” As the amount of time that remains in a president’s term declines, he will
become more receptive to congressional endorsements and more popular presidents will be less
willing to accommodate a member of Congress by considering his endorsed candidate for JCS

Chairman.” The following two variables have been added to capture these dynamics.

IV17: Term Remaining
IV18: Presidential Popularity

The models using these variables will also be tested to determine if unified and divided party
control and whether the country was at war impacted the effect of member and interest group

. . . . 7
endorsements on presidential deliberations. 0

Research Methods, Notional Model, and Outline of Study

The Dependent Variable: Identifying the Universe of Candidates
This dissertation will seek to answer two specific questions: (1) to what extent do
congressional and interest group sentiments influence the generation of an administration’s “short-
list” and the selection of the final nominee and (2) why does a specific general or admiral get
nominated over others in his selection pool? While the Goldwater-Nichols Act goes a long way in
helping determine who would naturally be considered for JCS Chairman, two Chairmen have been

selected who did not meet the Goldwater-Nichols standard. Army General Maxwell Taylor, who
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had previously served as Army Chief of Staff during the Eisenhower Administration, was brought
back from retirement during the early 1960s to serve as a military advisor to President Kennedy.
Following the conclusion of General Lemnitzer’s term as JCS Chairman in 1962, Taylor was then
appointed to the position of JCS Chairman. During the Reagan Administration, Vice Chief of Staff
of the Army General John W. Vessey was also elevated to Chairman from a position not covered by
Goldwater-Nichols. As these two examples illustrate, some chairmen have not met the
recommended guidelines of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. For this reason, any effort to create a list
of the “universe” of candidates eligible for an administration’s “short-list” should not be limited by
the guidelines of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.”

In order to determine those attributes, positions, and skills of a general officer that play an
integral role in the selection of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, an initial universe of
potential candidates must be identified. While the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 provides a
statutorily defined universe of candidates, prior to the act no such list exists (it is instructive though
that presidents tend to treat the act as suggestive versus determinative when constructing their short-
list of nominees). As a working guide, I have projected back to the selection of the first JCS
Chairman in 1949 those requirements for selection to Chairman contained in the Goldwater-Nichols
Act. By doing so, a recognizable population of 199 generals and admirals was identified. As the
Maxwell and Vessey examples mentioned earlier illustrate, positions such as Military Advisor to the
President and the Deputy Chief of Staff position in a service can also serve as springboards to the
JCS Chairman position. Excluded from this determination were those generals or admirals whose
terms of service placed them out of office once an opening for JCS Chairman was identified and
those who served in an “acting” capacity that made them only technically eligible under the
Goldwater-Nichols Act. Additional names may need to be added to the “long-list” in order to

adequately measure the extent to which congressional and interest group endorsements affect the
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chances of a general or admiral getting onto an administration’s “short-list”. The final number of
possible JCS Chairman nominees for this study will be determined by identifying an administration’s
“short-list”. While not every administration will have a “short-list”, one will be created based on
archival research whereby the names of different prospective nominees will be located from internal
memos, phone records, and oral history records among other sources.

For the purposes of this dissertation, I will use the Korean War (1950-1953), the Vietnam
War (1961-1975), Desert Storm (1990-1991), the Global War on Terror (2001 — present), and the
Iraq War (2003 — present) as times when the United States was at war. These wars were chosen
based upon the number of U.S. military personnel who were involved and the nature of the
conflicts. These wars were selected because they are considered more traditionally about defeating a
military opponent rather than “peace-making” or “humanitarian” missions.

For the “Congtressional Endorsement Model”, the dependent variable is dichotomous
indicating whether the candidate endorsed by the member of Congtess and/or interest group was
setiously considered by an administration.”” The statistical technique of logit will be used in this
study. For the “Nominee Selection Model”, the dependent variable is also dichotomous indicating
whether the candidate was nominated for JCS Chairman or not. The statistical technique of logit

will also be used but in a discrete choice model.

Independent Variables
In general, the independent variables identified in the Hypotheses and Operationalization
sections above were gathered from the autobiographies, biographies, memoirs, and oral history
interviews of the Presidents, Secretaries of Defense, generals and admirals eligible for selection, and
the Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Publicly available military records were also used. The
internal deliberations of each administration about the selection of the JCS Chairman were

documented from the Presidential Libraries of Harry S Truman to William Jefferson Clinton and
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from the information publicly available for the George W. Bush Administration. I also worked
closely with the Historian’s Offices of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Office of the Secretary of

Defense.

Political Agreement & Merit

Information on the careers of individual generals and admirals was gathered from three
sources. All official military records are housed in a central military archive in St. Louis, Missouri
that regularly completes research requests. Because some records will be incomplete, lost, damaged,
ot destroyed, I have been in touch with the Historian’s Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Office of the Historian of the Office of the Secretary of Defense who were more than willing to
assist me in my data collection. Through their connections to the respective offices of the historians
for the unified, combatant, and joint commands and the individual services, they were also able to
collect the complete biographical information of the prospective JCS Chairman nominees. The
third and final source of data on military careers was collected from administration records and
books on the individuals. Information on the compatibility of a general or admiral’s background
with an administration’s foreign and defense policy was taken from the above sources. In order to
determine the national security and foreign policy of an administration, I analyzed the speeches,
statements, and comments of the President and Secretary of Defense, including the Secretary of
Defense’s Annual Report to Congtess, which includes the administration’s assessment of the
security threats to the United States. These records were available at the Library of Congress and at

the presidential libraries.

Scandal
Scandal determinations were identified by reading the editorial pages of The New York Times

and The Washington Post and by analyzing the public statements of the President and the Secretary of
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Defense. Editorials were located by using the bound volumes of The Early Bird, the official
newsclipping service of the Department of Defense. These books were stored at the Office of the
Historian of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and go back to the 1940s. The Historian’s
Office agreed to allow me to use these records. Statements from the President and the Secretary of
Defense were also found in their official papers at the Library of Congress and at the Presidential

Libraries.

Information

Information on whether a potential nominee served as a military assistant to the senior
civilian leadership of the U.S. Government, their number of years in Washington, D.C., and whether
they led a successful military operation during the nominating President’s term were largely taken
from that individual’s military career record (access to these records is mentioned in the

“Qualifications & Experience” section above).

Executive Branch Confirmation Strategy

Most administrations maintained an endorsement file from members of Congtess, key
interest groups, and important individuals.” The quality and comprehensiveness of these files
fluctuated. For this reason, I used supplemental information from records of phone conversations
and meeting logs. Information on the leadership and committee positions of endorsers was taken
from congressional directories. The ideological relationship between the President and individual
members of Congress and the Senate as a whole were determined by using Poole and Rosenthal’s
(1997) W-NOMINATE scores that go back to the first Congress of the United States.”* The W-
NOMINATE scores place individual members of Congress on an ideological continuum with a
President and allow a researcher to determine the degree to which the President and the member

agree or disagree ideologically. By taking the absolute value of the difference between the scores
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one is able to determine the appropriate value. Presidential popularity was gleaned by averaging
several national opinion polls.

Whether key interest groups endorse or oppose a prospective JCS Chairman was determined
by exploring the files of each respective administration. I focused principally on the views of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars, the American Legion, the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People, and the National Organization of Women. Each endorsement and letter of

opposition will be noted and added to a nominee’s record.

Model Variables

The variables for the models were operationalized in the following manner.

Dependent Variable: There are two dependent variables that will be used in this analysis both of

which have a value of either “0” or “1”. The first is “Chairman’ and the second is “Short-List”.

Independent Variables: There are 199 cases in the database representing all of the U.S. Army and

U.S. Air Force Chiefs of Staff, Chiefs of Naval Operations, and Commandants of the Marine Corps
who were in position to be considered for each of the seventeen selection events. I have also
included Vice Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, former chairmen who were still in the service or
who only served one term as chairman, the combatant commanders of Europe, the Pacific, Central
Command, Southern Command, Special Operations Command, the Atlantic, Joint Forces,
Readiness, and Strategic Air. I have also included eight generals and admirals in the selection pool
because research indicated that they had been on a short-list for Chairman but didn’t necessarily

have a traditional position of authority from which one is normally chosen.”

Final Nomination and Short-List Selection Variables
1. YearsSinceLastService: This variable measures how many years it had been since the service of

the general officer had been Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Expected Direction: Positive
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2. MonthsPosition: This measures how many months the general officer was in his position prior

to the nomination of the Chairman. Expected Direction: Positive

3. Chairman: Indicates whether the officer was selected as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

and is either a “0” or a “1”. Expected Direction: Neutral

4. ShortList: This indicates whether the officer was on an administration’s short-list for
consideration to be nominated for chairman and is either a “0” or a “1”. Expected Direction:

Neutral

5. ChairmanEndorsed: This indicates whether an officer was endorsed as a successor by the
outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and is either a “0” or a “1.” Expected Direction:

Positive

6. MilitaryAide: This variable indicates whether the officer was either an aide to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the President, the Secretary of Defense, or held what is usually considered a
civilian position (e.g. National Security Advisor) and is either a “0” or a “1”. Expected Direction:

Positive

7. Valor: This number is based off a scoring system the researcher established that measures how
many valorous decorations an officer received over the course of his career. The medals are
arranged in a descending order of precedence consistent with military regulations. Because each

potential candidate for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is compared against his peer group,
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these scores more accurately measure “valor” because each “class” of general officers is compared
against similar officers who would have had comparable opportunities in their generation. Unlike
“merit” scores, however, valor scores are higher for services engaged in combat on a more regular
basis such as the U.S. Army and the U.S. Marine Corps. This would tend to privilege these services
over others. Because “valor” is a measure of merit on its own, it will be tested along with
“meritorious” scores and combined to determine which captures the concept of merit most
accurately. The values of the variables were determined by the researcher and are subjective because
no system presently exists that determines the relative worth of a Congressional Medal of Honor,
for example, against a Silver Star other than one is ranked higher in order of precedence and the
standards for receiving higher ranking awards are more exclusive. Additionally, there is no other
comparable measure of “valor” available to the researcher that would be accepted by outside

observers. Expected Direction: Positive

Congressional Medal of Honor 30

Distinguished Service Cross 20

Navy Cross 20

Air Force Cross 20

Silver Star 15

Distinguished Flying Cross 15

Soldietr’s Medal 12

Navy and Marine Corps Medal 12

Bronze Star with “V”’ 11

Bronze Star 10

Air Medal with “V” 10

Legion of Merit with “V” 10 (counted once with “V”)
Purple Heart 5

Letter of Commendation with “V” 3 (counted once with “V”)
Any Commendation Medal with “V” 3

8. Political Agreement. The extent to which a potential candidate for Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff agrees with an administration’s views and policy priorities was determined through a
two stage process. The first step entailed an extensive review of administration documents (e.g.

inaugural addresses, speeches, confirmation testimony) and campaign statements to ascertain their
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policy perspective during the year of the nomination. The second step was determining the
compatibility of the administration’s views with the records and perspectives of the general officers
from which they chose a Chairman. The “Political Agreement” variable reflects the degree to which
that general officer agrees with the nominating administration’s regional, function, and managerial
perspective when it comes to foreign and defense policy as well as running the U.S. Department of
Defense. Agreement or experience with a particular policy area is reflected with a “1” and lack of

compatibility is coded as “0”. Perfect compatibility is a “3” and imperfect compatibility is a “0”".

A general officer’s compatibility with an administration’s views on regional, functional, and
managerial issues was determined by reviewing each general officer’s professional resume,
biographies/memoirs/autobiographies, general officer histoties, contemporary documents from the
archives, interviews conducted by the researcher, and the researcher’s general knowledge of the
history of each service. The “regional” and “functional” variables were fairly straightforward when
determining suitability because an administration generally makes clear its priorities in terms of a
country or regional emphasis and whether it is preparing, for example, a ground war or a strategic
missile program, etc that privileges some services over others. Examples of these sorts of cases are
listed below. The more difficult variable to determine is “managerial.” However, an exhaustive
review of the multiple sources of information listed above indicates both general trends when it
comes to the parochialism of certain services and which specific general officers shared the
administration’s managerial perspective. In a case where an individual’s perspective could not be
determined with respect to “managerial” questions, the researcher’s general understanding of the
service at that time indicated whether the general officer was either more parochial in his views or
had a joint or holistic perspective. One example of this is that it was generally acknowledged by

multiple decision-makers over time that general officers from the U.S. Marine Corps tended to be
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very parochial in their views and lack a strategic perspective. As the decades progressed, and
especially after the Marine Corps officially joined the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the late 1970s, this view
of the Corps diminished as larger numbers of their general officers had a more expansive view and
set of experiences when it came to “managerial” issues. Overall, the results of this work of

determining the regional, functional, and managerial views of the general officers were favorable.

e Regional: This variable indicates whether the general officer’s position or experiences when
the chairman was selected were consistent with that administration’s regional priorities.
Example: The Reagan Administration, for example, prioritized “Asia” as an important
variable in their 1982 selection of General Vessey as Chairman. If the officer’s background
and views were similar to the administration’s priority he was scored a “17, if not, he was

given a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

e Functional: This variable indicates whether the general officer’s position, experiences, and
views when the chairman was selected were consistent with that administration’s functional
priorities. Example: The Kennedy Administration prioritized “flexible response”, for
example, as an important variable in their 1962 selection of General Taylor as Chairman. If
the officer’s background and views were similar to the administration’s priority he was

scored as a “17, if not, he was given a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

e Managerial: This variable indicates whether the general officer’s position, experiences, and
views when the chairman was selected were consistent with that administration’s managerial
priorities. Example: The Truman Administration prioritized “unification”, for example, as

an important variable in their 1949 selection of General Bradley as Chairman. If the officet’s
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background and views were similar to the administration’s priority he was scored as a “17, if

not, he was given a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

9. AppointedByAdministration: This variable indicates whether the general officer was appointed
by the administration that selected the chairman during that selection event. If a general or admiral

met these criteria he was coded as a “17, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

10. Dissented: This variable indicates whether the general officer had publically dissented against
the previous administration’s defense and foreign policies. If a general or admiral met these criteria,

he was coded as a “1”, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

11. WashingtonDC: This variable indicates whether the general officer was physically located in
Washington, D.C. due to his command’s location during the selection event. If a general or admiral

met these criteria he was coded as a “17, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

12. Scandal: This variable indicates whether the general officer was involved in or was in a
position to be held responsible for a scandal that took place during his career. If a general or

admiral met these criteria he was coded as a “1”, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction: Negative

13. Merit: This number is based off a scoring system the researcher established that measures how
many meritorious decorations an officer received over the course of his career. The medals are
arranged in a descending order of precedence consistent with military regulations. Because each
potential candidate for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is compared against his peer group,

these scores more accurately measure “merit” because each “class” of general officers is compared
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against similar officers who would have had comparable opportunities in their generation. While
utilizing each general officer’s service record might be a more accurate way of determining merit,
most of these records are sealed to outside researchers because of privacy concerns. Lacking access
to these records, the number of meritorious decorations a general officer possesses is as close to a
standardized system of merit that one can assemble. The values of the variables were determined by
the researcher and are subjective because no system exists that can determine the relative worth of a
Defense Distinguished Service Medal against a Defense Superior Service Medal other than one is
ranked higher in order of precedence and the standards for receiving higher ranking awards are
more exclusive. Additionally, because the total value of this score reflects a lifetime of
accomplishment, it is a more accurate determinate of merit because it reflects a lifetime of
achievement rather than a relatively late recognition of merit determined by a outside group such as

a leader favorably disposed towards a particular candidate. Expected Direction: Positive

Defense Distinguished Service Medal 30
Army Distinguished Service Medal 20
Navy Distinguished Service Medal 20
Air Force Distinguished Service Medal 20
Coast Guard Distinguished Service Medal 20
Defense Superior Service Medal 10
Legion of Merit 10
Defense Meritorious Service Medal 5

Meritorious Service Medal 5

14. CongressionalEndorsement: This variable indicates whether the general officer was endorsed
by a member of Congress. If a general or admiral met these criteria he was coded as a “1”, if not,

then a “0.” Expected Direction: Positive

Congressional Endorsement Model Variables
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15. CongressionalEndorsement: This variable indicates whether the general officer was endorsed
by a member of Congress. If a general or admiral met these criteria he was coded as a “1”, if not,

then a “0.” Expected Direction: Positive

16. PrezCongAgreement: This variable was operationalized using Poole and Rosenthal’s (1997)
W-NOMINATE scores and is the absolute value of the difference between the president’s W-
NOMINATE score and the score of the member making the recommendation. Expected

Direction: Positive

17. Gallup: This measures the percent presidential approval rating during the month the Chairman

nominee was sworn in using Gallup Polls. Expected Direction: Negative
g p p ANegative

18. Senate: This variable indicates whether the congressional endorser of a general officer for
Chairman was a member of the United States Senate. If the recommender was a Senator, then he

was coded as a “1”, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

19. SenateLDR: This variable indicates whether the congressional endorser of a general officer for
Chairman was a leader of the United States Senate. If the recommender was a leader, then he was

coded as a “1”, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

20. SASC: This variable indicates whether the congressional endorser of a general officer for
Chairman was a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC). If the recommender
was a member of the SASC, then he was coded as a “1”, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction:

Positive
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21. SASCChair: This variable indicates whether the congressional endorser of a general officer for
Chairman was Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC). If the recommender

was Chair, he was coded as a “1”, if not, then a “0”. Expected Direction: Positive

22. PercentTerm: This variable indicates the percentage of the administration’s term that remains
when they nominated a general or admiral for Chairman. The variable goes from 25% to 75%.

Expected Direction: Negative

Introduction to Case Studies

The above model specifications and variable selections for this dissertation as well as their
operationalization were largely determined by analyzing several general areas of literature within the
field of political science. The first is the canon of works done on selections in general whether they
investigate nominations to the U.S. Supreme Court or the president’s Cabinet or even how the
President chooses a running mate. However, none of these and other studies critically looked at
how Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are selected and nominated. The second broad group of
literature comes from civil-military analysis as well as from anecdotes gleaned from various histories
and biographies of the key players within the selection and nomination process. While this area of
knowledge is more fruitful in gaining an understanding of the broad outlines of the process of
choosing a Chairman, none of the literature reviewed has done so comprehensively or statistically.
The third general area of knowledge deals with the role of the U.S. Congress in the confirmation

process for nominees as well as its influence on Executive Branch determinations of whom they

41



should nominate. This particular area of inquiry has not looked at the role of the U.S. Congress on
how Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are selected nor for other general officers. However
much the specifications for the selection models above may conform to the extent literature’s
general expectations, it must be validated through an analysis of historical cases of actual Chairmen
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff getting selected and nominated. Additionally, how coding decisions were
determined also needs to be validated. A greater understanding must also be achieved of how the
position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff came into being, which affects how political
leaders view which characteristics and experiences of general officers are vital for the position, as
well as how the Joint Staff system came into being. It is also necessary to showcase how an
administration chooses a Chairman over time, demonstrating how learning and an ability to shape
the potential universe of nominees, affects subsequent selections. However important all of these
factors may be to Chairman selection, without a broader understanding of how the National Security
Act of 1947 and its 1949 amendments were promulgated, any discussion of how one particular
general officer became a Chairman over another is done so without an important institutional and
political context.

The next three chapters are detailed case studies of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during the
Roosevelt, Truman, and Eisenhower Administrations. The Roosevelt Administration chapter
chronicles the beginning of the Joint Chiefs system as a response to the requirements of World War
IT and the need to work closely with British military forces. A military Chief of Staff position was
created during this time and provided necessary precedents for how subsequent Chairmen of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff would be selected once the position was created in 1949. The Truman
Administration chapter discusses how the U.S. Government attempted to institutionalize the lessons
it had learned from World War II as well as how it girded itself for a protracted struggle with the

Soviet Union and Communism. This section will discuss the creation of the U.S. Department of
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Defense and the passage of the National Security Act of 1947 and its 1949 amendments as well as
the first nomination of a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Fisenhower Administration
chapter discusses subsequent reforms of the Defense Establishment as well as analyses three
selections of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In general, these additional discussions are
included in order to demonstrate the fidelity of the selection models, variable choices and
specifications, as well as the hypothesized relationships between the variables and a general officer

being considered for an administration’s short-list or for its final nomination for Chairman.
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Chapter Two

Origins of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Roosevelt, 1933-1945

With the formal entry of the United States into World War II following Japan’s attack on
Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941 and Germany’s subsequent declaration of war on the United
States on December 11", British and U.S. military planners met in Washington, D.C. from
December 22 to January 14, 1942 at the “First Washington Conference” to provide strategic
direction to Allied military planning.” Out of this meeting, President Franklin D. Roosevelt and
British Prime Minister Winston Churchill created the Combined Chiefs of Staff (CCS) to coordinate
planning and to provide an enduring institutional structure to deepen the Anglo-American
partnership.” British planners were organized into a Chiefs of Staff Committee which had initially
been created in 1923 that comprised the First Sea Lord, the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, and
the Chief of Air Staff. While each member represented his respective service, they also functioned
as a corporate body with responsibility for the “command and strategic direction of the forces of the
United Kingdom and for providing military advice to the Prime Minister and the War Cabinet.””
The United States did not have an equivalent organization to match their British counterparts and
no tradition of combined or joint planning of the kind needed to wage the global war it now
confronted. A Joint Board of the Army and Navy had conducted some limited war planning prior
to World War II but its eight members were not of the equivalent rank of their British counterparts
and had limited influence. It was also viewed primarily as an advisory and deliberative body and was
considered less than ideal for sustained wartime operations -- events around the world would soon
prove these arrangements insufficient.

As meetings between the British and the Americans began, U.S. representation was based
upon the “opposite number” formula whereby each British general officer was partnered up with his

equivalent American counterpart.” United States military planners consisted of U.S. Army Chief of
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Staff General George C. Marshall, whose position was comparable to the Chief of the Imperial
General Staff, Admiral Harold R. Stark, who was Chief of Naval Operations, and Admiral Ernest J.
King, Commander in Chief, U.S. Fleet, as dual counterparts for the British First Sea Lord, and
Lieutenant General Henry H. Arnold from the U.S. Army Air Forces for the Chief of Air Staff. The
U.S. did not have a separate service devoted to air power at that time and so General Arnold sought
to represent his service’s respective air forces although he was still subordinate to General Marshall;
Naval air assets were represented by both admirals on the committee. These officers served as the
U.S. members of the Combined Chiefs of Staff organization. Due to the repeated nature of these
planning sessions and the need for separate U.S. meetings, U.S. military planners assumed a degree
of “jointness” that effectively created a “Joint U.S. Chiefs of Staff” where “joint” indicated the inter-
service collaboration of one nation. This new structure held its first, formal meeting on February 9,
1942, just twenty-six days after the “First Washington Conference,” and by the next month had
absorbed the interwar period Joint Board of the Army and Navy into its organization. Following his
selection for a new command in the United Kingdom, Admiral Stark departed the Joint Chiefs and
his responsibilities were collapsed into Admiral King’s reducing the Joint Chiefs to three.

As meetings with their British counterparts continued, it became increasingly necessary to
keep the White House apprised of the deliberations of the U.S. Joint Chiefs and the Combined
Chiefs of Staff and to provide an additional means through which the president could provide
direction to his military leaders. General George C. Marshall recommended to President Roosevelt
that a new position be created to serve a vital liaison function between the two organizations. The
new position of Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy was filled by
retited Admiral William D. Leahy on July 21, 1942 after he had been recalled to active duty.*’ Leahy
had previously been the Chief of Naval Operations from 1937 to 1939 and subsequently served as

the governor of Puerto Rico and eventually Roosevelt’s ambassador to the Vichy French
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Government. Marshall’s recommendation of Leahy to this important position was not without its
own political calculations. Inter-service politics informed Marshall’s thinking as much as the abilities
of the man he had recommended. Marshall was concerned about the Navy’s reaction to the Army
having two votes (Marshall and Arnold) to the Navy’s one (King) on the Joint Chiefs, “I therefore
thought it would be wise if we had a chairman and one from the Navy, if one could be found that I
thought was entirely impersonal and a man of good judgment. . . . I thought the Navy couldn’t resist
this, and from what I had learned I was willing to trust Leahy to be a neutral chairman.”® Marshall
elaborated further on his views of the position of Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief of the

Army and Navy and the politics behind Leahy’s appointment fourteen years later:

I thought that it was very important that we, in effect, have a neutral agency
because we would have had trouble with the Naval Air and the Army Air and the
Naval-Army disagreements through the years-which were . . . exaggerated [at first] . .
. by the fact that the Navy had a fleet; the Army had no army. It had little
detachments around the United States and in . . . places [such as] Hawaii or Panama .
.. But the Navy actually had a navy. They had an Atlantic Fleet [and] a Pacific Fleet .
.. We had nothing like that. The real term of “Army” as we used it later in the war
could not be applied propetly to the scattered troops we had except as an
administrative reference to all the individuals who were in the military service.
Therefore, I thought it was particularly important to have Leahy in the chair. . . .

I continued to press for Leahy being returned and made chairman of the
Chiefs of Staff. The President always answered my proposals regarding Admiral
Leahy by saying, “But you are Chief of Staff.” But I said, “Mr. President, I am only
Chief of Staff of the Army and, in a sense, of the Army Air. There is no Chief of
Staff of the military services.” “Well,” he said, “I am the Chief of Staff. I’'m the
Commander-in-Chief.” And I explained to him in great frankness that it was
impossible to conceive of one man with all of his duties as President being also, in
effect, the Chief of Staff of all the military services. That it was a superman job and I
didn’t think that even the exaggeration of the powers of Superman would quite go
far enough for this. And I know he was not very well pleased with my statement.

But the trouble was he didn’t quite understand what the role of the Chief of
Staff would be. While I was in England [on July 21] Leahy . . . was announced as . . .
coming on the Chiefs of Staff. But the President said he was going to be his “leg
man.” And when I arrived in Washington, Leahy was very much at a loose end. He
didn’t quite know where he stood. He called on me because he had learned that I
proposed his name. I was the one who urged his return.

I had an office fixed for Leahy over in the building where the Chiefs of Staff
met [initially the Public Health Building, then the new War Department building,
which became the State Department building] and showed him the chair where he
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should sit, which was unoccupied at the time . . . because I always sat on one side

although I was the senior on the American side. I proposed to him that when the

next meeting came, which I think was the next day, he just calmly sit down in the

chair. I thought it was particularly important to have Leahy in the chair, and I

incurred, possibly, Admiral King’s displeasure, but . . . Admiral Leahy functioned

from that time on [July 30] as the chairman.

Even though Leahy’s time was more completely given to attending the

President in his political meetings, nevertheless it was quite essential to have the

arrangement as it was, because it would never have done to have tried to have gone

right straight through the struggle with Admiral King in a secondary position and me

the senior where I was also the senior of the Air. It was quite essential that we have

a neutral agency, and Leahy, in effect, was that so far as the Army and Navy

requirements and positions were concerned.”

Admiral Leahy joined the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a full member, expanding their number
once again to four, and presided over its meetings and maintained regular liaison with the White
House. Based on discussions he had with General Marshall and President Roosevelt, Leahy’s duties
consisted of “daily contact with the three branches of the armed services [and] the reading of reports
and giving [President Roosevelt] summaries and digests.”™ Consistent with the traditional Navy
view of the responsibilities of a “Chief of Staff”’, Admiral Leahy’s position did not have “command
authority” and he personally viewed it as purely “advisory.”® President Roosevelt reinforced this
perspective at the news conference announcing the creation of the position and Admiral Leahy’s
appointment to it. The president stated that Leahy “would be a sort of ‘leg man’ who would help
him digest, analyze, and summarize a mass of material with which he had been trying to cope
singlehandedly.”™® 1In response to reporters’ questions as to the scope of Admiral Leahy’s
responsibilities and whether he would be the supreme commander of all the American forces, the
president replied that “be [was] still the Commander-in-Chief.”® When asked what kind of staff
Admiral Leahy would have the president replied that he didn’t have “the foggiest idea.”” Admiral
Leahy’s staff would eventually number no more than five with two military aides and two to three

civilian secretaries and he rejected any suggestion that he have a public relations staff member

regarding any responsibilities to speak to the press as the president’s prerogative. * Admiral Leahy
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would maintain two offices, one in the East Wing of the White House and another with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and their British colleagues, at what would eventually be their final headquarters at
the newly constructed Pentagon in Atlington, Virginia.”” Admiral Leahy played such an important
role for the President that he also had a private room in the President’s railcar where he could keep

the Commander-in-Chief apprised of military planning and operations.”

Leahy met continuously
with the president over the next three years and continued on in his position for President Harry S
Truman until 1949. The war-time duties he undertook and the personal example he set established
many of the antecedents of the position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and would
shape how the position would be viewed in the future.

With their new Chief of Staff appointed, the Joint Chiefs of Staff reported to the president
as a corporate body advising him on “war plans and strategy, military relations with allied nations,
the munitions, shipping and manpower needs of the armed forces, and matters of joint Army-Navy
policy.”" Tts members were still representatives of their respective services and viewed their
“corporate” responsibilities through the lens of their own personal military affiliation. Procedurally,
the Joint Chiefs made all decisions by unanimous consent, although Admiral Leahy was a non-
voting member, and played no role in determining military budgets.”” The civilian secretaries in
charge of the War Department and the Navy Department, respectively Henry Lewis Stimson and
William Franklin Knox, were full members of the president’s cabinet and were able to take up issues
with the president if they could not be resolved in the Joint Chiefs although they rarely undertook
these responsibilities. Organizational support to the Joint Chiefs evolved as needs arose. The initial
eight-man Joint Board of the Army and Navy proved inadequate to the challenge of global military
planning and was revamped. In its place, the Joint Chiefs created the Joint Staff Planners in March

1942 which consisted of five officers. The officers were higher rank than their predecessors and

respectively were the Assistant Chief of Staff (Plans) of the Commander in Chief U.S. Fleet
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Headquarters and two of his assistants, the Chief of the Strategy and Policy Group of the War
Department’s Operations Division, and the Assistant Chief of Staff (Plans) of the U.S. Army Air
Staff.” The primary duties of these staff members were still to their home services and their Joint
Staff obligations were an additional, part-time duty.”

The Joint Planners were supported by a full-time staff of six officers assigned to them from
the war plans divisions of the Army and Navy staff and organized into the Joint U.S. Strategic
Committee.” This committee had previously been part of the Joint Board and was officially made
subordinate to the Joint Planners on March 9, 1942.”° Additional Joint Committees were soon
created to support the overall planning effort in the areas of intelligence, military transportation,
meteorology, communications, psychological warfare, and new weapons. While these committees
were largely permanent, closely following their British counterparts with respect to organization and
responsibilities, many were also created on an ad-hoc basis to address temporary issues. Members
of these committees were drawn from the military services on a part-time basis to support the only
full-time staff of the Joint Chiefs, the six members of the Strategic Committee. Additional
improvements were also added to the Joint Staff Planers. On November 7, 1942, a Joint Strategic
Survey Committee was created and staffed by three general and flag officers who solely focused on
long-range planning and “advised the Joint Chiefs of Staff on current strategic decisions in light of
the war situation and national policy objectives.””” They had no involvement in short-term
operational problems.” The next innovation prior to the joint U.S./U.K. Casablanca Conference in
early 1943 was the establishment on December 11, 1942 of the Joint Deputy Chiefs of Staff who
relieved the Joint Chiefs of Staff of routine matters and “acted in the name of their superiors and
interpreted and implemented policies already approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.””

The need to emulate British military planners due to the clear shortcomings of U.S. efforts

prompted much of the initial reform of the organizational relationships between the War and Navy
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Departments early in the war. At the “First Washington Conference”, for example, Field Marshall
Sir John Dill, mostly recently Chief of the Imperial General Staff and then head of the British
mission in Washington, D.C., shared his confidential view with the current head of the Imperial
General Staff, General Alan Brooke, that “the [U.S.] has not — repeat not- the slightest conception
of what the war means, and their armed force are more unready for war than it is possible to
imagine.”" In another letter to General Brooke, Dill was more complete in his criticism of U.S.
organization.

There are no regular meetings of their Chiefs of Staff, and if they do meet there is no

secretariat to record their proceedings, they have no joint planners and executive

planning agency . . . then there is great difficulty of getting the staff over to the

President. He just sees the staff at odd times, and again no record. The whole

organization belongs to the days of George Washington.""

The military services were still largely separate by early 1943 and operated on a basis that Secretary
of War Stimson would later characterize as “voluntary cooperation.”'” It was at the Casablanca
Conference in Morocco from January 14 to 24, 1943, however, where British and American planners
met again to discuss war strategy, that the inadequacies of the Joint Chiefs of Staff became strikingly
obvious even with all of the reforms that had already taken place.

Prior to the conference, President Roosevelt had implored the Joint Chiefs to “settle their
own differences over strategy so that they would be able to deal with the British effectively” - he
would sadly be disappointed.'” The ten day conference was held at a suburb five miles south of
Casablanca and one mile inland called Anfa and the participants stayed in the three-story Anfa hotel
as well as at eighteen adjoining villas."” Conference participants sat around a large table
accompanied by their advisors and discussed papers “on various phases of strategy and submitted
them to their opposite numbers either in advance of their formal meetings or at the sessions

themselves.”'” If agreement could be reached on an issue the Combined Planners prepared a final

draft but if agreement could not be reached, the British and American staff sought to work out a
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compromise and if this was not possible then the issue was sent to the planners for further review.
The requirements of consistently generating planning documents and studies while supporting the
day-to-day deliberations of the Combined Chiefs of Staff as well as President Roosevelt and Prime
Minister Churchill proved immensely challenging for U.S. personnel. The Casablanca Conference
demonstrated once again that British military planning was “large and smoothly functioning” and
that in addition to having prepared well-thought out position papers on all sorts of contingencies,
they had also produced similar papers as the meeting progressed."” The small staff of Joint Staff
Planning was overwhelmed by the “efficient planning organization” of the British.'” The U.S.
looked “dangerously disorganized, unfocused, and all but inept” and embarrassed not only the

commander in chief but top military leaders as well."””

One of the American participants
characterized the conference this way: “We came, we listened and we were conquered.”""’ Several
years later the conference would be portrayed in the following way:

The British Chiefs of Staff Committee had done its homework, knew it, and even

lorded it over the Americans. What could the Americans provide, how soon, and in

what quantity? The British Combined Chiefs of Staff Committee asked. No one

seemed to have an answer. What was the grand strategy of the United States? The

answer came down to, well, we haven’t decided yet. What training mechanisms

would the Americans initiate in preparation for the European conflict? Sorry, the

[Joint Chiefs of Staff] answered; that hasn’t been determined. The British officers

were amused, Leahy, King, and Marshall were humiliated, Congress was puzzled,

and, worst of all, Roosevelt was embarrassed.'"
Even though American military staff “performed poorly in comparison,” efforts were already
underway to substantially improve U.S. planning efforts.''> General Marshall directed his staff to
conduct a “comprehensive reappraisal and reorganization of the supporting structure of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff” six days into the Casablanca Conference.'” The Joint Deputy Chiefs of Staff
appointed a special committee called the Committee on War Planning Agencies with a mandate to

conduct a thorough investigation of the problem as well as to conduct studies on the British staff

organization and on the workload of the Joint Staff Planners."* The findings of the investigative
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committee were delivered to the Joint Deputy Chiefs of Staff on March 12, 1943."” Reflecting the
overburdened nature of the Joint Staff Planners, the report recommended a series of reforms and
adjustments, all of which would be adopted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff between May 4 to the 10,
1943, that would significantly strengthen the staff supporting the Joint Chiefs of Staff.'"’

To relieve the burden of administration and routine matters from the Joint Staff Planners, a
new Joint Administrative Committee was created freeing up the staff planners to focus on strategic
and operational issues. The Joint Staff Planners were then redesignated the Joint War Plans
Committee and given more staff to support the three general and flag officers who now led the
committee. As the year progressed, the Joint Administrative Committee was renamed the Joint
Logistics Committee and given a supporting Joint Logistics Plans Committee to assist it. The staffs
for these new committees were now full-time as opposed to being on loan from the military services
on a part-time basis, reflecting a slow maturation of these institutions. As the war progressed,
additional full-time committees were also created such as the Joint Production Survey Committee
and the Joint Post-War Committee as well as a part-time Joint Civil Affairs Committee. These
various committees and their structures continued until the end of the war and while they were
improvements on what had preceded them, they were still widely regarded as imperfect instruments
for waging a global military campaign.

While the Joint Chiefs of Staff had improved since the war began, it never truly functioned
as well as the British system. Turf battles between the services over roles and missions continued
even though the ability of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff to interact with their British colleagues had
made great strides. Several disputes arose that were only solved due to the direct intervention of
General Marshall and President Roosevelt indicating once again that efforts to promote unity of
command through the Joint Chiefs system were still inadequate. In one particular episode, for

example, the Army Air Force and the Navy were involved in what one commentator referred to as
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“the most bitter, harmful, and ominous” dispute over who should be responsible for anti-submarine

: : 117
operations in coastal areas.

A compromise was eventually reached wherein the Navy received
responsibility for anti-submarine warfare while the Army Air Force gained greater control of certain
bombing missions.'"® The fact that these types of issues could not be resolved within the Joint
Chiefs did not augur well for their ability to undertake more strategic planning, especially in a
combined environment. Though he continued to push for greater unity amongst the services at the
Joint Chiefs level, Marshall also sought to prompt a movement towards unification by creating
unified leadership in various theaters around the world. “I am convinced that there must be one
man in command of the entire theater — air, ground, and ships. We cannot manage by cooperation.
Human frailties are such that there would be emphatic unwillingness to place portions of troops
under another service. If we can make a plan for unified command now, it will solve nine-tenths of
our troubles.”""” Much of his perspective was informed by his experiences as an aide-de-camp to
General John Pershing during World War I. “’We had to come to this in the First World War but it
was not until 1918 that it was accomplished, and much valuable time, blood, and treasure had been
needlessly sacrificed. If we could decide on a unified command now, it would be a great advance
over what was accomplished during the war.”'*’

Throughout World War II, Marshall had endeavored to create unified theater commands
where he could inculcate habits of inter-service collaboration and combined operations.””" In the
Pacific theater, for example, Admiral Chester W. Nimitz was the Commander in Chief of the Pacific
Ocean Area, U.S. Army General Douglas A. MacArthur was the Supreme Commander of the
Southwest Pacific Area, and General Dwight D. Eisenhower commanded the European theater.'*
While these divisions promoted unity of command, for each had more than one service, their

organization and placement were largely possible due to the recognition that each theater almost

fully corresponded with a service’s unique roles and missions with, for example, the Navy being
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given responsibility for the Pacific Ocean Area. But even these combined structures did not fully
lead to true unity of effort. With the creation of the Twentieth Air Force in Asia in the closing
phases of the Pacific war, for example, “it seemed that all three services were to fight their own
individual war with Japan.”'* Following the war, the pressing need for a unified command structure
diminished as the responsibilities of waging a global military campaign declined. Admiral Forrest P.
Sherman testified after the war that “As the war against Germany under an Army commander drew
to a close, the policy of the War Department with respect to unity of command appeared to change
and the Army forces in the Pacific Ocean areas were gradually [and] completely withdrawn from
command by a naval officer.”** As researcher Paul Y. Hammond put it: “Once the military
objectives of the European war were achieved, however, the basis for accommodation, as well as the
immediate necessities for it, dissolved. When they did, the [Joint Chiefs of Staff] could not maintain
the inter-service coalition.”'” As the pressing urgency of combat diminished and the necessity of
close collaboration between the services declined with it, older methods of doing business
resurfaced. However, habits created during the war had changed how the services operated with
each other and viewed their relationship with the civilian leadership. The experiences of combined
warfare (sea, air, land) as well as the burgeoning challenge of containing global Communism
reinforced the view that new arrangements were required within the War and Navy Departments to
incorporate the lessons learned from the war as well as to undertake a global military campaign
against a new foe.

The context of reform following the war was rooted in practices and habits that had been
established and evolved as the war progressed. A key development was the strong position of the
military chiefs vis-a-vis their civilian secretaries as well as their relationships to each other. In
general, the uniformed heads of the military had developed a great deal of autonomy, authority, and

power over the course of the war. Some of this had to do with President Roosevelt’s decision to

54



largely exclude the civilian secretaries from his meetings with Churchill as well as his close, personal
collaboration with the Chiefs.'” The practical effect of this was that the military heads assumed a
great deal of responsibility for planning, waging, and evaluating the global military campaign and,
since they worked closely with the Commander-in-Chief, found a re-assertion of civilian authority
over them from below the level of president problematic. Both the Secretary of War and the
Secretary of the Navy, for example, were not even included on the distribution list for routine Joint
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Chiefs of Staff papers.”" To underscore this new reality, the Chief of Staff of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Admiral Leahy, stated after the war during a session with the Senate Military Affairs
Committee that “the Joint Chiefs of Staff . . . [had been] under no civilian control whatever.”*® This
enhanced awareness of military autonomy was further reinforced by internal reforms that both the
War Department and the Navy Department undertook within their respective services to improve
centralized planning, control, resourcing, and deployment. The positions of Chief of Naval
Operations and Chief of Staff for the Army were greatly empowered from these reforms which
tended to diminish their general support for a strong and centralized organization above them.

The second development was that a rough parity had existed between the Army and the
Navy during the war with respect to senior positions on the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Army had
General Marshall and Lieutenant General Arnold and the Navy had Admirals Stark and Leahy. The
Navy also knew that President Roosevelt’s prior association with the Navy as an Assistant Secretary
of the Navy predisposed him to be at least more knowledgeable about Naval interests and, perhaps,
to have a greater sympathy for them. This equality was balanced by a Chief of Staff who dealt even-
handedly with the services but was institutionally weak due to having a small staff, unclear formal
responsibilities, and the developing tradition of serving as simply a liaison between the White House
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff rather than as an executive giving direction to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General Marshall would later complain that Leahy’s performance as Chief of Staff had not been
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what he had hoped the position would become. Leahy had been “more the Chief of Staff of the
president and less the chairman of the Chiefs of Staff.”” Marshall’s perspective underscores two
competing views of the role of the Chief of Staff to the Joint Chiefs of Staff at that moment and
would be a factor in how the position evolved over time. Towards the end of Admiral Leahy’s
memoirs he provides his assessment of how the Joint Chiefs of Staff had performed during the war:

It was necessary for us to develop, especially for the Pacific, a new military

organization to meet the problems of a war fought along vast distances by sea, by air,

and by land. In this we succeeded beyond our fondest hopes. Through the vision of

our late Commander-in-Chief, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and the sustaining support of

his successor, President Truman, we formed and maintained a unified high

command. That command was the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This organization

assumed, under the constant direction and supervision of the President of the United

States, the complete strategic and operational direction of all land, sea, and air

forces."”
This assessment of the organization and performance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during the war is
decidedly more upbeat than actual behavior would suggest and the disparity between the two would

become abundantly clear when the Truman Administration pushed for greater unification of the

services in 1947.

Marshall Reforms the Army

Much of General George C. Marshall’s perspective on the unification of the armed services
came from his direct experiences in World War I as well as his practical knowledge with having
undertaken a similar reform effort within his own service. In the 1920s, as an aide to Army Chief of
Staff John Pershing, Marshall had participated in a series of studies looking at the feasibility of

creating a Secretary of National Defense."”"

He had also promoted the idea of improving Army and
Navy coordination through establishing an exchange program whereby officers working in similar

administrative positions would work for the other service and gain a greater appreciation of its

. 132 . . . . .
respective problems and procedures. ™~ These views were reinforced by his experiences in World
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War II where combined warfare had repeatedly demonstrated its lethal effectiveness. But Marshall’s
views were also informed by his witnessing the large scale de-mobilization of the U.S. Army
following World War I and the disastrous effects this had had on marshalling U.S. forces for the
global conflict of World War II. As his career progressed following World War I, Marshall became
convinced that it was only through a unification of the two services that the Army would not be at a
disadvantage with the Navy with respect to procuring funding from Congtess.'” In Marshall’s view,
because the Navy was more “photogenic” in terms of having ships and submarines able to capture
the attention of the public as well as the support of members of Congress, the Army was always at a

disadvantage.'*

These concerns were reinforced during the 1930s as the Army Air Corp developed
and the prospects of a separate U.S. Air Force increased.”

In December 1941, just a week before Japan’s attack on Pear]l Harbor, Marshall initiated a
complete reorganization of the U.S. Army. He sought to replace a structure comprised largely of
coordinating bodies with a system that gave him “more definite and positive control.”"** Once the
war had begun, Marshall instructed his secretariat that “the time was long past when matters could
be debated and discussed and carried on ad infinitum.”"’ The general wanted “a drastically complete
change, wiping out Civil War institutions” and encouraged his staff to “get action where action was
needed with or without reference to the deputy chiefs of staff.”’* To accomplish this mission,
Marshall brought Brigadier General Joseph T. McNarney from London, where he had been serving
as Chief of Staff to the Special Army Observer Group, as well as a member of the Roberts
Commission which had investigated the Army and Navy Commanders of Pearl Harbor following
Japan’s attack. McNarney was chosen for this important task not only due to his wide operational
experience and knowledge of the War Department’s organization but also because of his superb

abilities as a bureaucratic in-fighter. General Marshall later detailed his reasoning for selecting

McNarney:
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I selected him because he had been an outstanding member of the War Plans

Division, was familiar with General Staff procedure and, of course, with the Air

Corps, had been close to active operations, at least of the air; had seen British

governmental machinery at work, had been to Moscow and Cairo."”
General Marshall had been particularly impressed by McNarney when he had brought a plan to the
Chief of Staff to consider and when Marshall had recommended a change to it McNarney had
blurted out, “Jesus, man, you can’t do that!” which though unorthodox impressed Marshall due to

""" Tt was this fearlessness and ability to speak frankly to

McNarney’s willingness to speak bluntly.
Marshall that had recommended him most to the general. He had chosen his man wisely for the
task which confronted him. Slight of build, single-minded, and a man of few words, General
McNarney was a “tough hatchetman with a rhinoceros hide and the nerve to push through the
reorganization in the face of the rugged infighting that was almost certain to follow.”*' He
accomplished this difficult mission against incredible odds and followed his promotion to Major
General in January 1942 to Lieutenant General just five months later. He eventually served as
Marshall’s Deputy Chief of Staff until October 1944.'*

The changes Marshall and McNarney sought to adopt within the U.S. Army were focused on
centralizing the control of the Chief of Staff through decentralizing decision-making. Prior to the
reforms, approximately fifty officers had complete access to the Chief of Staff and they represented
a variety of loosely connected branches which largely operated independently of each other and
required clearance on all paperwork which affected their interests.'” This frustrated Marshall
immensely because in addition to having a War Department that was insufficiently responsive to the
needs of the war it also prevented him from concentrating on strategic considerations that were
required of him due to the proliferation of paperwork: “It was taking too long to get a paper
through the War Department. Everybody had to concur. About twenty-eight people had to pass on

matters. I can’t stand it.”"** Marshall wanted “some kind of organization that would give the Chief
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of Staff time to devote to strategic policy and the strategic aspects and directions of the war.”'* He
also wanted a greater degree of integration among the various branches to reduce parochialism.'** In
three months time, McNarney quickly and efficiently moved to integrate the U.S. Army’s branches,
downgrade the access of numerous officers to the Chief of Staff (from fifty to six), reduce the
number of personnel at General Headquarters, and set up three commands beneath the Chief of
Staff that corresponded to the broad functions of the consolidated branches. The three commands
were the Army Ground Forces led by Lieutenant General McNair, the Army Air Forces led by
Lieutenant General Arnold, and Services of Supply led by Lieutenant General Somervell. Through
careful preparation, strategic planning, and ruthless implementation, the U.S. Army had been
thoroughly reformed and by March 9, 1942 the changes had gone into effect.

Marshall was convinced that the changes he had sought for the U.S. Army needed to be
applied to the rest of the services and were absolutely essential in order to successfully prosecute the
war and to confront new security challenges following its conclusion. While he continued to press
forward with the creation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief
of the Army and Navy position, as well as unified command of Allied operations in major theaters,
he was unable to convince President Roosevelt to adopt the kind of wholesale reforms he wanted in

otder to support broad unification of the services.'"’

Marshall sought to get Roosevelt’s
endorsement of wholesale unification at the Quebec Conference on August 14 - 24, 1943 but
Roosevelt told him he opposed “such a fundamental reform of the military establishment during
wartime.”"*® While he was unable to push forward with the changes he sought, Marshall did seek to
provide the intellectual foundation for reform so that when the war ended, the proponents of
unification would be well prepared to make their case. Marshall also wanted to educate those most

opposed to reform (e.g. the U.S. Navy) about the merits of unification and the organizational

requirements necessary to wage combined warfare into the future.
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Unification Proposed

On November 2, 1943, Marshall broke with the War Department policy of not discussing
unification in a formal manner and submitted a proposal titled “Single Department of War in the
Post-War Period” for the consideration of the Joint Chiefs of Staff."”” It incorporated many of the
changes he had implemented in the U.S. Army and called for a “single Department of War, headed
by a Secretary of War and organized into ground, sea, air, and supply components. It also
envisioned a joint general staff arrangement, modeled on the wartime JCS (Joint Chiefs of Staff),
which would be headed by a Chief of Staff who would serve as the principal military advisor to the
president.”"™ A similar proposal had been made by Admiral Stark in early 1942 in which he “had
proposed a Joint General Staff, under a single Chief responsible directly to the President” but having
received a split recommendation by the Joint Planning Committee it had subsequently been “held
open for further study.”" Marshall’s proposal was more comprehensive and informed by the direct
experiences of the U.S. military with combined warfare during World War II. When Admiral King
on the Joint Chiefs of Staff indicated that his service was not yet ready to agree to the principle of
unification the report was given to the Joint Strategic Survey Committee to review. When the
committee reported back to the Joint Chiefs that they were unable to determine “the most effective
practicable organization of that part of the executive branch . . . which is primarily concerned with
national defense,” they recommended the creation of a special committee of two officers from the
Army and two from the Navy “to consider the problem at length and to make recommendations.”'>
The committee had also recommended that the Joint Chiefs approve “the idea of a single military
organization” in order to provide some direction to the special committee’s work.'” Both Admiral
Leahy and Admiral King were opposed to the principle of “a single military organization” and after
much debate between them and General Marshall, it was agreed that the special committee would

investigate “the practicability of one department (War or Defense), two departments (War and
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Navy), or three departments (War, Navy, and Air).”">* Marshall reluctantly agreed to this proposal
and on May 22, 1944 a directive was issued from the Joint Chiefs of Staff creating the “Special Joint
Chiefs of Staff Committee on Reorganization of National Defense” which was led by retired
Admiral James O. Richardson."”’
The Woodrum Committee

As the “Richardson Committee” began its work, other political actors sought to shape the
debate about unification and to lay the intellectual and political groundwork for comprehensive
reform. On April 24, 1944 the U.S. House of Representatives Select Committee on Post-war
Military Policy began its hearings to conduct “A study of the development of unity of command as
practiced during the present war, with a view to determining to what extent that unity of command
and administration may be developed and applied as a part of future military policy.”"** The
committee’s chairman, Representative Clifton A. Woodrum (D-VA) stressed that his investigations
had “no purpose or intention whatsoever to suggest any organizational change in the military
establishment that would affect its operation during the war. Our concern is purely for the post-war
period.”"”” He also emphasized that the committee’s work “was to study and to make broad
recommendations to the House” and not to report “specific legislation.”'* The uniformed heads of
the military did not participate in the hearings but the civilian leaders of the War and Navy
Departments did as well as select officers below the rank of Chief of Staff and Chief of Naval
Operations. The War Department’s position was presented by its Secretary, Henry L. Stimson, and
the Navy Department’s was put forth by its Under Secretary, James V. Forrestal, following Navy
Secretary Knox’s death on April 28" following a series of heart attacks. The War Department’s
views were also represented by Lieutenant General Joseph T. McNarney, one of the chief architects

of the U.S. Army’s own unification, who was the Deputy Chief of Staff.
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The April 24" hearings began with Secretary of War Stimson representing the War
Department’s views on unification. He expressed his strong support for the principle of unification
of the services and recommended that Congress endorse the idea of unification immediately with
the details of how this would be achieved determined within the executive branch.'” Though he
conceded that cooperation between the services had never been better, he attributed this “not to the
form of the present organization, but to the personalities of the military leaders, their good will, and
their intelligent and devoted efforts, assisted by the pressure of circumstances which furthered their
action.”'” He also stated that delaying unification had led to “many duplications of time, material,
and manpower, with the loss of effectiveness, resources, and power which such duplications
inevitably produce.”™®" Stimson’s testimony was then followed by Lieutenant General McNarney
who presented the War Department’s plan for unification of the services which had been provided
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for further review. This plan, much like General Marshall’s, called for a
Secretary of the Armed Forces presiding over a department consisting of an Army, Navy, and Air
Force component along with a separate Common Supply Service. Each of the services had its own
civilian under secretary, with the supply service having a military “director,” and the plan called for
the creation of a “United States Joint Chiefs of Staff” led by a Chief of Staff presiding over each
service headed by its own Chief of Staff. The assembled Chiefs would submit “recommendations
[directly] to the President concerning . . . military strategy and the general determination of
budgetary needs . . . They would also, after final approval of the military budget, recommend to the
President the general breakdown or allocation of funds to the several armed services for common
supply.”'® The civilian Secretary would have no budgetary authority and would be focused on
supervising procurement, recruitment, public relations, and congressional relations and serve as the
“principal advisor to the President and the Congress on political and administrative matters relating
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to national defense.”'” Echoing Stimson’s call for congtessional action, McNarney stated that
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The importance of securing early congressional action which will prescribe in broad

terms the organization and status of the United States Chiefs of Staff, and which will

establish the principle of three services within one single Department of the Armed

Forces. An essential part of the proposed legislation is that broad authority be

granted to make the change in an evolutionary manner . . . It is likewise essential that

this broad question of overall organization be determined as a matter of principle,

and that unnecessary involvement in unimportant details be avoided so that they will

not confuse or delay a settlement on the overriding issue.'*
While the ideas of combined warfare and economy in defense appropriations were sound, the details
over the disposition of the Army and Navy’s air forces as well as the status of the United States
Marine Corps struck at the heart of the roles and missions of the respective services. General
McNarney’s responses to questions about these matters indicate that while unification would suggest
the consolidation of these entities into a centralized department, the practical politics of achieving
these goals were another matter. When asked about the role of the Marine Corps in a unified
department McNarney stated “That is [a] detail of organization which I don’t believe I care to
comment on at the moment” and when asked about his views on the consolidation of the Air
Forces he said “Personally, I have in mind a considerable consolidation of the existing Air Forces
[but] [t]hat is another detail, and T hesitate to discuss it.”'* The civilian Assistant Secretary of War,
Robert A. Lovett, was less circumspect about the role of Naval Aviation: “it seems to me to be a
clear duplication of function, unless it can be proven to be so highly specialized as to require
segregation.”'®

With the passing of Secretary of the Navy William F. Knox on April 28" the task of
representing the Navy’s perspective on unification fell to his deputy, James V. Forrestal, a man far
less inclined to support unification. Forrestal came from an investment background in New York
and had been a Naval Aviator during World War I. Initially starting as an assistant to President
Roosevelt in 1940, he was nominated for the newly created position of Under Secretary of the Navy

just six week later. He held the job until May 19, 1944 when he officially became Secretary of the

Navy following his predecessot’s death twenty-one days before. Echoing the sentiments of the
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Admirals on the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Forrestal was “not prepared to say that the Navy believes that
the consolidation into one department is desirable” but fell shy of opposing unification altogether
preferring to suggest that it required more study and should be deferred to after the war.'” Forrestal
stated that the:

whole question of military organization deserves, and should receive an objective and

thorough study. [The Navy] believes that the question should be approached by

detailed examination with the conclusion to be reached at the end of such an

examination rather than acting upon the assumption that the case is already

established. Personally, I do not believe it is.'*
Forrestal’s opposition to unification was more emphatic than Knox’s who supported the “overall
idea of consolidation” just so long as it did not “in any way impair the [naval] service.”'” But
consistent with Knox’s view, Forrestal strongly opposed any attempts to bring unification to fruition
during the war citing its potentially disruptive effects to ongoing military operations and he cast
doubt on the advisability of moving forward with such a reform absent the views of commanders in
the field who could not be taken away from their important assignments.'”” Subsequent Naval
witnesses raised questions about the Army plan put forth by General McNarney but did not directly
oppose it. The Navy’s strengthening of its opposition to unification during the war may have had
something to do with President Roosevelt’s opposition to any large-scale consolidation during the
conflict. His military Chief of Staff, Admiral Leahy, stated that Roosevelt was never “in favor of a
unification of the armed forces, or of an independent air force separate from the Army and
Navy.”""" Similarly, Stimon’s diary records General Marshall as stating during this time that “the
President was siding against us on this consolidation of departments.”'”

The Woodrum Committee concluded its hearings on the question of a single department on
May 19, 1944."” Consistent with his earlier views about not introducing legislation to address the

unification issue while the war was going on, the final report of the committee summarized the

testimony of its witnesses and concluded on this note:
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The committee does not believe that the time is opportune to consider detailed

legislation which would undertake to write the pattern of any proposed

consolidation, if indeed such consolidation is ultimately decided to be a wise course

of action. The committee feels that many lessons are being learned in this war, and

that many more lessons will be learned before the shooting stops, and that before

any final pattern for a reorganization of the services should be acted upon, Congtress

should have the benefit of the wise judgment and experience of many of the

commanders in the field."™
The Woodrum Committee’s hearings had done much to raise the public’s consciousness of many of
the issues surrounding unification and consolidation. Controversies continued surrounding the roles
and missions of the services, what the military’s relationship should be with its civilian leadership,
budgeting authority, and what form a new national department should look like, let alone the
advisability of having such an institution. In the interim, members of Congress waited anxiously for

the results of the Richardson Committee’s work surveying battlefield commanders about combined

operations and the merits of unification.

The Richardson Committee

The “Special Joint Chiefs of Staff Committee on Reorganization of National Defense”
began its work on June 7, 1944, just one week after the conclusion of the Woodrum Committee.
With its mandate to determinate “the practicability of one department (War or Defense), two
departments (War and Navy), or three departments (War, Navy, and Air),” the committee proceeded
to interview fifty-six individuals in Washington, D.C. and the main theaters of the war. > The
Richardson Committee, as it was now called, traveled to the European, Mediterranean, and Pacific
theaters over the next several months and met with field commanders, their subordinates, and their
staff to garner their views. In addition to the U.S. Army’s Generals of MacArthur, Eisenhower,
Clark, Bradley, Kenny, and Spaatz the committee also spoke with Admirals Nimitz, Halsey, Stark,
Spruance, and Kinkaid. The results of the Richardson Committee’s work were presented to the

Joint Chiefs of Staff on April 11, 1945. Its report concluded that “excepting its senior naval
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member [Admiral Richardson],” it was “unanimously in favor of a single department system of
organization of the armed forces of the United States.”” It went on to say that “the great majority
of Army officers and almost exactly half of the Navy officers” shared this view.'"” The report’s
conclusions were especially problematic for proponents of the Navy’s opposition to unification.
The fact that Navy Admirals in charge of combat theaters, such as Vice Admiral William F. Halsey
(Commander of the South Pacific Area) and Admiral Chester Nimitz (Supreme Commander of the
Pacific Ocean Areas), were supportive of unification was especially worrying for the Navy’s senior
commanders. Admiral Nimitz, for example, stated that:

My appearance before the Joint Chiefs of Staff started me thinking how difficult it

would be for me if I were a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to make up my mind

with the divergent opinions that were expressed. To put the heads of these three

forces in there, each one looking out for his own force, I thought it would promote

irresolution rather than resolution.'”
The Richardson Committee’s report clearly demonstrated that many of the Navy’s field
commanders did not share the Navy’s generally monolithic opposition to the idea of unification.
Admiral Richardson filed a dissent against his own committee’s majority report whereby he
complained that its proponents had exaggerated the degree of support for unification from several
respondents and that field commanders had not been given adequate time to review the issue of

. . . . . . . . ‘179
unification prior to their opinions being asked for on the issue.

While it seemed that the principle
of unification had made great strides in being adopted by the senior military leaders of the United
States, the report conceded that “strong differences of opinion” still existed with respect to what

unification should look like and when it should take place.180

The Navy’s specific concerns were that
“a single military department would be inefficient, would weaken civilian control over the military,
and was contrary to wartime experience that showed the superiority of a joint over a unitary

system.”"®" Following submission of the Richardson Committee’s report to the Joint Chiefs of Staff

on April 11, 1945, the Navy took stock of the situation and sought other ways to shape the
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unification debate in its favor. However, one day later, its ardent sympathizer, supporter, and key
ally in the White House, President Franklin D. Roosevelt passed away, catapulting his Vice
President, who was a great proponent of unification, to the Presidency. The terms of the debate
over unification were about to shift and would decisively impact how the United States’ Armed

Forces would be organized and led for the rest of the twentieth century.
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Chapter Three
Truman, 1945-1953
With the surrender of Germany on May 7, 1945 and Japan’s surrender four months later, the
vital need to reform the nation’s military moved from a secondary priority to one of central
importance. It had become clear to many U.S. military and civilian leaders at the end of World War
II that the global responsibilities of the United States required a different set of foreign and defense
policy institutions than those with which the U.S. had started the war. The enduring requirements
of retaining troops in Germany and Japan to rebuild those countries while contending with the
burgeoning threat of Soviet Communism served to reinforce this perspective. But the idea of
retaining a standing Army and Navy of the size these obligations suggested during peacetime was
without precedence in the experience of the United States. Additionally, even though the
institutions of military power for the U.S., the War and Navy Departments, had greatly expanded
their capabilities and experiences during the war in order to act globally, they were still
bureaucratically organized to fight limited regional conflicts and still found it hard to work
collaboratively, absent the forcing mechanism of the war. The war had also spurred a technological
revolution in such fields as missile technology, communications, transportation, and, most notably,
atomic energy which proceeded apace, providing increasingly more capable weapons systems and
platforms with which to deliver them. These changes would have profound effects on the types of
weapons the U.S. would have in its arsenal as well as on the roles and missions of the military
services. The new impetus for reform and unification of the armed forces was also directly
informed by the experiences of the military during the world war. Though victory against the Axis
powers would seem to suggest that the U.S. military’s structures were sufficient to meet the new

responsibilities of the post-war world, the actual record revealed numerous instances of poor
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planning and staff work, squabbling among the services, redundancy, waste, petty competition for
resources, and a lack of a coherent military approach among other challenges.'®

As the war wound down, the Joint Chiefs turned back to the issue of unification and, as was
the case throughout the war, were unable to reach agreement — they still could not find common
ground on whether unification of the armed services was even advisable. Generals Marshall and
Arnold continued to press the Joint Chiefs to endorse the principle of unification in the Richardson
Committee’s report but Admirals Leahy and King still resisted. Unable to reconcile their divergent
views, the Joint Chiefs undertook no action on the report until the war ended in September 1945.
After determining they could not reach agreement, the Joint Chiefs forwarded the Richardson
Committee’s report to President Truman on October 17, 1945 and each service filed a separate
memorandum accompanying the study detailing their arguments. The committee did, however,
suggest four options for the president to consider: (1) submit all the pertinent papers to Congress,
(2) appoint a special civilian board to study national defense organization, (3) achieve a degree of
unification by appointing a single individual as Secretary of War and Secretary of the Navy, and (4)
retain the existing organization, “with appropriate augmentation of the joint agencies.”'” General
Marshall urged the Joint Chiefs to accept the principle of unification without being distracted by
debates over the details of implementation. He stated that “[m]y own experience in resolving
difficulties of unity of direction and of unity of command in this war has been that the problem of
the details at first obscured the fundamental principles, but once a favorable decision was reached
regarding the latter the minor difficulties could usually be readily resolved.”"™ He reinforced this
view by reminding the Joint Chiefs of the waste and inefficiency of having two departments: “There
has been a natural tendency in each department, War and Navy, to aim at self-sufficiency in its own

military machine. The duplication and waste of the present system have been covered in the
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majority report to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”'* But Marshall’s concerns gained added impetus with

the conclusion of the war and with it the inevitable decline of inter-service collaboration.

The proposal has been made that we depend on the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other
joint agencies for the necessary coordination and the elimination of overlapping
duplication. There will be a general agreement, I think, that during the past year the
coordination and collaboration of the Army and Navy under the impetus of war
have reached a level which it would be extremely difficult, I think impossible, to
continue in peacetime under any variation of the present organization. Even under
the stress of war, agreement has been reached in the Joint Chiefs of Staff at times
only by numerous compromises and after long delays, and coordination in materiel
and administrative matters has largely been forced by circumstances arising out of
the war, and then only incompletely. With the end of the war there is no longer a
compelling necessity to reach at least compromise agreements on major matters.
There appears no assurance that the Joint Chiefs of Staff could be genuinely effective
in peacetime as a coordinating agency, as is evidenced by current events.'™

But Marshall’s focus wasn’t exclusively on improving the management of the War and Navy
Departments, he was also concerned with the effect of the U.S.’s new global responsibilities on

maintaining public support for robust military appropriations.

The maintenance of the future peace of the world will depend in a large measure on
the attitude of the United States, its policy as to the international relationships
involved, and its ability to back up that policy. The last-mentioned concern relates to
the military posture of this government, and that in turn, in my opinion, will depend
now and increasingly so through the years on the public and Congressional reaction
to the appropriations required to maintain that posture. The maintenance of armed
forces by this country is necessarily far more costly than that of any other country in
the world. Itis, therefore, of especial importance, I believe, to the future peace of
the world that whatever we propose for our armed forces be on a sound, business-
like basis to secure the most economical set-up compatible with requirements. I am
strongly convinced that unless there is a single department for the armed forces
within which the difficult and numerous complexities can be ironed out prior to a
presentation of requirements to the Bureau of the Budget and the Congress, there
can be little hope for the future of maintaining a military posture that the world will
respect, and will respond to our peaceful overtures accordingly.'®’

Through recent experience in the war and from various studies and congressional investigations, the
consciousness of government officials and the public at large had been raised about the merits of

unification. Though frustrated by the inability of the Joint Chiefs to agree on the Richardson
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Committee report, General George C. Marshall’s efforts to promote unification of the Army and
Navy during World War II had begun to bear fruit by 1945 and it gained added momentum with the

elevation of Truman to the presidency.

Truman Becomes President

When Harry S Truman became President on April 12, 1945, he arrived at the White House
with clear views on the merits of unification as well as with a firm understanding of the new global
responsibilities of the U.S. and their impact on U.S. military structures. In his memoirs, Truman
would state: “One of the strongest convictions which I brought to the office of President was that
the antiquated defense set-up of the United States had to be reorganized quickly as a step toward
insuring our future safety and preserving world peace. From the beginning of my administration I
began to push hard for unification of the military establishment into a single department of the
armed forces.”'™ Truman’s views on the issue of unification were directly informed from what he
had observed as Chairman of the Special Committee to Investigate the National Defense Program
during World War II as well as from his position on the Senate Appropriations and Military Affairs
Committees.

In my various investigations I ran into numerous, unnecessary duplications by the

Army and the Navy. For example, I found immense air installations located side by

side at various points in this country and Panama where the Navy could not land on

the Army’s airfield and vice versa.'’
These views were further confirmed and reinforced by his observations of the War and Navy
Departments following his elevation to the Vice Presidency.

We must never fight another war the way we fought the last two . . . I have the

feeling that if the Army and the Navy had fought our enemies as hard as they fought

each other, the war would have ended much earlier."”

It was evident to me, from the record of the Pear] Harbor hearings, that the tragedy

was as much the result of the inadequate military system which provided for no

unified command, either in the field or in Washington, as it was any personal failure
of Army or Navy commanders."”'
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Just prior to being nominated as President Roosevelt’s running mate in 1944, Truman had printed
an article in Collier’s magazine titled “Our Armed Forces Must Be Unified” which also presented his
strong views in favor of unification.'”

Proof that a divine Providence watches over the United States is furnished by the

fact that we have managed to escape disaster even though our scrambled

professional military set-up has been an open invitation to catastrophe.'”
Citing the example of the Pear]l Harbor attack, Truman went on to state that “without entering into
the question of personal remissness, I hold that a principal fault was the division of authority that
necessitated conferences over two sets of orders instead of obedience to one set of orders.”"”*
While Truman commended General Marshall and Admiral King for their efforts to work together,
he noted that “a stiff-necked contentiousness still marks Army and Navy contacts in the lower
echelons and will continue to mark them as long as each arm enjoys independent status.”'”> He
concluded his article by stating:

The road, as I see it, stretches straight and with no turns . . . The end, of course,

must be the integration of every element of America’s defense in one department

under one authoritative, responsible head. Call it the War Department or the

Department of National Security or what you will, just so it is one department . . .

one team with all the reins in one hand . . . Under such a set-up another Pearl

Harbor will not have to be feared.”"”

The debate over unification had entered a new phase and with the president weighing in on one side

of the argument the logjam over reform was about to be loosened.

The Unification Debate Begins

Though the pressing need to fight the Axis Powers had forced the services to work together
during World War II, the structures that had allowed this to take place, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
system, lacked any legal basis and the core interests and preferences of the War and Navy

Departments had largely been left untouched.”” Even though these arrangements did not exist in
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law, some progress had been made in improving coordination. With the successful conclusion of
the war, a number of plans, concept papers, and ideas that had been discussed during the conflict
about how best to reorganize the U.S. defense establishment received new attention. Faced with the
growing long-term threat of the Soviet Union and the simultaneous demobilization of U.S. forces
and the concomitant need to reduce defense spending, Truman sought to create a “unified defense
establishment . . . to reduce waste and redundancy, facilitate unity of effort, clarify lines of authority,
and sharpen the quality of military advice provided to civilian decision makers.”"” As if to
underscore the necessity for unification, the Navy Department submitted to the Bureau of the
Budget on June 18, 1945 a request to authorize a permanent Navy of no less than 660,000 men and
a 1,000 ships that hadn’t been seen by the Joint Chiefs of Staff or the War Department.'” It was
only after the president had received the proposal and referred it to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their
review that the rest of the military became aware of its details. In a meeting with congressional
leaders two months later, Truman stated that “we could not determine the size of the Navy without
regard to the size of the Army or the size of the Army without regard for the size of the Navy and
Air Forces.” This uncoordinated request did not bode well for determining the post-war allocation
of resources in a time of reduced budgets and growing threats abroad. Marshall would later state
“Discordant voices and views regarding the annual appropriations, which appear inevitable under
the present system which encourages the diverse views on the part of the personnel under the two
departments, will be fatal, I am convinced, to the best interests of the country.”*”

Truman asked his new Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson, who had served as
Undersecretary since 1940 and who had assumed the position on September 217, to submit to him a
proposal for military unification. He did so on December 17" and it was forwarded to Congress
two days later with a request for legislation from President Truman to combine “the War and Navy

Departments into one single Department of National Defense.”™ The Truman Administration’s
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proposal called for the creation of a Secretary of National Defense, a senior deputy, and three
assistant secretaries who would head “coordinated branches of the Department of National
Defense: one for the land forces, one for the naval forces, and one for the air forces.”” He also
proposed the creation of a single Chief of Staff who would oversee a commander “for each of the
three component branches.””” The Chief of Staff position was also strengthened and would rotate
among the services and possess genuine command authority — a significant departure from the
liaison position Admiral Leahy occupied.”™ Sensitive to the concerns of the Navy Department, and
mindful of the practical political considerations required for passage of unification, Truman
proposed that the Navy retain its own aviation and that the Marine Corps continue as a separate
military branch of the Navy.”” President Truman still felt that both Naval aviation as well as the
Marine Corps were expensive luxuries that for economy interests alone should be consolidated into
the U.S. Army and a newly created U.S. Air Force. However, he had to convince the Senate Naval
Affairs Committee as well as its counterpart in the U.S. House of Representatives to concur with his
proposals which necessitated these early compromises.
The Navy’s Proposal

With Roosevelt’s passing, the Navy lost its most important advocate and with the war’s
conclusion, the argument that any consolidation of the War and Navy Departments might detract
from current operations. While President Truman retained Admiral Leahy as his military Chief of
Staff, a position Leahy had offered to resign from, providing some comfort to the Navy that the
balance between the Army and Navy on the Joint Chiefs of Staff would continue, the unification
debate had cleatly changed. Secretary of Navy James V. Forrestal already sensed that the debate
over unification had shifted from whether it was advisable to how best to implement it. In late 1944
he wrote to a friend that “I have been telling King, Nimitz and Company that as of today the Navy

had lost its case, and that either in Congress or in a public poll the Army’s point of view would
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1% When the president introduced his unification plan to Congress, Forrestal stated that it

prevai
was “completely unworkable” and that “[w]e are fighting for the very life of the Navy.”®” In
addition to concerns about the status of the Marine Corps and Naval aviation in a unified
department, the Navy was also worried with being outmaneuvered in inter-service battles between
the Army and a newly created Air Force that would, from the Navy’s perspective, still retain either
an Army bias or have entirely its own bias.”” Since the debate over unification had shifted, Forrestal
was searching for a strategy that would protect the Navy’s interests while continuing to resist the
momentum for unification. On May 15, 1945, Forrestal received a letter from Senator David 1.
Woalsh, Chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee, suggesting a shift in strategy. Walsh stated that
opposing unification did not serve any “useful purpose” and that the Navy should “discard an
‘either/ot” logic” and instead undertake a “thorough study” of the reorganization problem with a
particular emphasis on whether a “Council of National Defense” similar to Great Britain’s
Committee of Imperial Defense, which was a coordinating body of the military services, might
provide a suitable alternative to a single department.”” Forrestal was convinced and said that “the
Navy Department cannot be in the position of merely taking the negative in this discussion, but on
the contrary must come up with positive and constructive recommendations.”*"

Forrestal asked his good friend and protégé Ferdinand Eberstadt, who had been chairman of
the Army-Navy Munitions Board and a former vice-chairman of the War Production Board, to
undertake “a comprehensive study of the question of unification that could be used by the Navy
Department to break the momentum in favor of a single Department of the Armed Forces.”*"" He
wanted him to specifically address the following three questions:

1. Would unification of the War and Navy Departments under a single head improve our
national security?

2. If not, what changes in the present relationships of the military services and departments has
our war experience indicated as desirable to improve our national security?
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3. What form of postwar organization should be established and maintained to enable the
military services and other Government departments and agencies most effectively to
provide for and protect our national security?*'®

Eberstadt’s roughly thirty man group began its work promptly and by September 25" delivered to
Navy Secretary Forrestal a 250 page, three volume study analyzing the questions he had proposed.
Two of the volumes were background studies focusing on “the military conduct of the war,
industrial mobilization, procurement and logistics, science and the armed services, past unification
proposals, the history of military air power, and organizational trends within the War and Navy
Departments.”*” The first volume contained Eberstadt’s key conclusions and recommendations
and he determined that while unification as a concept was sound, practical implementation seemed
never to live up to its hopes. He argued for a better coordinated system that was “more in line with
the principles of our Constitution, our customs and our traditions” and stated that advocates of
unification often “minimize the tremendous benefits that arise from the parallel, competitive, and
sometimes conflicting efforts which our system permits.”*!*

Instead of a unified military, Eberstadt proposed a coordinated system whereby each service,
and he included a separate Air Force, would be led by a civilian secretary and then tied together
through “interorganizational links.”*" The coordinating agency would be a newly created National
Security Council located in the White House, much like the British War Cabinet and the State-War-
Navy Coordinating Committee, and would preside over a Joint Chiefs of Staff established in law and
with permanent staff. The Joint Chiefs of Staff would continue to reach decisions through
consensus and the Chief of Staff position was optional depending upon whether the president
desired one. If the president wanted a Chief of Staff, the occupant of that position would continue
to function as a liaison officer much like Admiral Leahy and preside over the Joint Chiefs. The

report also recommended additional far-reaching reforms beyond the military sphere. In addition to

the creation of a National Security Council the report also recommended the establishment of a
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National Security Resources Board to coordinate industrial mobilization, a Central Intelligence
Agency to do the same for national security intelligence, as well as additional bodies to coordinate
military procurement and logistics, scientific research and development, and military education and

trztining.216

The report argued that military policy had to be integrated with all aspects of high-level
foreign policy and though it rejected the idea of a Secretary of Defense in favor of
superdepartmental coordinating committees, it had endorsed the idea of a separate Air Force. It
also rejected the idea that the Joint Chiefs of Staff should control their budget vice the civilian
leadership which had frequently been included in War Department proposals. The Eberstadt
Report provided the Navy with a positive alternative to full unification of the military and nested

military reforms within a broader change in how foreign and defense policy was formulated. It also

set the stage for the upcoming debate over unification which was about to begin.

The 1945 Senate Military Affairs Committee Hearings

The Senate Military Affairs Committee began its hearings on two unification bills on
October 17, 1945, a few weeks after Secretary Forrestal had received the Eberstadt report and the
same day when the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded the Richardson Committee’s conclusions to
President Truman. Though the committee ostensibly met to review unification legislation, it
principally functioned as the latest platform for the War and Navy Departments to put forth their
views on unification and to highlight their different opinions. The War Department began the
hearings and Secretary Patterson and General Marshall reiterated their department’s key arguments

) ¢

in favor of unification. Patterson stressed the “waste,” “cases of conflict,” and “duplication between
the War and Navy Departments in vital phases of the procurement program.””"” He further stated
that “with a single Department of the Armed Forces, the over-lapping . . . should be eliminated.”*"®

Marshall seconded these views and focused his comments on the operation of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff during the war. General Marshall pointed out that the need to reach unanimity of the Joint
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Chiefs during the war often led to “numerous compromises” that created “long delays” and could
never be “an effective substitute for . . . necessary unified direction.”””” Marshall made this point
most saliently when he said the following:

Committees at best are cumbersome agencies, especially when the membership owes

loyalty and advancement to chiefs installed in completely separate government

departments. Local service enthusiasms become a source of weakness instead of a

source of strength. Resulting diversity of opinions, common to Americans on

almost all subjects, present increasing difficulties.”

While he recognized that cooperation between the services had reached an all time high during the
war, he was not optimistic that this could be maintained once peacetime conditions were established.
Marshall bemoaned the “the present system, or lack of system” and regarded “two separate
executive departments compet[ing] for annual appropriations” as undesirable since each service
sought “the maximum appropriation for itself” which did not allow for the “largest measure of
protection for the Nation.””' He concluded by saying that “[n]ational [s]ecurity is a single problem,
and it cannot be provided for on a piecemeal basis. The Congtress should have the opportunity of
passing on a balanced program that makes provision at one and the same time for all the needs of
the armed forces.”*”

On October 30", Lieutenant General J. Lawton Collins presented the War Department’s
plan for unification to the committee. It sought to incorporate most of the Richardson’s
Committee’s views along with General Marshall’s. The “Collins Plan” as it soon became known
envisioned a cabinet-level Secretary to head a Department of the Armed Forces who would then
have a Chief of Staff of the Armed Services who would serve as the secretary’s “principal military
advisor and executive.”” The Chief of Staff would be in the chain-of-command between the
Secretary and the separate service chiefs.””* There were no civilian under secretaries or assistant

secretaries provided for the services and the Secretary of the Armed Forces would have an

undersecretary and three assistant secretaries to coordinate activities in scientific research and
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development, procurement and industrial mobilization, and legislative affairs and public relations.”
The wartime organization of the Joint Chiefs was retained and the services continued to control
their own budgetary requests which would simply be transmitted through the civilian Secretary.”
Even though Collins’s flow chart indicated that the Chief of Staff would control operations in the
field, he was quick to maintain that the Chief would not have a large operating staff and that each
respective service would be charged with carrying out directives from the Joint Chiefs.””” Collins
finished his presentation by stressing that the War Department did not want a full merger between
the Navy and the Army and reiterated his view that each service should continue to maintain its own
operating autonomy.”® He reaffirmed the view that the Navy should retain its own aviation and the
Marine Corps although he did state that all land-based aircraft would fall within the responsibilities
of a newly created Air Force.”” Collins also stressed that the Chief of Staff position for the
president (such as Admiral Leahy) should not be the same service as the Chief of Staff of the Armed
Forces and provided his personal view that each should be rotated between the services.””

The Navy Department began its presentation on October 22™ and was led by Secretary
Forrestal. Armed with the results of the Eberstadt Report, Forrestal stated that he was not “simply
in opposition to unification of the War and Navy Departments” but sought “to present a
comprehensive and dynamic program to save and strengthen our national security.””' He felt that
the unification bills did not address problems within each military service nor provided “the
immediate integration necessary — that of the War, Navy, and State Departments.”” Even though
Forrestal favored most of the Eberstadt Report’s recommendations, although he was noncommittal
on the creation of a separate Air Force, he primarily called for the creation of a mixed “board” of
Members of Congress, the Executive Branch, and the private sector in order to study the issues

surrounding unification with the “detachment and thoroughness it deserved” — effectively another

Eberstadt Repott‘233 Forrestal shared the view of Admiral King that the existing system of
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organization had “in less time than was believed possible, attained complete victory in the greatest
war of history” and that since its merits had been demonstrated, the adoption of a unified system
without having been tested was too risky and thus required a more detailed review.”* Further Navy
witnesses stressed that unity of command in the field accomplished much of what was hoped for
from a unification of the services and that a unified department would be too unwieldy to manage
for one person.”” They also stressed that claims of “waste” were exaggerated and any duplication,
such as in doctrine, was actually useful innovation that allowed for a flexible response to future
threats.” The Navy also warned that under the Collins Plan their service would always be in a
minority position vis-a-vis the other services and would either be in a 2 to 3 or 1 to 4 minority and
that the Navy “had a right” to its own Cabinet member in order to handle those matters directly
related to its concerns.””’

Though many of these arguments were well known by this time, the presentation by
Assistant Secretary of the Navy H. Struve Hensel prompted the War Department to amend some of
its goals. Hensel pointed out that in his opinion the Collins plan reduced the role of civilian
oversight of the military by bypassing the civilian secretary in budget formulation.”® The Collins
Plan proposed that the military services prepare their respective budgets independent of the civilian
secretary and then pass these to the president through the Chief of Staff of the Armed Services and
the Chief of Staff to the president.” This process would reduce the role of the civilian secretary to
one of simply observing and commenting on the document without having the facts at hand that
were used in its formulation or an effective means to shape the request.”*’ Hensel’s presentation was
so effective that when General Eisenhower testified before the committee on November 16", three
days before he became Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army upon General Marshall’s retirement, he
supported the idea of removing the Chief of Staff position from the chain of command and setting
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it off as an “advisor” to the civilian secretary.” He additionally supported the creation of additional
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civilian under or assistant secretaries over each service.”” Subsequent testimony upheld the idea that
the civilian secretary had to play a substantive role in budget formation in order to maintain civilian
control of the armed forces.”” The hearings concluded with Secretary Forrestal formally submitting
the Eberstadt Report, now referred to as the Navy Plan for National Security, for the committee’s

2 The hearings concluded on December 17" and it was evident from the questions and

use
statements of the senators that clear support existed for unification but, as always, the real challenge
was reaching agreement on the details.
Truman’s Special Message

Two days after the hearings ended, President Truman sent a message to Congress outlining
his views on the issue of unification in general as well as delineating what he felt were the key
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elements that must be in any final unification legislation.”™ He called for the establishment of a

“Department of National Defense” that would be able to produce “integrated strategic plans and a
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unified military program and budget,” “extensive savings,” “parity for air power,” “unity of
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command in outlying bases,” “consistent and equitable personnel policies,” and a “unified system of
training,** With respect to the structure of the department, the president wanted it to be a cabinet-
level department with an overall military chief to head it. Each of the separate services, including a
newly created Air Force, would continue to exist but as branches and would now answer to civilian
under assistant secretaries. There would also be additional civilian leaders at the under and assistant
secretary level to work on various functional fields. The overall Chief of Staff and the commanders
of the three services would function as an advisory group or Joint Chiefs of Staff to the secretary
and the president. The president also called for the Chief of Staff position to be “rotated among the
several services, whenever practicable and advisable, at least during the evolution of the new unified
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department.”™" This recommendation was made to mollify the Navy so that there would be

systematic opportunities for it to serve as Chief of Staff. Truman also called for the retention of
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Naval aviation and the Marine Corps within the Navy Department. He also set aside calls for
further study of the unification issue by stating that “[flurther studies of the general problem will
serve no useful purpose. There is enough evidence now at hand to demonstrate beyond question
the need for a unified department.”**® Truman concluded by asking Congtess to provide a “basic
framework for the new department and let the details be worked out over a period of time within
the executive branch.”*” The War and Navy Departments respectively assigned Major General
Lauris Norstad and Vice Admiral Arthur W. Radford to the Senate Military Affairs Committee to
assist them as they drafted the unification legislation and sought to incorporate President Truman’s
unification goals.”
The Congress Moves Forward

Four months after the President’s message on April 9, 1946, the committee reported a bill
containing elements from the Eberstadt Report, the Collins Plan, as well as President Truman’s
Special Message.””" It called for a general reorganization of the entire national security structure and
the creation of a National Security Council, a Central Intelligence Agency, and a National Security
Resources Board.” It formalized the Joint Chiefs of Staff and created a Chief of Staff position and
called for a single Department of Common Defense. Reflecting the concerns of the Navy, the
responsibility for formulating the department’s budget went from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the

civilian Secretary of Common Defense.”

The legislation was then sent to the Committee on Naval
Affairs for review. Representatives from the Navy Department who testified before the committee
were strongly against the creation of a Secretary of Common Defense as well as a Chief of Staff
position fearing that, if enacted, it would consign the Navy to the status of a permanent minority,
laying the groundwork for the eventual absorption of Naval Aviation into the Air Force and the

Marine Corps into the Army.”" Recognizing that much work had been made to accommodate the

positions of each department but also realizing that no final compromise had been reached, the
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President called the Secretaries of the War and Navy Departments together on May 13" and
requested that they provide him a list of the salient points of agreement and disagreement between

255

their departments.” Truman stressed to both of them that he was not committed to either

department’s positions in the controversy but indicated he no longer supported the creation of a

single chief of staf 26

This substantial concession had much to do with the inability of advocates
for unification to address the concerns put forth by the Navy that a strong Chief of Staff position
was a step towards militarization. One of the major advocates for the strong Chief of Staff position,
U.S. Senator Elbert Thomas (D-Utah), didn’t help the unification cause when he stated in testimony
that “If you had a very powerful President of the United States [with a strong Chief of Staff] you
would have one kind of Government, and if you had a weak President you would have another
kind.”*” Admiral Leahy’s intervention against the creation of a strong Chief of Staff was also crucial
when he stated that “his experience during the war had convinced him that the idea of a single Chief
of Staff was dangerous — that had he wanted to secure power for himself during the war he could
have arrogated a great deal to himself.”** Following Leahy’s statement Truman came out against
the position of a powerful and permanent Chief of Staff because it was “too much along the lines of
the ‘man on horseback’ philosophy.””” The departments finally provided the president with a list of
twelve points outlining the key elements of dispute and agreement on May 31*.* The War
Department agreed with the central thrust of the Eberstadt Report’s recommendations to create a
higher national security structure and acceded to the president’s wishes that there be no single
military Chief of Staff. Additionally, the War and Navy Departments agreed to a clear definition of
the responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff whereby they would:

Formulate strategic plans, to assign logistic responsibilities to the services in support

thereof, to integrate the military programs, to make recommendations for integration

of the military budget, and to provide for the strategic direction of the United States
military forces.”'
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This further assured the Navy Department that its core interests would not be adversely affected by
being out voted on the Joint Chiefs. Even though all the key points of disagreement had been
addressed by June 15th, the Navy continued to oppose this amended bill leading to its being taken
up by the 80" Congress in 1947.* In the interim, Secretary of War Patterson and Secretary of the
Navy Forrestal appointed General Norstad and Admiral Forrest Sherman to develop a “blueprint
for unification upon which legislation could be based.”*” They provided the president with their
plans “under which the two departments could agree to unify under a single secretary of national
defense” on January 16, 1947 and Truman forwarded these to the Congress on February 26" for
their consideration.””* Following several more months of hearings and testimony, with additional
changes protecting the Navy’s interests inserted into the legislation, the final bill was passed by

Congtess and signed into law on July 26, 1947.%°

The National Security Act of 1947

The National Security Act which President Truman signed into law on July 26" embodied a
grand compromise between the War and Navy Departments. Neither of them was fully satisfied
with the outcome but the beginning of unification had started. Truman would later write that while
the bill “was not as strong as the original proposal sent to Congress” it did, however, “put an end to
the long and costly arguments over the principle of unification.”* Other supporters of unification,
such as incoming Secretary of War Kenneth Royall, were not as supportive when he stated that the
new defense establishment “will not save money, will not be efficient, and will not prevent
interservice rivalry.”*”" Chief of Staff to the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower wrote in his diaries that
“la]fter 1.5 years of struggle it appears that a so-called unification of the armed services will be
directed by law within the next couple of days. The proposal for such a move aroused the most
intensive campaign of special interest that I have seen in Washington . . . [bJut we’ll make it work,

and as changes are needed possibly even the supporters of special interests can be made to see the
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necessity.”” Though the president had wanted more in the bill, he had still achieved a lot in the

legislation he signed into law. Additionally, as he confided to his aide Clark Clifford, “[m]aybe we

9520

can strengthen it as time goes on.”*” The final legislation formally established the Joint Chiefs of

Staff, created the Air Force, the position of Secretary of Defense, and civilian secretaries for all three

services as well as the Central Intelligence Agency and the National Security Council. However, the
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bill’s defects were also great.”" There was no Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff position, the

Secretary of Defense had a small staff and no deputy, and each of the service secretaries were full
Cabinet officials competing with the Secretary of Defense. ' However, the bill did define the
specific responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

(a) There is hereby established within the National Military Establishment the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, which shall consist of the Chief of Staff, United States Army; the Chief of Naval
Operations; the Chief of Staff, United States Air Force; and the Chief of Staff to the
Commander in Chief, if there be one.

(b) Subject to the authority and direction of the President and the Secretary of Defense it shall
be the duty of the Joint Chiefs of Staff —

1. to prepare strategic plans and to provide for the strategic direction of the military
forces;

2. to prepare joint logistic plans and to assign to the military services logistic
responsibilities in accordance with such plans;

3. to establish unified commands in strategic areas when such unified commands are in
the interest of national security;

4. to formulate policies for joint training of the military forces;

5. to formulate policies for coordinating the education of members of the military
forces;

6. to review major material and personnel requirements of the military forces, in
accordance with strategic and logistic plans; and

7. to provide United States representation on the Military Staff Committee of the
United Nations in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United
Nations.

(c) The Joint Chief of Staff shall act as the principal military advisors to the President and the
Secretary of Defense and shall perform such other duties as the President and the Secretary
of Defense may direct or as may be prescribed by law.””

Additionally, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were not authorized a budgetary function unlike the War

Department’s proposal which empowered the Joint Chiefs to “make recommendations for
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integration of the military budget.””” The act also provided dedicated support staff to the Joint
Chiefs that would be enduring and not ad-hoc or part-time as they had been during World War II.
There shall be, under the Joint Chiefs of Staff, a Joint Staff to consist of not to
exceed one hundred officers and to be composed of approximately equal numbers of
officers from each of the three armed services. The Joint Staff, operating under a
Director thereof appointed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, shall perform such duties as
may be directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Director shall be an officer junior
in grade to all members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”™

The key challenge now with the passage of the National Security Act was making the new National

Military Establishment function and meeting the President’s goals for the nation.

The First Secretary of Defense

With the creation of the National Military Establishment, President Truman now turned to
selecting its first Secretary of Defense. The most logical choice was outgoing Secretary of War
Robert P. Patterson who had been a great supporter of unification and had helped draft the
President’s legislation to that end. However, following six years of service in Washington, D.C.
Patterson was financially pressed and his wife wanted him to return to a more normal pace of life at

2
a law firm.””

With Patterson out the President considered other candidates throughout the summer.
He eventually decided the best person for Secretary of Defense was exactly the same man who had
most directly opposed him. Truman’s decision to nominate Secretary of the Navy James V.
Forrestal for Secretary of Defense was due to a couple of key tactical considerations. The first was
that a new Secretary of Defense would have a difficult time making the military establishment
function given the determined efforts of Forrestal and the Navy to oppose the creation of a unified
department. However, it was exactly those same qualities of determination and doggedness that
would be needed to get the new department functioning properly. Additionally, by moving

Forrestal to the Secretary of Defense’s position this would allow Truman to place a new man into

the Navy’s top civilian leadership position — preferably one more inclined to support unification.
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The president offered Forrestal the position of Secretary of Defense, which he quickly accepted,
“but [he] showed little of the joy or excitement he had displayed on his appointment as Navy
Secretary.””’® Forrestal was sworn in as the National Military Establishment’s first Secretary on
September 17" in the office of the Secretary of Navy - the challenge now was getting the system to

work.

The Joint Staff

The first order of business for the Joint Chiefs of Staff was organizing its supporting Joint
Staff and choosing its first director. The tensions over unification continued in this realm as well.
On August 4™ Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, Chief of Naval Operations, proposed that existing
full-time supporting groups be subsumed within the Joint Staff and that existing part-time inter-
service committees be retained.””” He then proposed that the supervisory duties of the Director of
the Joint Staff be established and his overall powers sharply circumscribed. The Army pushed back
on defining the responsibilities of the director so eatly in the formation of the Joint Staff and
recommended instead that a director should be selected and then charged with formulating his own
responsibilities for final approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This was agreed to and Major General
Alfred M. Gruenther of the U.S. Army was named the first Director of the Joint Staff on August
25" 7 After broadly consulting with members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Joint Staff, as well as
with outside interested parties, Gruenther submitted his proposed plan to the Joint Chiefs for their
consideration on September 26"

The plan provided a statement of functions for the director and Joint Staff, a proposed
organization of the Joint Staff, and basic staff procedures. Major General Gruenther viewed the
Joint Staff as carrying out the provisions of the National Security Act which saw the Joint Chiefs of
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Staff as serving a purely planning, coordinating, and advisory function.”™ Gruenther’s proposal was

agreed to by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on October 26" and immediately went into effect. He
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organized his staff into three sections: the Joint Intelligence Group, the Joint Strategic Plans Group,
and the Joint Logistics Plans Group which respectively supported the permanent committees of

1 Other committees such as the

Joint Intelligence, Joint Strategic Plans, and Joint Logistics Plans.
Joint Civil Affairs Committee, the Joint Military Transportation Committee, and the Joint
Communications Board among others also fell within the general supervision and coordination of
the director. The Joint Strategic Survey Committee, the Joint Secretariat, the Historical Section, and
the U.S. Delegation to the U.N. Military Staff Committee were placed outside the responsibilities of
the Joint Staff and answered directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.” The Director of the Joint Staff
only controlled the supervising and coordination of the Joint Staff and was empowered to assign
problems and studies to the staff and follow up on their completion but was not allowed to approve
or disapprove the reports before submission but could append his own views to the report as it was
submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their committees.” The selection of the first Director of

the Joint Staff and the clear delineation of his responsibilities in order to facilitate the business of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff indicated the slow maturation of a unified National Military Establishment.

Secretary of Defense Forrestal

At his first press conference as Secretary of Defense on September 23" 1947, Forrestal
spelled out his view of how he would work within the National Military Establishment. He stressed
that in his opinion “[tJhe process of integration will be a matter of many months and maybe years”
and that he viewed his colleagues in the services as “a team of people working toward a common
end” and “I don’t expect any difficulty with any of my associates, and that is what I consider them as
being.””™ At a press conference three month later he would also say “[m]y concept of this office is
that it will be a coordinating, a planning, and an integrating rather than an operating office.”*” In
93286

many respects, “Forrestal planned to spend nine-tenths of his time eliminating human friction.

When President Truman signed the National Security Act of 1947 into law in July, he also approved
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an Executive Order designating the roles and missions of the armed services.”” However, much of
the language was still vague and while it still maintained the traditional distinctions between land,
sea, and air forces, enough ambiguity existed for the services to define for themselves what they
should and shouldn’t do.”®® To these ends, the Army conducted a study on future roles and missions
that determined that ““for the foreseeable future’ there would be no need for the Navy to develop a
capability for major offensive operations. Its responsibilities would be supply, the protection of sea
lanes, and support for amphibious forces.””™ Similarly, the Navy conducted its own study
emphasizing the “indispensability of the Navy in any future offense campaign” centered around a
strategy of “air-sea power” focused on the use of aircraft carriers.” The Air Force was not left out
of these debates and concluded based upon the findings of the Truman Administration’s Air Policy
Commission that “military security must be based on air power” and supported the view that a force
of seventy air groups built around the long-range heavy bomber was required.””

Seeing that the Executive Ordet’s uncertainty was beginning to play havoc with his ability to
meet President Truman’s goal of maintaining a $10 billion budget ceiling with balanced forces for
fiscal year 1948, Forrestal invited the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Key West, hoping that a change in

*2On Match 10", Forrestal announced at a press

scenery might foster a change in attitudes.
conference that the meeting would decide “who will do what with what” and that if he couldn’t get
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to agree he would “have to make my own decisions.””” For three days,
from March 11" to the 14", the Joint Chiefs of Staff met with Forrestal to reach agreement on a
strategic plan for the armed services. The core issue of the conference was the “one or two air
forces” question of how the Navy would participate in strategic bombardment (both nuclear and
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conventional) in any future war.”" A compromise was reached whereby the Navy would not create

a separate strategic air force and the Marines would stay at a four-division size, agreeing not to form
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another land army.”” Additionally, the Air Force agreed to let the Navy “hit inland targets that
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might attack the fleet and ‘permit’ the Navy to participate in an ‘all-out air campaign.””* The
agreement allowing the Navy to participate in an “all-out air campaign” formed the basis for its
support for building a supercarrier able to support planes equipped with nuclear weapons. This
fairly innocuous agreement would become a major source of controversy a year later. Following
these compromises, the Joint Chiefs issued a new roles and missions statement entitled “Functions
of the Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff” that formed the basis for a revised roles and
missions statement.””” Following additional adjustments in Washington, D.C. on March 20",
Forrestal submitted the document to the President who revoked Executive Order 9877 allowing the
Secretary of Defense to issue the new directive on the same day.”® Forrestal convened a subsequent
meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff at Newport, Rhode Island five months later to further
reinforce the agreement reached in Key West about the roles of the Air Force and the Navy in
strategic bombing. The meeting clarified the meaning of “primary mission” for the Air Force so
that they “could not deny the Navy access to atomic weapons or exclude it from planning for
strategic air operations.”” In return, the Navy agreed to drop its opposition to transferring the
custody of atomic weapons from the Atomic Energy Commission to the Armed Forces Special

Weapons Project where the Air Force was the executive agent.300

Having ensured a role for itself in
any possible strategic air campaign, the Navy sought congressional funding to build a supercarrier
called the U.S.S. United States able to support nuclear-capable aircraft as well as modifications to
three Midway-class catriers “to strengthen their flight decks sufficiently to handle larger aircraft.”"'
The Navy also sought funding to build a new aircraft capable of carrying nuclear bombs called the
AJ-1 Savage and to support modifications of the P2V-3C Neptune which was a World War II

plane.””

Much progress had been made with respect to delineating the roles and missions of the
services but they were only achievable due to the great efforts of Secretary of Defense Forrestal and

not due to the willingness of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to work together. In his understated manner,
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Forrestal said that “I would be less than candid . . . if I did not underline the fact that there are still
great areas in which the viewpoints of the services have not come together.”” His role as
coordinator was proving too weak an instrument to compel the services to follow the president’s
wishes.

Three days after the Key West conference, Truman delivered a speech to Congress which
would have a substantial impact on the unification debate. His speech would eventually be known
as the “Truman Doctrine” speech wherein he called for “the policy of the United States to support
free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressure.”””
This was in response to Truman’s concern that both Greece and Turkey were falling prey to
Communist subversion from the Soviet Union. The Cold War was beginning to affect Truman’s
goals of defense austerity. Shortly after the speech, Truman authorized a supplemental increase of
$1.5 billion for the defense budget and a few days later increased this to $3 billion. However much
Forrestal welcomed these additions, it still did not meet the $9 billion the Joint Chiefs separately
requested at Key West which was in addition to the $10 billion ceiling the Truman Administration
had originally wanted.”” At subsequent hearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee,
Secretary Forrestal presented the administration’s revised request for an additional $3 billion to
defense appropriations; but even here, the Secretary of the Air Force, Stuart Symington, continued
to push for a seventy-group air force which far out-stripped the administration’s budgetary
request.”” Even though they were members of the same administration and the same defense
establishment, they clearly didn’t agree with each other over the budget priorities for the military.
Forrestal was eventually able to reach agreement among the Joint Chiefs of Staff “to accept a deal
that would assist the Air Force in moving toward its seventy-group goal while preserving the
principle of balanced forces and continuing to treat manpower as a top priority.”””" However, when

Forrestal presently the compromise deal of a $3.5 billion request to the White House, Truman and
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3% Unable to reach

his budget director could not agree with it and pared it down to $3.2 billion.
agreement on the President’s original priorities, Forrestal was only able to achieve some semblance
of an accord after excruciating compromise and cajoling. It was fast becoming evident that the

powers of the Secretary of Defense were inadequate to meet the management needs of the National

Military Establishment in the post-war world and something needed to be done.

Forrestal Approaches Bradley

On February 7, 1948, General Omar N. Bradley replaced General Eisenhower as Chief of
Staff of the Army following his predecessor’s retirement. As Forrestal grappled with the challenges
of being Secretary of Defense and attempted to achieve President Truman’s goal of balanced forces
during a time of budget austerity, he confided to his friend and aide to President Truman, Clark
Clifford, that “he trusted some senior Army generals more than his former Navy colleagues;
Eisenhower and Omar Bradley, in particular, had risen in his estimation.””” In May, he approached
General Bradley and Secretary of the Army Royall about having Bradley join his staff as his principal
military advisor.”"” Both Bradley and Royall demurred since, in their view, there was a strong
“possibility of a change in administration next November.””"" However, in discussions with the
Director of the Joint Staff General Gruenther, Forrestal learned that both the Army and the Air
Force felt strongly that the Navy’s appropriations needed to be reduced and subsequently any
military advisor to the Secretary of Defense would naturally be associated with this type of decision.
In the Army’s estimation, the Navy’s budget would have to be cut by at least forty percent and any
such reduction would adversely affect the relations of the Army and the Navy if Bradley served in
the position he was being offered. The inter-service tensions continued and Forrestal was
increasingly unable to get them to agree, prompting even such respected General Officers as Bradley

to step aside from positions that would put them in competition with another service.
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The National Security Act Amendments of 1949

Even as the National Security Act of 1947 was still being implemented, President Harry S
Truman continued to press for additional unification - a task which took on added importance as
the challenge of the Soviet Union increased. It had become evident since the National Security Act
went into effect in September 1947 that the authorities granted the new U.S. Secretary of Defense
position were inadequate to effectively manage the National Military Establishment. Additionally, as
Soviet military forces continued to occupy much of Eastern Europe, Cold War tensions were
heightened even further due to the blockade of Berlin imposed by the Communists on June 24",
1948. While the Berlin airlift relieved the blockade’s military and diplomatic pressure on the United
States by the beginning of 1949, its persistence further demonstrated the Soviet Union’s will to
aggressively confront the U.S. and its allies. As Truman contemplated introducing additional
unification measures and policy initiatives to confront an assertive Soviet Union, he did so with
substantial budget, material, and personnel constraints due to the demobilization of U.S. forces
following World War II, subsequent decreases in war expenditures, as well as concerns about
inflation due to excessive government spending. However, Truman was determined to move
forward with his agenda by informing the American people about the intentions of the Soviet
Union, establishing the legislative groundwork to bolster the powers of the Secretary of Defense,
and choosing the right civilian and military leaders to continue the process of unification within the
context of limited resources.

In a speech delivered to Congress on March 17, 1948, Truman set the tone for the coming
year about the goals of the Soviet Union and U.S. strategy to confront the growing threat. Truman
spoke of the continued need to assist Europe as it recovered from the devastation of World War I1
and to foster greater peace and security through common defense agreements.”* But these efforts

were under threat, according to the President, because “one nation has not only refused to
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cooperate in the establishment of a just and honorable peace, but — even worse — has actively sought
to prevent it.””"> He went on to state that “the Soviet Union and its agents have destroyed the
independence and democratic character of a whole series of nations in Eastern and Central Europe”
and the United States should “give support to the free and democratic nations of Europe and . . .
improve the solid foundation of our own national strength.””"* This message was reinforced by his
inaugural address and his State of the Union speech in early 1949. In his inaugural address,
President Truman stated “the United States and other like minded nations find themselves directly
opposed by a regime with contrary aims and a totally different concept of life.””"” Due to these
various challenges from the Soviet Union, President Truman stated that ““we cannot escape the
burden of creating and maintaining armed forces sufficient to deter aggression” and while “[w]e
have made great progress in the last year in the effective organization of our Armed Forces . . .
further improvements in our national security legislation are necessary.””'® Since his speech of
March 17", 1948, Truman had begun to rebuild the forces of the U.S. military to meet the threat of
Communism. In the following six months, the manpower strength of the U.S. Army increased by
fifteen percent from 541,000 to 620,000; the U.S. Navy, including the Marine Corps, increased from
473,000 to 501,000, or six percent; while the U.S. Air Force increased by ten percent from 366,000
to 404,000.”"” While these increases were substantial and the overall number of the uniformed
military now stood at 967,000, it was still not close to the 12 million Americans who had been
serving in 1945.”® These increases in personnel were followed by commensurate improvements in
the amount of material for the military with a particular emphasis on aircraft procurement.”” The
United States was starting to rebuild its military to meet the enduring challenge of the Soviet Union

but reform was still required and Forrestal was now the man to lead it.
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Forrestal’s Change of Heart

The challenges of leading the National Military Establishment during a time of diminished
budgets and increasing international threats proved too much for Forrestal and the meager powers
his position as Secretary of Defense had been granted under the National Security Act of 1947. He
privately admitted to Clark Clifford, a senior aide to President Truman, “Clark, I was wrong. I
cannot make this work. No one can make it work.” It was a major concession and wo/ze face for
Forrestal, but the experiences he had gained as Secretary of Defense now informed his proposed
changes. Turning once again to his friend Ferdinand Eberstadt, Forrestal asked him to study the
administrative problems of the National Military Establishment and to propose changes that would
improve its performance. While Secretary of the Army Royall opposed Eberstadt’s appointment in
light of his previously negative views on unification, Eberstadt quickly got to work.” His fourteen
member task force with thirty-four staff conducted 245 interviews between May and November
1948 and issued its findings as part of the Hoover Commission’s Report on the Organization of the

Executive Branch of the Government.*!

While the report expressed an overall satisfaction with the
National Military Establishment, it recommended improvements in three key areas: “the status and
authority of the Secretary of Defense within the military establishment, the procedures for
developing and managing budgets, and the procedures for day-to-day administration and
coordination.” *** With respect to the position of a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Eberstadt’s report suggested that the Secretary of Defense be “authorized to designate one of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as chairman, with the responsibility for ‘expediting the business of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and for keeping their docket current’ but with no command authority over his JCS
colleagues.” The report further argued that the Secretary should “take advantage of a provision in

the existing law to appoint a ‘principal military assistant, or chief of staff officer” who would not be
g pp p p y >

a member of the Joint Staff but would be responsible for “presenting and interpreting the
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Secretary’s viewpoint and also for bringing ‘split’ JCS decisions to the attention of the Secretary.”**

Members of the Hoover Commission shared similar views on the advisability of having a chairman
cither as a fourth colleague not drawn from the existing members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or a
“single chief of staff” who would served as the principal advisor to the Secretary and the President
and would control the Joint Staff.” Forrestal also consulted with Eisenhower, who was now
President of Columbia University, on ideas of how to improve things within the National Military
Establishment.”

The results of these and other deliberations were contained in Forrestal’s First Report of the
Secretary of Defense which was published in 1948." Forrestal proposed six key changes to the
National Security Act of 1947. To relieve him of some of the burden of managing the National
Military Establishment on a day-to-day basis he called for the creation of an Under Secretary of

Defense.”™

To improve the power and authorities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, he
called for the statutory authority to exercise “direction, authority, and control” over the departments
and agencies of the NME.” This stood in contrast with the current legislative language which gave
the Secretary of Defense authority to establish “general policies and programs” and to exercise
“general direction, authority, and control.” The third proposed change dealt with the position of
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Forrestal called for the deletion of language which named the
Chief of Staff to the Commander-in-Chief a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and wanted it
replaced with language which called for the designation of a responsible head of the Joint Chiefs.”'
Forrestal stated that in his opinion this individual should be designated from the three remaining

332
He also

members of the Joint Chiefs or, alternatively, a fourth person should be chosen.
expressed the view that the Chairman would be the person the President and the Secretary of

Defense would consult with in order “to see to it that matters with which the Joint Chiefs should

deal are handled in a way that will provide the best military staff assistance.” Forrestal then called
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for either the removal of the cap on the size of the Joint Staff or to have it raised from its present
size of one hundred.” He then called for the ability to establish and organize appropriate staff

% The final change he wanted recommended

facilities in order to assist the Secretary of Defense.
that the Secretary of Defense should be the sole representative of the National Military
Establishment on the National Security Council removing the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and
the Air Force.™

President Truman incorporated many of these recommendations into his March 5, 1949
message to Congress. Truman initially made reference to his original 1945 message to Congress
about the need for unification by stating that “[i]t was intended to take advantage of our wartime
experiences and to prevent a return to the outmoded forms of organization which existed at the
outbreak of the war.””" He further stated that “[w]e have now had sufficient experience under the
Act to be able to identify and correct its weakness, without impairing the advantages we have
obtained from its strength.””* Truman also wanted “to provide the Secretary of Defense with
appropriate responsibility and authority, and with the civilian and military assistance adequate to
tulfill his enlarged responsibility.”3 ¥ In many respects, reflecting his original views in 1945 and 1947,
he recommended that the National Military Establishment be converted into an executive
department to be called the Department of Defense within which the existing Departments of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force would be redesignated as military departments thus removing them

from the Cabinet.”

He called for the Secretary of Defense to be given clear responsibility for the
“direction, authority, and control” of the department and for the creation of an undersecretary
position as well as three assistant secretaries.”' Truman also called for the creation of a position of
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who would take precedence over all other military personnel

and be the “principal military advisor to the President and the Secretary of Defense.””"
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The Senate began hearings on a bill introduced by Senator Millard Tydings (D- Maryland) on
March 24, 1949 that incorporated most of the President’s recommended changes he had outlined in
his message to Congress. As it did so, the Congress quickly passed a separate amendment to the
National Security Act authorizing the creation of an Undersecretary of Defense position, reflecting
Forrestal’s urgent need for help, which Truman signed into law on April 2, 1949. The House
Committee on Armed Services followed suit with hearings in the summer. Forrestal was the first
witness before the Senate Committee and shared with them how his thinking had evolved with
respect to how the National Military Establishment should be organized. He was particularly
supportive of the creation of a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff position due to his experience
with General Dwight D. Eisenhower who had been brought back from retirement on February 9,
1949. Eisenhower was serving as the principal military advisor and consultant to the Commander in
Chief and the Secretary of Defense, effectively becoming an acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff since Admiral Leahy was scheduled to retire on March 21st.”* The Chief of Staff of the Air
Force General Hoyt S. Vandenberg had also asked Forrestal to bring Eisenhower back from
retirement to serve as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs due to the tensions between his service and the
Navy.™* Forrestal stated that Eisenhower’s performance had shown him “how much more in the
way of results can be attained by a man who is sitting over them [the Joint Chiefs of Staff] directing
and driving the completion of unfinished business.””” In Forrestal’s view, the job of the Chairman
was to provide the agenda for JCS meetings, see that the business of the Joint Chiefs was
“vigorously prosecuted,” facilitate agreements between the Joint Chiefs while identifying those
where agreement could not be reached, and to advise the Secretary of Defense and the President.”*
He stressed, however, that the chairman should not exercise command or make any decisions if the
JCS members could not agree. Subsequent testimony from former President Hoover, Eberstadt, the

heads of the uniformed military, and key civilian officials within the services supported many of the
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changes in the proposed amendments but concerns were still expressed over the responsibilities of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. One fear opponents still had was that a strong chairman
position was the beginning of the creation of some sort of “Prussian General Staff” which would be
a threat to democracy. As Congtress continued to hold hearings on amendments to the National
Security Act of 1947 during the spring and summer of 1949, Truman decided a change was needed

at the top of the National Military Establishment.

Choosing a New U.S. Secretary of Defense

It had become increasingly clear to President Truman throughout 1948 that his very capable
U.S. Secretary of Defense, James V. Forrestal, was exhausted from nearly eight years of continuous
work. General Eisenhower remarked that “Jim [Forrestal] is looking badly. . . . He gives his mind no
recess, and he works hours that would kill a horse.”" Additionally, Forrestal was increasingly seen
by the President as “indecisive and weak’ and, following briefings he gave to Thomas Dewey on
defense matters, who was the Republican candidate for President in 1948, politically suspect as
well.”*® At one point, Truman told his aide Clifford that “Jim has trouble making up his mind.”*"
With the 1948 election behind him, Truman turned to how he would re-organize his administration
for the remainder of his presidency. It was evident that a change was needed at the top of the
National Military Establishment and that a new leader who would be decisive, loyal to the President,
and effective at running the department was required. On March 1, 1949 at 12:30pm President
Truman asked for and received the resignation of Secretary Forrestal as the first Secretary of
Defense to go into effect a month later.” Truman settled on Louis A. Johnson as his replacement.
Johnson had most recently served as President Truman’s campaign treasurer raising over $2 million
for his successful election in 1948 and had an extensive and varied background in military matters.

In addition to service in World War I with the U.S. Army, Johnson had also served as the National

Commander of the American Legion in the early 1930s and as an Assistant Secretary of War from
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1937-1940. He resigned his position after having been passed over to become Secretary of War in
1940 and returned to his legal practice, although his sense of injustice at having not been selected as
Secretary of War was acute. He viewed his nomination to be the second Secretary of Defense as
professional vindication.”

Louis A. Johnson was sworn in as Secretary of Defense on March 28", 1949 in the courtyard
of the Pentagon.” While the ceremony was brief, the event resembled an inaugural complete with
“military bands playing, precision drill teams marching, flags waving, and a thundering flyover of air
force fighters and bombers.”” Reinforcing the comparison, the oath was administered by the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court Fred Vinson.” Secretary Johnson issued a statement soon after the
swearing-in reflecting the President’s goals of economy and unification. Johnson sought to achieve
“the maximum of strength within the limits of our economy” and to unite the military services “as
one in the service of the nation.”” He reiterated these views at his first press conference on March
29™: “To the limit the present law allows, I promise you there will be unification as rapidly as the
efficiency of the service permits it. With the additional authority requested of Congress — and I have
high hopes in the interest of economy and efficiency we may have the powers requested — when

% Johnson was not interested in serving the role of

that’s given us, there will be more unification.
facilitator, conciliator, and coordinator, he intended to govern and to ensure that civilian control was
strong. In the view of General Eisenhower, the military services needed a reminder “that they have
a commander in chief. They must be reminded of this, in terms of direct, unequivocal language.”””’
This was Johnson’s approach to leading the National Military Establishment. In a gesture with more
symbolism than substance, Johnson moved into the Secretary of Army’s office which had been
reserved for the Secretary of Defense on the Pentagon’s floor plan in 1947.”® Secretary Forrestal
had taken a vacant office overlooking the Pentagon’s mall entrance largely to avoid “the smallest

359

possible emotional tremor among Pentagon employees” in the early days of unification.”™ Johnson
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would have none of this and immediately sought “to show who was boss.”** To assist him in this
endeavor, Johnson requested the help of General Joseph T. McNarney who stated his
responsibilities at Johnson’s first press conference: “Mr. Johnson has asked me to be his advisor on
organizational and administrative matters on temporary duty, probably lasting sixty days.”**' The
selection of General McNarney made a lot of sense to Johnson. McNarney had been intimately
involved in the successful reorganization of the U.S. Army at the beginning of World War II as
General George C. Marshall’s deputy and as the prospects of unification improved, Johnson would
need someone with this set of experiences. However, Johnson’s interest in economy in the defense
budget made McNarney’s well-known toughness even more attractive. Chief of Staff of the Army
Omar N. Bradley commented that McNarney “relished these endless hassles” of moderating the
debates between the Air Force and the Navy over increasingly scarce budget dollars.’* Since
Secretary of Defense Johnson felt that “[t|he President put me over there to take charge” this

. .. 3(3
seemed like a natural pairing.™

Johnson Takes Charge

Johnson’s first month as Secretary of Defense was a flurry of activity. Within ten days of
being sworn in, he announced that all observances of individual service days, such as Army Day on
April 6™, would be eliminated.” He did this in an effort to inculcate a sense of common identity
among the services by breaking down service parochialism. Soon after, he issued “Consolidation
Directive No. 17 directing that all pre-publication security reviews of active duty and retired military
personnel would be performed by his office allowing him to assert some form of control over the

public statements of the services.”®

Johnson also supported a measure previously approved by
Secretary Forrestal to “cut back procurement of certain fighters and medium bombers in order to

purchase three dozen B-36s.”% The B-36 was the Air Force’s premier plane for strategic nuclear

bombing and a central component of the service’s ability to deliver nuclear warheads on targets
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around the world. However, it was Secretary’s Johnson’s decision on April 23", less than a month
after taking office, which proved much more important than these largely symbolic gestures towards
unification. After consulting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the President, and key members of
Congress, Johnson ordered the cancellation of the construction of the U.S. Navy’s super carrier the
U.S.S. United States. 'The Navy had laid the keel on the 1,090 foot, 65,000 ton super cartier just five
days before in its construction yard at Newport News, Virginia. * The ship was a prototype vessel

used to demonstrate the Navy’s role in strategic nuclear war.”

The cancellation of the ship saved
the National Military Establishment approximately $200 million dollars and was a decisive first step
in allowing Johnson to meet the president’s goals of budget austerity as well as demonstrating that
his leadership style was different than Secretary Forrestal’s.’”

The reaction of the Navy was swift and immediate. Secretary of the Navy John L. Sullivan
tendered his resignation upon returning to Washington, D.C. after hearing about the announcement
while on a trip to Texas. Sullivan excoriated Johnson for not consulting him or the Chief of Naval
Operations about the decision (although in consulting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff Secretary
Johnson had effectively consulted with the Navy). Sullivan castigated Johnson further:

I 'am, of course, very deeply disturbed by your action which so far as I know

represents the first attempt ever made in this country to prevent the development of

a power weapon. The conviction that this will result in a renewed effort to abolish

the Marine Corps and to transfer all naval and marine aviation elsewhere adds to my

anxiety. However, even of greater significance is the unprecedented action on the

part of a Secretary of Defense in so drastically and arbitrarily changing and restricting

the operational plans of an armed service without consultation with that service.””

With Sullivan’s departure, the president and Secretary Johnson replaced him with a lawyer from
Nebraska named Francis Matthews who was more amenable to the Secretary’s priorities for the
National Military Establishment.”” Soon after the cancellation of the U.S.S. United States,

Congressman James E. Van Zandt (R-PA) announced on the floor of the House of Representatives

a series of charges against Secretary Johnson, Secretary of the Air Force Stuart Symington, and the
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Air Force’s B-36 program.”™ He alleged that the B-36 was a vulnerable and ineffective weapon and

that Johnson and Symington knew this and still approved it.””

He argued that they had approved it
because both men were close friends with Floyd B. Odlum, head of the Consolidated-Vultee
Aircraft Company charged with building the aircraft, and that Johnson’s service as a director of the
company had biased his views.”* He concluded his speech by stating that Johnson had insisted that
Odlum contribute nearly $6 million to President Truman’s reelection campaign in 1948 and that the
expansion of the B-36 program was a reward for this financial support.”” In response to these
allegations, the House Armed Services Committee voted on June 9™ to investigate these charges,
“learn where they came from, determine the capabilities of the B-36, examine the roles and missions
of the services, and determine whether the decision to cancel the super carrier had been sound.”
The hearings were scheduled to take place in two phases and would occur in August and in October.

In the interim, the amendments to the National Security Act of 1947 moved through Congtress on

their way to the president.

The National Security Act Amendments of 1949

On June 28™ 1949, Secretary of Defense Johnson testified before the House Armed Services
Committee in favor of the proposed amendments to the National Security Act of 1947. He did so a
little over a month after former Secretary Forrestal committed suicide after leaping from the
Bethesda Naval Medical Hospital on May 22™. He reaffirmed his support for Secretary Forrestal’s
reforms and reiterated his view that efficiency, economy, clear accountability, and unquestioned
civilian control were essential to good government management.” In his testimony, he specified
addressed his view of the role of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, a position that would be
created if the amendments were passed.

I would like to address myself briefly to my concept of the position to be occupied

by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In my opinion, the Chairman must be
the military person upon whom the President and the Secretary of Defense will rely
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for the organization and evaluation of military judgment. The men who now
comprise the Joint Chiefs of Staff are each directing a particular service and this,
quite naturally, precludes their giving full thought and attention to problems
common to all of the services. There is consequently a need for professional military
thinking of a high order to be applied on a full-time basis to the military problem as a
whole, in order that the deliberations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may be focused and
directed toward a common objective. I want to make it clear that I do not advocate
surrender of the power of decision to any such military person. This would involve
surrender of the principle of civilian control. But the Chairman must be in a
position, if he cannot secure unanimity of thought among the Joint Chiefs, to
indentify the basis of their differences, and to submit to the Secretary of Defense his
own recommendations as to the decision which the Secretary of Defense should
make.””’

When the amendments to the National Security Act of 1947 were finally signed into law on August
10", President Truman stated that they were a “major step toward more responsible and efficient
administration of the Nation’s military affairs.”””® While the amendments created a position of
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it very carefully delineated his authority in keeping with the
Navy’s view that the position might be the pre-cursor to the creation of a “Prussian General Staff.”
The chairman would serve a two year term and would be eligible for one reappointment except
during a time of war when reappointment would be unlimited. He would take precedence over all
other officers in the armed services and would not exercise military command over the Joint Chiefs
of Staff or the Services. The advisory function of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was assigned to the entire
JCS and not exclusively to the Chairman. The Chairman would:
(1) Serve as the presiding officer of the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
(2) Provide agenda for meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to assist the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to prosecute their business as promptly as practicable; and
(3) Inform the Secretary of Defense and, when appropriate as determined by the President
or the Secretary of Defense, the President, of those issues upon which agreement among
the Joint Chiefs of Staff has not been reached.
The Joint Chiefs would still select the Director of the Joint Staff who would now preside over an
enlarged staff of 210, up from one hundred. In addition to the creation of an undersecretary of

defense position earlier in the year, the 1949 amendments also upgraded the position to deputy

secretary and provided the Secretary of Defense with greater management assistance with three
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assistant secretary positions, one of which would be a budget comptroller. The amendments also
removed the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and the Air Force from the Cabinet, allowing the
Secretary of Defense to be the sole voice of the newly renamed Department of Defense. Civilian
control and the process of unification were significantly improved by the 1949 Amendments to the
National Security Act and Secretary Johnson was determined to use these new powers to their full

effect.

Choosing a Chairman

Prior to his formal swearing-in as Secretary of Defense, Louis Johnson approached General
Eisenhower about continuing to preside over the meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff while serving
as the principal military advisor and consultant to him and the president. Eisenhower would later
write that “I agreed readily, not only because Mr. Johnson was a friend but because I was extremely
anxious to see the Defense Department so organized that we could minimize the service rivalries
that had plagued it.”™ At his first press conference as Secretary of Defense, Johnson was queried
about his thoughts about retaining General Eisenhower once the amendments were passed to the
National Security Act of 1947.

THE PRESS: Mr. Secretary, have you given any thought to the successor of General

Eisenhower, when the permanent setup goes through, as to who might be the new

permanent Chairman of the Joint Chiefs?

SECRETARY JOHNSON: Yes.

THE PRESS: Would you care to amplify that?

SECRETARY JOHNSON: I answered your question.

THE PRESS: What personalities have you been considering?

SECRETARY JOHNSON: That’s the part which I won’t answer which he asked,

and you wouldn’t expect me to answer that.

THE PRESS: Always try!”™
As the prospect of enhanced authority within the Office of the Secretary of Defense as well as the

creation of a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff position increased due to upcoming passage of

the 1949 amendments to the National Security Act of 1947, Johnson was focused on recommending
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a chairman to the president who would help him achieve his twin goals of greater economy in the
defense budget as well as further unification of the services. Like Forrestal, Johnson found Chief of
Staff for the U.S. Army General Omar N. Bradley an appealing candidate for the position. This was
especially the case as the Navy and Air Force exchanged bitter accusations over the B-36 bomber
program and their respective roles in strategic bombing. Bradley stated in his memoirs that “My
reasons for demurring were the same as those I had advanced for declining Forrestal’s invitation to
become his principal military advisor. There was still much to be done to salvage the Army.
Moreover, I did not relish the prospect of winding up my professional service moderating bitter
debates between the Air Force and Navy.”™ Eisenhower noted in his dairy on March 19%, that “I
explained to Johnson that Bradley wanted no part of job of chairman of chiefs of staff [sic] and
Johnson says he’ll accept McNarney.”™ To this end, Johnson brought General McNarney into his
office to help him on organizational and administrative matters in preparation for his being formally
nominated for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff once the position was officially created.”
President Truman, Secretary Johnson, and Generals Eisenhower and Bradley supported the
nomination of McNarney for Chairman and all proceeded as if this would happen. However, as the
summer continued and the controversy over the B-36 continued, Johnson was having second
doubts about naming McNarney who was a member of the U.S. Army’s Air Corps and would be a
member of the U.S. Air Force once the new amendments to the National Security Act were passed.
Secretary Johnson approached General Eisenhower about becoming Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff on July 17" but Eisenhower had other plans for his future. He would write in his diary:

Louis Johnson wants me to come to Washington as chairman of the joint chiefs of

staff [sic], permanently, or at least, indefinitely. Itis queer, but people in political life

consider that anyone not in Washington is a lost soul, lost to ambition, to public

regard, to any public usefulness. Of course I'll not do it — there are more able men

available for that job than possibly any other in government. But he’ll think I'm
running out on him.”
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With Eisenhower returning to his duties as President of Columbia University in New York,
Secretary Johnson approached General Bradley again about becoming the first Chairman. Bradley’s
opinions had begun to shift as the crisis between the Navy and the Air Force continued.

I had told Ike earlier in the year I did not want the job. I now changed my mind. I

agreed to serve in the job one term — two years. The main reason for my change of

heart was my deep concern about the state of the military establishment. Owing to

the cancellation of the supercarrier, there was a vicious mutiny afoot in the Navy.

With his crazy bull-in-the-china-shop approach, Johnson was in no way fitted to deal

with it. . . . A firm but fair JCS Chairman, assisted by a neutral Army general (my

replacement as Army Chief of Staff), might be the moderating force that could

prevent a crippling brawl.”®’
From Bradley’s perspective, the nomination of General McNarney would have exacerbated tensions
between the Air Force and the Navy and the fact he was from a “junior” service (he would soon
leave the U.S. Army Air Corps and join the newly created U.S. Air Force) made it seem
inappropriate to name him to such a “prestigious job.”*** General McNarney, however, was too
important for Secretary Johnson to lose so he named him head of a new National Defense
Management Committee charged with saving money by eliminating duplication and red-tape and as
a “unity expediter” following the passage of the 1949 amendments to the National Security Act of
1947

Secretary Johnson officially recommended General Omar N. Bradley to President Truman
for appointment to Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on August 2, 1949.°* The president
publically announced his nomination of Bradley on August 11" as well as published the details of his
letter thanking Fisenhower for his service.

The Chiefs have made outstanding progress since you became their presiding officer.

This progress has come about because of two principal factors: the great effort you

have put into the job, and the high regard for your objectivity and impartiality which

all of the Chiefs have — a regard which all of them have mentioned to me on a

number of occasions. The nation is extremely fortunate to have had the benefit of

this most recent service by you. As President of the United States and as
Commander-in-Chief, I want to thank you for a difficult job well done.”*
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The Senate Committee on Armed Services met on August 15" to unanimously approve Bradley’s
nomination which the full Senate concurred with on the same day.” General Bradley was sworn in
as the first Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on August 16" by Secretary Johnson in the

Secretary of Defense’s office.

Revolt of the Admirals

Throughout the summer of 1949, tensions had been rising between partisans of the U.S. Air
Force and the U.S. Navy over their respective roles in strategic bombing. Secretary Johnson was
also pushing back against those members of the Navy who opposed his decision to cancel the super
carrier. In a speech at the National War College in Washington, D.C. on June 22" with President
Truman joining him on stage, Johnson went on the offensive. He stated that his order cancelling
the super carrier

has been twisted into a charge of persecution against the Navy. Some partisans of

that service have exaggerated this action and have represented it as part of

conspiracy either to sink the Navy’s air arm or to reduce the Navy to a second class

role. In their campaign of terror against further unification of the armed forces, they

have aroused false issues without the substance of truth.” . . . To those who contend

that each service must be the sole arbiter of its own needs, I would replay that this

Nation can no longer tolerate the autonomous conduct of any single service.”'
For Secretary Johnson, the controversy was “the issue that gave me a chance to run the department.
The secretary didn’t have control before. This was the thing that gave me control.”** Truman’s
goal of finding “the hardest, meanest so and so” he could for Secretary of Defense had clearly been
met.m

The Navy returned the rhetorical vitriol. Many of the charges leveled by Congressman Van
Zant against the B-36’s performance and the objectivity of Johnson and Symington in supporting an

expansion of the program were still being circulated. Additionally, Johnson did little to conceal his

true feelings about the role of the Navy and Marine Corps.
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Admiral, [Secretary Johnson said], the Navy is on its way out. There’s no reason for

having a Navy and a Marine Corps. General Bradley tells me amphibious operations

are a thing of the past. We’ll never have any more amphibious operations. That

does away with the Marine Corps. And the Air Force can do anything the Navy can

do, so that does away with the Navy.”

[Secretary Johnson said] I cannot see any justification for giving the Commandant of

the Marine Corps a special role [on the Joint Chiefs of Staff] not accorded to the

chiefs of various other arms and services which are integral parts of the Army, Navy

and Air Force.””
Many members of the U.S. Navy saw these comments as further proof that the crisis over the U.S.S.
United States was one of service survival. From their perspective, they had little support left in the
executive branch. With President Franklin D. Roosevelt passing, the departure of Secretary of
Defense Forrestal, and the retirement of Admiral Leahy, all three “brakes” on unification had been
removed in a matter of a few years. The siege mentality of the Navy’s leadership that they would be
outvoted and outmaneuvered by the other services was coming true. This was the environment
within which the Navy viewed the cancellation of the U.S.S. Unzted States.

The House Armed Services Committee’s hearings titled “Investigation of the B-36 Bomber
Program” began on August 9", 1949, one day before the 1949 amendments to the National Security

3% These hearings lasted until August 25" and focused on the Air

Act of 1947 were signed into law.
Force’s B-36 procurement and testing program, the accusations that Secretary Johnson had
compelled campaign donations from the B-36 manufacturer, and that Johnson had decided to
expand the B-36 program due to his prior relationship with the Consolidated Vultee Aircraft
Company. Over the course of the hearings, the Air Force delivered elaborate presentations on how
it procured and tested the B-36 impressing many with how thorough and detailed they were in their
program. Additionally, Secretary Johnson conclusively demonstrated that accusations of untoward
influence by either the B-36 manufacturer or him were completely unfounded. He gave a detailed

accounting of the financing for President Truman’s 1948 reelection and explained how his decision

to approve the purchase of additional B-36 bombers was simply a reaffirmation of a decision that
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Secretary Forrestal had made shortly before his departure that had also been reviewed through
normal channels. On August 24™ the House Armed Services Committee heard from Cedrick
Worth, a special assistant to Under Secretary of the Navy Dan A. Kimball. Over the course of two
days, Worth detailed how the fifty-five allegations Congressman Van Zandt had delivered on the
House floor had been assembled by him as a “spurious piece of work he had concocted for
narrowly partisan reasons.” With the central allegations refuted and their validity undermined, the
committee concluded its investigation and its leader, Chairman Vinson, stated that Johnson and
Symington had come out of the investigation “without the slightest blemish.”””’

As the key participants prepared for the final round of hearings scheduled to begin on
October 5", Secretary Johnson continued his drive for budget austerity. In July, he announced that
the budget for fiscal year 1951 would be $13 billion and that the Navy would receive less than the
Army and the Air Force. A few weeks later he announced he would further cut the Navy’s budget
across the board, especially in carriers, carrier groups, and specifically in Marine aviation which he
cut by 50%.”” General McNarney’s National Defense Management Committee issued its budget cut
recommendations in September that totaled $929 million with the Air Force losing $196 million, the
Army $357 million, and the Navy $376 million.” These substantial cuts, the cancellation of the
super carrier U.S.S. United States, and the perception that Secretary Johnson had a bias against the
Navy had reached a critical point. The U.S. Navy felt that its very survival was at stake and that it
had to appeal to Congress and the American people for support. On September 10", 1949, the
Navy reacted to these unprecedented cuts to its budget in what would eventually be called the
“Revolt of the Admirals.”

The controversy began when U.S. Navy Captain John G. Crommelin, who was a well-known
naval aviator on the Joint Staff, called a press conference at the Pentagon and issued a public

statement that “the Navy was being systematically and intentionally destroyed by Secretary of
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Defense Johnson and the Joint Chiefs.”*" He stated that Secretary Johnson had “nibbled [the Navy]
to death” and that it “was going to pot.”*"" Both active duty and retired Navy officers joined in his
defense and while he was removed from his position on the Joint Staff he was rewarded with a
favorable assignment due to the intervention of the Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Louis E.
Denfeld and Under Secretary of the Navy Dan A. Kimball. However, Francis P. Matthews, the
Secretary of the Navy, intervened, reversing the decision and assigned Crommelin to a less-desirable

post.*”? President Truman later expressed his support for Matthews’s decision.*”

Having made it
clear that both he and President Truman would not accept the public opposition of serving officers
to civilian decisions, Matthews sought to work within the system to meet the Navy’s goals. Even
though he did not agree with Secretary Johnson’s proposed cuts, Secretary Matthews stressed that
the Navy should take their grievances up to Johnson personally and not engage in a public campaign

of opposition.*”

He convinced Admiral Denfeld of the merits of this strategy and had prevailed
upon House Armed Services Committee Chairman Vinson to reschedule the upcoming hearings on
the B-36 controversy to January when his plans fell apart. Admiral Arthur W. Radford,
Commander-in-Chief of the Pacific Command, prevailed upon Vinson to hold the hearings as
previously scheduled citing a letter he had received from Vice Admiral Gerald F. Bogan complaining

of morale problems in the Navy."”

The letter stated that “[tjhe morale of the Navy is lower today
than at any time since I entered the commissioned ranks in 1916 . .. The situation deteriorates with
each press release.”*” The letter had been co-signed by Admiral Radford as well as Chief of Naval
Operations Denfeld. House Armed Services Committee Chairman Vinson agreed to hold the
hearings as scheduled. Captain Crommelin soon released the confidential correspondence between

Radford, Denfeld, and Bogan to the press, bringing the Navy’s grievances to the public’s

attention.*”’
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The House Armed Services Committee’s hearings on “The National Defense Program —
Unification and Strategy” began on October 5%, 1949."" The first eight days of the hearing were
dominated by the senior leadership of the U.S. Navy. In addition to Admirals Radford, Bogan, and
Denfeld, the Navy also presented its most distinguished representatives such as Fleet Admirals
William F. Halsey, Chester W. Nimitz, and Ernest J. King."” The Navy’s witnesses argued that the
theory of “atomic blitz” that the Air Force was using as the basis for its B-36 bomber program was
unrealistic and improbable and they viewed the bomber as “a billion-dollar blunder.”*"” They next
argued that Secretary Johnson’s decision to cancel the U.S.S. United States as well as his economy
drives not only were improper since the Navy regarded them as being in its purview, but that
Johnson was changing congressional appropriations by not spending the money the Defense
Department had been authorized."! Secretary of the Air Force Stuart Symington and Chief of Staff
of the Air Force Hoyt S. Vandenberg next presented the Air Force’s case before the committee.
They reiterated the Air Force’s procurement and testing program for the B-30, expressed again their
desire for the Navy to have an aviation component in addition to the Air Force’s capabilities, and
stated their support for the cancellation of the U.S. S. United States.*"> However, Admiral Radford,
who was a naval aviator, felt that their testimony had been incomplete. Their support for the
cancellation of the super carrier violated the Key West agreement that Secretary Forrestal had forged
allowing each service “to carry a new weapon through the development stage.”*” Additionally, he
felt they had consistently not addressed the B-36’s “vulnerability” with respect to the possibility it
could be destroyed by a pre-emptive attack nor did they address its actual ability to perform the task
it was charged with accomplishing; namely, delivering nuclear weapons against the enemy as a

intercontinental bomber.*"*

Many of these arguments had been covered in the committee’s previous
hearings but a new witness was going to shift the discussion to its primary focus which was on

unification.
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On October 19®, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Omar N. Bradley testified
before the committee.”” In a fifty page blistering attack on the Navy, the normally temperate
Bradley accused the Navy of “open rebellion” against the government and that their action had done
“infinite harm” to the nation in their “misrepresentations” of false “insinuations.”*"* He went on to
stay that “[t]his is no time for ‘fancy Dans’ who won’t hit the line with all they have on every play,
unless they can call the signals. Fach player on this team — whether he shines in the spotlight of the
backfield or east dirt in the line — must be an All-American.”*"" Bradley then went to state that the
Navy had opposed unification from the beginning and had never stopped opposing it.""® He
deplored the Navy’s “open rebellion against the civilian control” and accused them of being “over-
zealous enthusiasts.”""” Bradley then defended the strategy of atomic blitz as well as the necessity of
intercontinental bombers by stating: “It is worth noting that Russia, who did not participate in the
strategic bombing of German, apparently changed its mind after seeing its effects. After studying its
influence on the war, the Soviet Union has organized and developed a strategic air force of its
own.”* He also said that the safety and reliability of the B-36 was sound because “[tJhe Air Force
men, who will have to face the risk of the great losses the Navy predicts, are perfectly willing to
stake their reputations and their lives on [its] performance.””" He also wondered why the Navy was
so anxious to have the atomic bomb when they assert that it is only effective in a small area.”” He
concluded his presentation by analyzing the Navy’s argument that it had disproportionately suffered
from the budget cuts of Secretary Johnson. He demonstrated that the Navy’s resources hadn’t been

1.** He also denied that

pared down any more than the other services since the end of World War I
there was any effort to eliminate the Marine Corps. Secretary of Defense Johnson concluded the
committee’s hearings by serving as the last witness. He stated that the Navy had misrepresented his
decisions and had presented an inaccurate picture of what had taken place as well as his intentions

424

for the Navy and the department.”™ He reviewed his decision to cancel the super carrier mentioning
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that he had received considerable input from the Joint Chiefs of Staff and justified his Department-

% He stated that “I think that our task now, as it always has been, is the task

wide economy driver.
of providing the best possible defense for the United States, as the least possible cost.”** He
concluded his remarks calling for increased understanding between all the services so that true
unification could be achieved.”’ General Bradley’s testimony was devastatingly effect because it not
only refuted the Navy’s arguments but boldly reasserted the dominance of civilian decision-making

when it came to leading the U.S. Department of Defense.*®

Additionally, Secretary Johnson’s
comments served to refute the Navy’s view that it was being “nibbled to death” and that it “was
going to pot” and put it into a general context that budget cuts were occurring to all of the services
and that his decisions were informed by input from the Joint Chiefs of Staff.*

While the committee drafted its report, the Truman Administration quickly reasserted
civilian control of the Navy. Within a week of the hearings conclusion the Chief of Naval
Operations Admiral Louis E. Denfeld was removed from his position.*’ Admirals Blandy and
Bogan were forced into retirement by being assigned to positions well below their ranks and Captain
Crommelin was “purged.”™' Secretary Matthews’s attempt to block the promotion of Captain
Atrleigh Burke, the primary architect of the Navy’s presentations, was overridden by President
Truman himself.*” Amazingly, Admiral Radford was unscathed by the hearings. All of these
actions were done, in the words of President Truman, “to restore discipline in the Navy.”433 The
committee released the first of its final reports two months after the hearings. It reviewed the
charges leveled against the Air Force’s B-36 procurement and testing program and found no
problems with the service’s procedures.” It cleared Secretaries Johnson and Symington of
wrongdoing and “expressed complete confident in them.”*> On March 1, 1950, they issued their

final report on “Unification and Strategy.”* It contained thirty-three findings and conclusions and

reviewed many of the problems with and complexities of unification.”” It called for increased
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cooperation, consultation, and education to make unification a reality.”” While is supported

Secretary Johnson’s decision to cancel the super carrier, it criticized him for the manner in which he

439

went about his decision.” Additionally, it also mildly criticized him for refusing to spend

congressionally appropriated funds."’ The report did not support the Navy’s arguments and while it
expressed sympathy for their point of view it did not condone their behavior in the revolt.*!
Conclusion

President Truman’s nomination of General Omar N. Bradley to be the first Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff reflected his priority to promote unification of the military services and to
reduce defense expenditures. The three principal candidates for Chairman were Generals
Eisenhower, McNarney, and Bradley who were all members of the U.S. Army. They all shared the
president’s desire to promote unification of the military as well as his goals for balanced forces with
sufficient expenditures to support all three services within a modest defense budget. When
Eisenhower was no longer a candidate for chairman after having decided to move on to other
endeavors, Secretary of Defense Johnson turned to his recommended successor, Omar Bradley.
Eisenhower and Bradley had both known each other for several decades and Bradley’s qualities were
greatly admired by him. During World War II, Eisenhower described Bradley in the following
manner.

He has brains, a fine capacity for leadership and a thorough understanding of the

requirements of modern battle. He has never caused me one moment of worry. He

is perfectly capable of commanding an Army. He has the respect of all his

associates, including all the British officers that have met him.***

Of the three (Patton and Clark), Bradley is the best rounded in all respects, counting

experience, and he has the great characteristic of never giving his commander one

moment of worry.*"

[T]he best rounded combat leader I have yet met in our service. While he probably

lacks some of the extraordinary and ruthless driving power that Patton can exert at
critical moments, he still has such force and determination that even in this

115



characteristic he is among the best. In all other things he is a jewel to have around
and I cannot tell you with what real distress I see him leave the theater.”**

Bradley was approached to be the principal military advisor or Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on three separate occasions by both Secretaries of Defense Forrestal and Johnson. However, the
uncertainty of President Truman’s reelection prospects in 1948 (and with it a concomitant change in
leadership of the National Military Establishment) as well as the enduring challenges of sustaining
the U.S. Army following its massive demobilization and the continuing conflict of the Navy and Air
Force over strategic bombing, made elevation to Chairman or principal military advisor unappealing.
Quite naturally, Secretary Johnson turned to General Joseph T. McNarney as a future Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. McNarney shared the unification goals of Eisenhower and Bradley and
seemed to relish the bureaucratic fighting that was necessary to meet the president’s budgetary
targets. However, even though he was a member of the U.S. Army, he would soon become a
member of the U.S. Air Force as his branch of the service, the U.S. Army Air Corps, was split off by
the National Security Act of 1947. Due to the bitter rivalry of the Air Force and the Navy in 1949
over the cancellation of the super carrier U.S.S. United States and increased budgetary support for the
B-306 strategic bomber, his new affiliation would have caused unacceptable political problems to the
administration in Congress. Bradley was the sole remaining option for Chairman in this
environment where Eisenhower was unavailable, the Air Force and Navy were too controversial,
and the Marine Corps was not even considered. Bradley’s sense of duty and professionalism
eventually outweighed his misgivings at leaving the position of Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army;
although, even then, he only agreed to serve one, two-year term. The internecine conflicts of the
Navy and Air Force had brought down the prestige of the U.S. military in general and called into
question the principle of civilian control. That is why General Bradley’s uncharacteristically strong
denunciation of the Navy at the October 1949 hearings on the B-36 bomber was so important to

unification, budget austerity, and asserting the right of civilians to make decisions regarding national
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security priorities. Bradley’s service as Chairman was so highly regarded by President Truman that
twenty-two years later in 1971 Truman wrote Bradley a brief letter stating that “[t|he reorganization
and unification of the Armed Forces was a success because of your personal efforts as its first

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”**
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Chapter Four
Eisenhower, 1953-1961

Campaign for President

One June 4™ 1952 at 5 o’clock in the evening in his hometown of Abilene, Kansas, Dwight
D. Eisenhower announced his candidacy for the Republican Party’s nomination for President. Since
retiring from the U.S. Army on May 31", he planned to deliver a series of speeches on important
topics of public interest before the Republican National Convention in July stressing the key themes
that reflected his philosophy of leadership, public policy, and government administration. With the
Cold War now firmly established and the Korean War still unresolved, he called for “alertness and
firmness in our attitude toward the ambitions of world Communism” and, in contrast to his political
opponent Senator Robert A. Taft of Ohio, rejected “any policy of isolation” viewing it as “utter|ly]
futille].”*** He also attacked the defense and foreign policies of the Democratic Party and the
Truman Administration. He “deplored” the secrecy of the Yalta Conference held in early 1945, the
results of which were only released in 1947, wherein the Allied Powers, including Soviet leader
Joseph Stalin, reached a series of post-war diplomatic, military, and political agreements.”” Chief
among them was allowing the Soviet Union to determine the political disposition of the eastern
European countries under its military control. The fact that the Soviets were unwilling to give these
countries their political independence reinforced the Republican Party’s argument that the
Democrats had been insufficiently tough against the Russians and that the GOP, in contrast, would
liberate these countries from Soviet oppression. Eisenhower also castigated the Democrats for
losing China to the Communists and insufficiently supporting the Nationalists in their struggle
against Communist leader Mao Zedong.”® In addition to advocating a tougher policy against the
Communists, Eisenhower also emphasized the economic aspects of his overall military policy. He

stated that “[America] must guard her solvency as she does her physical frontiers. This means
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elimination of waste, luxury, and every needless expenditure from the national budget.”*”

Eisenhower’s goals of ensuring that the United States remained engaged in the world while
confronting Communism in a manner consistent with fiscal prudence would become the central
themes of his eventual administration.

Having defeated Senator Taft at the Republican Party’s convention and secured his party’s
nomination for President, Eisenhower proceeded to actively campaign across the country. He
would eventually travel over 51,376 miles crossing forty-five states and visit 232 towns and cities
from June 1" to November 4, 1952.%" As he campaigned, Fisenhower was conscious of the need to
unify his party after what had been a very divisive primary. Senator Taft had waged an aggressive
campaign for the nomination, it was, after all, his third run for the presidency, and was widely
respected within the Republican Party due not only to his work in the U.S. Senate against the
Roosevelt and Truman Administrations but also as the scion of former President and Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court William Howard Taft. Seeking to heal the rift within his party and to marshal
the energies of the party’s political base for the general election, Eisenhower sent an invitation to
Taft on July 17" requesting that he meet with the former general at his convenience.”' In
Eisenhower’s view “[Taft’s] willingness to cooperate is absolutely necessary to the success of the
Republican Party in the campaign and in the administration to follow.”** Two months later on
September 12" Taft and Eisenhower met for breakfast at Ike’s campaign headquarters at 60
Morningside Drive, New York City to discuss their views on policy and to reach some sort of
agreement to unify the party for the general election. Taft had brought a statement of beliefs to the
meeting outlining the general political philosophy he wanted Eisenhower to endorse as well as key
budget goals he wanted the candidate to support. The meeting met the goals it set out to achieve.
Senator Taft met with reporters soon after the breakfast and read aloud from a statement he had

drafted and Eisenhower had reviewed. In it, he stated that “I have tried to state here the basic
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principles in domestic policy which I think General Eisenhower and I agree on 100 per cent.”*”

The key theme that Taft and Eisenhower agreed to was to fight for “liberty against the creeping
socialism in every domestic field.”** Taft also stated that “there is fair agreement as to what we

»#% To this end, Eisenhower committed to a federal budget of

want to do now in total spending.
$70 billion in fiscal year 1954 and a further reduction to $60 billion by fiscal year 1955 (the

government was presently spending approximately $74 billion in fiscal year 1953).*° Eisenhower
also pledged to reduce taxes once the budget had been balanced and to support the Taft-Hartley

labor law.*’

Taft also downplayed his differences with Eisenhower over foreign policy by stating
that “our differences are differences of degree” and convinced him to pursue a policy of “no
discrimination against anyone because he or she ha[d] supported” Taft in the Republican Party’s

. . 5
pr1marles.4 s

With Taft’s support, Eisenhower pushed forward in his campaign with a more unified
party behind him.

As he campaigned, Eisenhower provided greater detail about his views on defense policy
and the goals for his administration if he was elected. During a campaign stop on September 25T,
he delivered a speech devoted entirely to the problems of national defense. He began by “stressing
three personal convictions” that he held to be true about national defense: “First, our defense
program has suffered from lack of farsighted direction. Second, real unification of our armed forces
is yet to be achieved. Third, our defense program need not and must not push us steadily toward
economic collapse.”*” Reflecting these themes of fiscal prudence and strong defense, Eisenhower
stated that “the largest [budget] savings can be made” in national security and he would halt the

0 He stated that his administration would not

“stop-and-start planning” of the Democrats.
“demobilize and then hurriedly remobilize, or swing from optimism to panic” but would “plan for

the future on something more solid than yesterday’s headlines.”*' He also “called for the creation

‘at the earliest possible date next year’ of a commission composed of ‘the most capable civilians in
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our land’ to study the operations, functions, and actions of the Department of Defense.”** While
Eisenhower did not specifically call for certain reforms, his key focus was on eliminating “waste and
inefficiency as a result of ‘stop-and-start planning.”** Additionally, Eisenhower, like most Army
officers of his generation, viewed the political compromises that led to the passage of the 1947
National Security Act as anathema to a fully unified and smoothly functioning national defense
establishment. If Eisenhower hoped to achieve the budgetary goals he set out for the nation, he
would have to grapple with the national defense budget and the military services that were keen to
maintain their funding levels.

With just eleven days to go before the November 4™ general election, Eisenhower delivered
what would be his most important speech on defense matters during the campaign. At a campaign
rally on October 24™ in Detroit, Michigan, Eisenhower discussed the stalemated conflict in Korea.
Since the Korean War had begun on June 25, 1950 when the Korean People’s Army crossed the 38"
parallel, the conflict had see sawed from near defeat for the United Nations at the beginning of the
war to near victory for the U.N. as they drove Communist forces north to finally a stalemate once
Chinese “volunteers” joined the war and pushed Coalition Forces to roughly the original border.
The stalemate between U.N. and Republic of Korea forces and North Korean and Chinese forces
began on July 1951 and the war continued on to an unclear ending as peace negotiations stalled.
The United States would eventually suffer over 36,000 casualties in the conflict. In this context of
protracted war and an uncertain peace, Eisenhower addressed his audience.

Where will a new administration begin? It will begin with its President taking a

simple, firm resolution. That resolution will be: to forego the diversions of politics

and to concentrate on the job of ending the Korean War — until that job is honorably

done. That job requires a personal trip to Korea. I shall make that trip. Only in that

way could I learn how best to serve the American people in the cause of peace. 1

shall go to Korea."*

The effect of the speech on the election was considerable. Although Eisenhower had long had a

lead in the polls leading up to the 1952 presidential election, his firm statement of personally visiting
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Korea to seek an end to the conflict cemented his election as president. Eisenhower eventually
received 33,936,234 votes to Illinois Governor Adlai Stevenson’s 27,314,992 or 55.1 to 44.4 percent

¥ He received 442 electoral votes to Stevenson’s 89 and managed to bring a Republican

of the vote.
majority to the House of Representatives as well as to the U.S. Senate.” The Republicans had an
eight seat majority in the House and were tied in the Senate with Vice President Richard Nixon

providing the tie-breaking vote.*”’

The election also elevated Eisenhower’s Republican primary
political opponent, Robert A. Taft, from Minority Leader in the Senate to Majority Leader. In

addition to helping him get elected, Eisenhower’s planned trip to Korea also led him to his first

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Choosing a Secretary of Defense

As President-elect Eisenhower prepared for his trip to Korea, he quickly settled upon the
man he wanted to lead the U.S. Department of Defense. Committed to reducing defense
expenditures as part of an overall effort to balance the federal budget while improving the
management of the Pentagon, Eisenhower was determined to get “the best kind of business
management this nation can produce to help us run this government.”** Eisenhower was
determined to have “security and solvency” and to reduce a defense budget which had grown from
$13 billion in 1949 to almost $47 billion in fiscal year 1954 due to the Korean War.*” To
accomplish these goals, Eisenhower chose the head of General Motors Corporation, a man named
Charles E. Wilson, as his first Secretary of Defense. Wilson had served as President of the
automotive company since 1941 and had been with them since the 1910s. He had been born in
Minerva, Ohio in 1890 and graduated from the Carnegie Institute of Technology in three years in

470

1909 and was among the top five scholars in his class.”” He had an uncanny ability to “solve

integral calculus problems without committing the equations to paper” and was nicknamed the
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“Wizard” in school.””" Following a successful career as an engineer, where he had designed the
Westinghouse Company’s first electrical ignition for automobiles, he eventually became vice
president of General Motors in 1929.*? As President of the company during World War 11, Wilson
shifted General Motors’ production to war time support and produced “over $10 million worth of
military equipment every day.”*” Unlike his predecessors at the Defense Department, Wilson had
not had any substantive experience either with the military or with public service. His life had been
in private industry but his experience from having managed a large corporation had prepared him
well for leading a still unifying national defense establishment. Eisenhower would later write about
Wilson in his memoirs:

Mr. Wilson was then head of the General Motors Corporation; I had met him several

times since the war. He had a reputation as one of the ablest of our executives in big

corporations. I sought an experienced man of this kind because of the huge

procurement, storage, transportation, distribution, and other logistical functions of

the Defense Department which, in my opinion, needed to be directed by experts. It

seemed to me that a man of such qualifications could team up with professional

soldiers to the great advantage of the nation. General Clay and others recommended

him enthusiastically, and after a long conversation with me he agreed to undertake
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the duty.
As qualified as Wilson was to manage the Department of Defense, there was no question that
Eisenhower would be setting the defense and foreign policies of the United States Government.
Additionally, due to Eisenhower’s long period of service in the U.S. Army, he was more than
intimately familiar with issues of national defense and the military services than anyone else in the
U.S. Government. While he fully expected Wilson to “run defense” he suffered from no illusions
that one man would be enough to cut the defense budget while improving the overall management
of the department.”” Eisenhower’s selection of Wilson and his call for a commission to study the
department were only the beginning of a number of initiatives the president-elect would seek to

adopt to strengthen the civilian leadership of the Department of Defense and his control of its

budget.
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Ike Visits Korea
On November 29”, just twenty-five days after being elected President of the United States,
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Eisenhower took off from Mitchel Field, Long Island en route to Korea.”” He brought Cabinet-

designees Charles E. Wilson as well as Herbert Brownell, Jr., his future Attorney General, as well as

his Press Secretary James Hagerty."”’

He also brought with him his good friend General Persons as
well as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Omar N. Bradley."” En route to Korea, they
stopped in Iwo Jima to pick up Admiral Arthur W. Radford, Commander-in Chief, Pacific
Command upon the recommendation of the Chief of Naval Operations Admiral William
Fechteler.”” Fechteler would later recount his role:

It’s a curious thing, the original plan for Eisenhower’s trip didn’t visualize having any

contact with Radford at all, and I told General Jerry Persons, who was engineering

the whole thing, that that was wrong, for Eisenhower to go out to the Pacific there

and never see the CINC Pacific. So they changed it, and put in this cruiser
arrangement, and that was the start of what turned out to be that [sz] Wilson was so

taken with Radford.*
Admiral Radford had been serving as Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Command since April 30, 1949
after serving as Vice Chief of Naval Operations. A graduate of the Naval Academy, he was a
member of the “modern, forward-looking ‘brown shoe Navy of aviators” in contrast to the “black

481
shoe” surface fleet.

He had played a prominent role in opposing the unification of the services as
part of the National Security Act of 1947 and its amendments as well as in the “Revolt of the
Admirals.”** During World War II he had led a carrier task group off the Marshall and Gilbert
Islands in the Pacific and had received a Distinguished Service Medal."*> After a brief tour in
Washington, D.C. he returned to the war and commanded catriers to its successful conclusion.*
The group artived in Korea on December 2™ and received briefings about the situation on

the battlefield as well as on the status of U.S. forces from General Mark W. Clark, Commander of

Allied Forces, and General James A. Van Fleet, Commander of the American Army. General Clark
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presented Eisenhower with a “victory” plan called Oplan 8-52 to attack the Communists and push

485

them back to the border with China.”™ FEisenhower would later remark that any plan “for an all-out

assault [w]as bordering on madness” especially during a time of global tension with the Soviet

. 486
Union.

Eisenhower learned that North Korean and Chinese forces had dug in along the front, in
some places literally digging caves into mountainsides to conceal artillery pieces, and any effort to
dislodge them would require moving forces through the mountains and valleys of Korea which
would make U.N. forces susceptible to ambush. In Eisenhower’s view, “it was obvious that any
frontal attack would present great difficulties.”™ Eisenhower also met with Korean President
Syngman Rhee who advocated an “all-out, full-scale attack to drive the invading forces up and off
the peninsula.”* He also met extensively with U.S. forces, toured the battlefield by airplane, and
reviewed troops from the United Nations. His appreciation for the battlefield, the morale of the
troops, and the fighting abilities of the Republic of Korea greatly expanded his understanding of the
conflict. In his memoirs, Eisenhower would write:

At this time — December 1952 — it had been tacitly accepted by both sides, including

all of the Allied governments providing troops for the war, that we were fighting

defensively and would take no risks of turning the conflict into a global war, which

many feared would occur should we undertake offensive operations on a scale

sufficient to win a decisive victory. . . . My conclusion as I left Korea was that we

could not stand forever on a static front and continue to accept casualties without

any visible results. Small attacks on small hills would not end this war.""
Eisenhower and his entourage departed Korea three days later and arrived in Guam where they
transferred from their plane to the cruiser U.S.S. Helena. The ship stopped briefly at Wake Island to
pick up additional Cabinet-designees including the future Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and
Secretary of the Treasury George M. Humphrey among other officials. General Bradley, Admiral

Radford, and Secretary of Defense-designate Wilson departed the Helena at this point and flew on to

Pearl Harbor. As Eisenhowet’s entourage proceeded to Hawaii, he wanted Wilson to meet with
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Admiral Radford to form his own impressions of the Naval officer and to determine his interest in

and suitability for service on the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

I had earlier asked Mr. Wilson to talk with Radford, the Command-in-Chief, Pacific,
who had flown ahead to Honolulu, to form his own conclusions as to the suitability
of this well-known naval officer for service on the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He was, of
course, a qualified military man, but in my judgment, the Joint Chiefs should be
acceptable to the civilian Defense Secretary. At one time Admiral Radford had been
in the forefront of the service personnel who had bitterly opposed unification of the
services. There is no doubt that in 1947 his efforts had been successful in preventing
the level of unification that in my opinion was practical and desirable, but it was
clearly brought out in the conversations between Mr. Wilson and the admiral that the
latter’s convictions on this point had undergone a radical change. He also knew the
Far East. After Wilson’s favorable report, I conferred with Radford myself and
concluded that he could be extremely useful in Washington. He was, as it turned
out, that rare combination — a man of tough conviction who would refuse to remain
set in his ways. Faced with new facts, he would time and again modify his views to
fit them."™”

Admiral Radford showed Wilson around his military headquarters and briefed him on the support
his command was providing to U.S. forces in the Korean War. On his last day in Hawaii, Wilson
talked to Admiral Radford about his future plans.

On his last day, as [Wilson and I] were riding back to my headquarters, he quite

suddenly asked if I thought I were qualified to become Chairman of the Joint Chiefs

of Staff. I though a moment and then said, ‘Mr. Wilson, I feel that my duties here as

Commander-in-Chief of the Pacific area and my experience in previous important

assignments have prepared me for such a job. But, assuming as I do that a naval

officer is to be the next Chairman, I would hope that Admiral Fechteler would be

promoted and that I could relieve him as CNO.” Mr. Wilson replied, “We have other

plans for Admiral Fechteler’; and nothing further was mentioned.""
Wilson was clearly impressed by Radford but gave no definitive indication of what he and President-
elect Eisenhower intended for either him or Fechteler. Radford, however, felt compelled to
mention his conversation with Wilson to Admiral Fechteler but was unsure of its implications: “This
exchange puzzled me, and I decided I should tell Bill Fechteler about it. But by the time I next saw

him, after the inauguration and about the end of January, he still did not know what Mr. Wilson had

meant.”*” President-elect Eisenhower and Cabinet-designee Wilson were proceeding carefully with
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their plans for the Department of Defense as well as with any future personnel changes they might

be contemplating.

The Eisenhower Administration’s Defense Policies

President Fisenhower used his inaugural address on January 20, 1953 to establish the
central themes of his presidency and to set forth the challenges the United States faced at home and
abroad. He spoke of the fact “that forces of good and evil are massed and armed and opposed as
rarely before in history” and that “destiny has laid upon our country the responsibility of the free
world’s leadership.”*” Eisenhower spoke of the need for U.S. leadership around the world and
stressed that Americans knew “the difference between world leadership and imperialism; between
firmness and truculence; between a thoughtfully calculated goal and spasmodic reaction to the

stimulus of emergencies.”** He stated that “[w]e wish our friends the world over to know this

above all — we face the threat, not with dread and confusion, but with confidence and conviction.”*”

isenhower set forth a number of “fixed principles at he intended to use to guide his
Eisenh t forth ber of “fixed principles” that he intended t to guide h

.- - 496
administration.

1. Abhorring war as a chosen way to balk the purposes of those who threaten us, we hold it to
be the first task of statesmanship to develop the strength that will deter the forces of
aggression and promote the conditions of peace.*”’

2. Realizing that common sense and common decency alike dictate the futility of appeasement,
we shall never try to placate an aggressor by the false and wicked bargain of trading honor
for security.

3. Knowing that only a United States that is strong and immensely productive can help defend
freedom in our world, we view our Nation’s strength and security as a trust upon which rests
the hope of free men everywhere.

4. Honoring the identity and the special heritage of each nation in the world, we shall never use
our strength to try to impress upon another people our own cherished political and
economic institutions.

5. Assessing realistically the needs and capacities of proven friends of freedom, we shall strive
to help them to achieve their own security and well-being. Likewise, we shall count upon
them to assume, within the limits of their resources, their full and just burdens in the
common defense of freedom.
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6. Recognizing economic health as an indispensible basis of military strength and the free
world’s peace, we shall strive to foster everywhere, and to practice ourselves, policies that
encourage productivity and profitable trade.

7. Appreciating that economic need, military security and political wisdom combine to suggest
regional groupings of free peoples, we hope, within the framework of the United Nations, to
help strengthen such special bonds the world over.

8. Conceiving the defense of freedom, like freedom itself, to be one and indivisible, we hold all
continents and peoples in equal regard and honor.

9. Respecting the United Nations as the living sign of all people’s hope for peace, we shall
strive to make it not merely an eloquent symbol but an effective force. And in our quest for
an honorable peace, we shall neither compromise, nor tire, nor ever cease.

He characterized these principles as “not lofty abstractions, far removed from matters of daily

living” but as “laws of spiritual strength that generate and define our material strer1gth.”498

Eisenhower concluded by saying that “[t|he peace we seek, then, is nothing less than the practice
and fulfillment of our whole faith among ourselves and in our dealings with others. This signifies
more than the stilling of guns, easing the sorrow of war. More than escape from death, it is a way of
life. More than a haven for the weaty, it is a hope for the brave.”*” Eisenhower’s address
established the principles that would guide his administration’s foreign and defense policies as well

as its domestic priorities. In his memoirs, Eisenhower listed “five basic considerations for designing

and employing a security establishment.”"

I had long been convinced that the composition and structure of our military
establishment should be based on the assumption that the United States on its own
initiative would never start a major war. . . . The second guideline was that since
modern global war would be catastrophic beyond belief, America’s military forces
must be designed primarily to deter a conflict, even though they might be compelled
later to fight. . .. A third was that national security could not be measured in terms
of military strength alone. The relationship, for example, between military and
economic strength is intimate and indivisible. . . . A fourth consideration was that
our armed forces must be modern, designed to deter or wage the type of war to be
expected in the mid-twentieth century. . . . The fifth important guideline was the
United States security policy should take into account the need for membership in a

. 501
system of alliances.’

On February 2™, however, he used his State of the Union address to provide more detail on how the
animating ideas of his administration would manifest themselves in the more sedate aspects of

budgets and legislation.
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Eisenhower returned to the pressing issue of the Korean War in his annual State of the
Union speech before a Joint Session of Congress. He directly linked the conflict to the broader
struggle within Asia to resist Communist aggression and emphasized that “any military solution to
the Korean War will inevitably affect all these areas.””” He called for the development of additional
Republic of Korea forces and issued instructions to remove the Seventh Fleet from between
Formosa, which contained the remnants of the Chinese Nationalists who were keen to invade
mainland China, and China as a means of increasing pressure on the Communist Government to
reduce its support of the North Korean Communists. Eisenhower reiterated his interest in
achieving “peace” in Korea, the basis of which would be on a “strong fighting service ready for any
contingency.”” He then turned to his overall defense policy and his goals of achieving economies
within the military budget, promoting unification of the military services, while strengthening the
overall U.S. defense posture. He stressed that “[o]ur problem is to achieve adequate military
strength within the limits of endurable strain upon our economy. To amass military power without
regard to our economic capacity would be to defend ourselves against one kind of disaster by
inviting another.”* He called for a “single national military policy” and the “proper coordination of
our armed services” as well as the “consolidation of certain logistics activities.””” However,
Eisenhower was realistic about the challenges of reducing defense spending and promoting military
unification. He cautioned the leaders of the U.S. military in particular to “not let traditions or habits
of the past stand in the way of developing an efficient military force. All members of our forces
must be ever mindful that they serve under a single flag and for a single cause.” He then called for
additional authorities for the Secretary of Defense in order to improve his ability to manage the
Department of Defense. He stated that “the Secretary of Defense must take the initiative and
assume the responsibility for developing plans to give our Nation maximum safety at minimum

cost” and to this end the new leadership at the Pentagon would recommend “‘changes in present
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laws affecting our defense activities as may be necessary to clarify responsibilities and improve the
total effectiveness of our defense effort.””’ Eisenhower also mentioned his creation of a
commission to study the problems of the Department of Defense in order “to make
recommendations in the near future for legislative, administrative, or other action.”” Eisenhower
emphasized that his defense policies and his economic policies were inextricably linked and that his
fiscal policies reflected these priorities. In order to “[m]eet the huge costs of our defense” he
planned to reduce deficits, balance the budget, lower taxes when appropriate, “properly handle” the

debt, “check the menace of inflation,” and encourage private initiative.””

Having concluded his
speech, Eisenhower now turned to the immense challenge of organizing his administration, selecting

the right leaders to help him develop and implement his policies, and the practical implications of

turning rhetoric into plans, budgets, laws, and action.

Reorganization Plan Number 6

Eisenhower’s philosophy of leadership was greatly informed by his years of experience with
the U.S. Army as well as from leading an international coalition of nations in World War II. In
general, he sought to centralize authority and delegate responsibility while maintaining his freedom
of decision-making. Hisenhower once stated that “[i]n an organization the size of the Department
of Defense, true effectiveness with economy can be attained only by decentralization of operations,
under flexible and effective direction and control from the center.”"” His Staff Secretary and
Defense Liaison Officer, Colonel Andrew ]. Goodpaster, described Eisenhower’s leadership style in
the following manner: “[Eisenhower] put a lot of authority on what he called his operating
lieutenants. That’s the heads of the departments and agencies, and he growled a good deal if they
brought their problems back to him, the problems that he thought they should solve over there.””"

Eisenhower also wanted to have all the principal parties to an issue in a room in order to hear their

arguments and to reveal the main points of contention surrounding an issue. He would then make a
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*12 The President was

decision based upon the best information he had available and adhere to it.
keen to have an orderly decision-making process and ensured that members of it on/y performed
their vital roles in it. According to Goodpaster, the President was always making sure people
performed their appropriate role. At one point, the President said: “Now, wait, my boys. That’s not
a staff matter; that’s a policy matter. If we’re going to consider that, I want it brought before the
NSC or the cabinet. Or I want to take that up with the Secretary [of Defense].””"” Goodpaster
remarked that “Where military strategy and operational issues were involved he always wanted to
talk to the chiefs, to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, not to the civilian leadership in the
Pentagon.”'* This philosophy of leadership of having clear lines of authority, maximizing
information for the decision-maker, sticking to a decision, and ensuring that implementation was
successful were leadership principles he wanted to inculcate within each of his Cabinet Departments.
With respect to the U.S. Department of Defense, Eisenhower felt that many of these precepts were
weak and unclear due to the compromises surrounding the passage of the 1947 National Security
Act. Additionally, he knew that this ambiguity would be exploited by the military services that
resisted his goal of reducing defense spending and shifting budget allocations. To this end,
Eisenhower sought to provide Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson with the authorities he would
need to reduce the Defense Department’s budget while strengthening civilian authority and
promoting unification of the military services.

On January 30", 1953, Secretary Wilson appointed a committee to study the Department of
Defense led by Nelson A. Rockefeller.”” In addition to former Secretary of Defense Robert A.
Lovett and the President’s brother, Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower, the committee also had Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Omar N. Bradley, Dr. Vannevar Bush, Dr. Arthur S. Flemming, and Mr.
David Sarnoff.”’® The committee also benefited from the expertise and perspectives of General of

the Army George C. Marshall, Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, and Air Force General Carl Spaatz
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who served as consultants.”’ While the overarching goal of the committee was, in the words of
Eisenhower, “[t]o aid in the elimination of waste and duplication in the armed services,” it also had
three additional objectives: “to strengthen civilian control by establishing clearer lines of
responsibility; (2) to improve administrative procedure in the Department of Defense by eliminating
unwieldy boards and committees and substituting instead responsible executive officials; [and] (3) to
provide mechanisms for better strategic planning.”'"® Secretary Wilson wrote 2 memo to Rockefeller
on February 26" outlining his views on defense organization. He stated that “[m]y basic concept of
the most effective way to organize the Defense Department is in the form of a decentralized
organization for administration (Army, Navy, Air), and a centralized organization (the Defense
Department itself) for coordinated policy and control.”"” Wilson detailed his concerns regarding
the large number of statutory boards and committees as well as the shortage of personnel with
strong executive talent. He then expressed his desire “to strengthen the strictly military top
echelon” and suggested the creation of a “Deputy Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff” position.”
He stated that the Deputy Chairman would have the same rank as the other members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and would serve on the Joint Chiefs expanding its number to five instead of four,
although the Marine Corps Commandant would still sit on the Joint Chiefs bringing its number to
six when a Marine Corps issue was discussed.” Wilson concluded his memo by asking the
committee to also look into the idea of having three senior four-star military officers serve as
consultants to the Secretary of Defense on whether “programs that are being considered are
balanced and complete.””” Wilson’s concept was that these men, who had previously served on the
Joint Chiefs and had reached retirement age, would visit various installations, bases, camps, etc and
report back to the Secretary on the “efficiency and effectiveness of such operations.” Wilson’s
view was that a “physical audit of activities” would ensure the “greatest efficiency.”** The

committee consulted widely with Department of Defense officials, both military and civilian, and
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reviewed how to establish a civilian chain of command, how to empower the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, how to strengthen the Joint Chiefs in their ability to provide advice to the civilian
leadership as well as direction to U.S. military units, and how best to integrate civilian expertise into
Joint Chiefs deliberations.”™ They also investigated ways in which to strengthen the Office of the

Secretary of Defense.

While the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not officially review the report before it
went to the President, they did testify before the committee and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff General Omar N. Bradley was part of the effort. The Rockefeller Committee submitted its
final report to the president in April and it largely reflected Secretary Wilson’s guidance of
strengthening the Office of the Secretary of Defense, improving the strategic advice of the Joint
Chiefs, and empowering the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

On April 30", 1953, President Eisenhower formally submitted his plan to strengthen the

U.S. Department of Defense to Congress.‘r’27

His intention was to implement its provisions by
executive order provided Congress had no substantive objections. The plan, officially called
Reorganization Plan No. 6, removed the Joint Chiefs of Staff from the chain of command and

restricted them to an advisory role.””

They would no longer be able to designate one of their
members as the executive agent for a unified command but would now consult with the Secretary of
Defense on this appointment and the military departments would have the responsibility for staffing

the position.szg

A truly civilian chain of command would be established with the adoption of these
reforms going from the President to the Secretary of Defense to the service secretaries.” The
President also revised the April 21%, 1948 memorandum of Functions of the Armed Forces and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, more commonly known as the Key West Agreement from the Truman
Administration, which had delineated the roles and missions of the military services. In his Special

Message to the Congress Transmitting Reorganization Plan 6, he stated that:

[T]he Secretary of Defense, with my approval, is revising the Key West Agreement
to provide that the Secretary of Defense shall designate in each case a military
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department to serve as the executive agent for a unified command. Under this new
arrangement, the channel of responsibility and authority to a commander of a unified
command will unmistakably be from the President to the Secretary of Defense to the
designated civilian Secretary of a military department. This arrangement will fix
responsibility along a definite channel of accountable civilian officials as intended by
the National Security Act.”

Additionally, a number of boards and committees were abolished and in their place six new assistant
secretary of defense positions were created bringing the total to nine.”” The six positions covered
research and development, applications engineering, supply and logistics, properties and
installations, legislative and public affairs, and health and medical affairs.” The original three
positions were international affairs, manpower and personnel, and finance and a separate position of
general counsel was also created to representative the department in legal matters.” The Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff also gained additional authorities. The Chairman would now be
responsible for “managing the work of the Joint Staff and its Director, and the appointment and
tenure of officers to the Joint Staff would be subject to his approval.””” Additionally, the Secretary
of Defense would approve the appointment of the Director of the Joint Staff.”* In his memoirs,
Eisenhower commented on the importance of these reforms.

This reorganization emphasized the position of the Secretary of Defense as my

channel for communicating decisions to the defense establishment; likewise, it clearly

recognized the legal responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as advisors to the

President and to the Secretary of Defense in purely military matters. The last part of

the reorganization plan involved strengthening the structure of the staff whose

mission it was to serve the Joint Chiefs of Staff and, indirectly, the President and the

Secretary of Defense. . . . My objective was to take at least one step in divorcing the

thinking and the outlook of the members of the Joint Staff from those of their

parent services and to center their entire effort on national planning for the over-all

common defense of the nation and the West.””’
Congtressional opposition to the plan principally centered on the new authorities given to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Concern was expressed that these reforms would establish a
“Prussian general staff” or the creation of a “man on horseback™ — a reference to the rise of a
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military dictator.” These concerns prompted the Rockefeller Committee to drop Secretary Wilson’s

134



recommendation for the creation of a Deputy Chairman position and to establish three, four-star
consultants to the Secretary. While the Committee on Government Operations of the House of
Representatives initially approved a resolution prohibiting the implementation of the plan’s
provisions giving more authority to the Chairman, this was eventually defeated by the whole
House.™ Subsequently, Reorganization Plan No. 6 went into effect on June 30", 1953 and was
identical to the version submitted by President Eisenhower.”™ On October 1%, 1953, the President
and the Secretary of Defense issued a new directive revising the chain of command.” This was
followed up with an additional directive in July 1954 directing that “the Joint Staff work of each of
the Chiefs of Staff shall take priority over all other duties” and that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would
keep the Secretary of Defense and the service secretaries apprised of its deliberations.” It also
required the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to forward his own “views, advice, and
recommendations” to the Secretary of Defense when there were disagreements between him and his
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colleagues.

Courting Taft

With an evenly divided Senate, President Eisenhower was keenly aware that he would need
not just the support of Senate Majority Leader Robert A. Taft but his active cooperation in order to
maintain Republican Party unity. The support Taft had extended to candidate Eisenhower in 1952
continued on once Ike had become president. In Eisenhower’s diaries he would write “[sJurface
indications to date are that the individuals from whom I had expected the greatest amount of
opposition and with whom I would find cooperation to be difficult have shown a contrary attitude.
Senator Taft has been the model of cheerful and effective cooperation. . . . he has been a model
teammate.””* He later remarked that Taft “was a shining example. I quickly learned that I could
count on his staunch support.””* However, cooperation was a two-way street and Taft had definite

views on the Joint Chiefs of Staff Eisenhower had inherited from the Truman Administration.
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By April of 1953 Taft was saying, rather softly but insistently, that President
Eisenhower should not await in the ordinary way the expiration of the terms of
General Bradley and his colleagues on the Joint Chiefs of Staff but should set up at
once a new ‘stand-by’ Joint Chiefs organization to undertake, even before its formal
succession to power, a review of all military policy. His argument here was that
General Bradley and his associates were clearly committed to, and had an intellectual
vested interest in the existing policy and that it needed new heads to look in new
directions. The President accepted Taft’s philosophy in what probably was the first
instance in this country’s history where a member of the United States Senate had so
casually overturned a whole chain of command. By May the Bradley group was
being replaced. Taft was overjoyed.”*

In addition to a new Joint Chiefs of Staff, Taft also wanted a Chairman who had more
experience with Asia in light of the current Korean conflict and the loss of China to
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Communism.”™ Taft also felt that the Truman Administration had given too much

emphasis to Europe in its policies and that its neglect of Asia had led to increased
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Communist influence in the region.”™ Additionally, Taft was committed to reducing the

federal budget “by $8 billion” and was determined to support a Chairman and a Joint Chiefs

of Staff who shared his fiscal views. **

Choosing the Chairman - Admiral Radford

When Eisenhower became president on January 20", 1953, he inherited a Joint Chiefs of
Staff not of his choosing but still well known to him. Each of the men who served on the Joint
Chiefs had been selected by President Truman and their number had expanded to five with the
inclusion of the Commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps the previous year. The Marines were added
to the Joint Chiefs on June 28", 1952 by public law wherein they had “co-equal status” with the
other services “when matters directly concerning the Marine Corps were under consideration.”
Eisenhower was very conscious of the need to satisfy the request of Senator Taft to completely

replace the Joint Chiefs of Staff and he was also mindful of the need to implement his policies with

a military team supportive of his views and willing to work closely with Secretary Wilson. The
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timing of his inauguration was fortunate in these respects. The terms of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff General Omar N. Bradley, U.S. Army Chief of Staff General J. Lawton Collins, and
U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff General Hoyt S. Vandenberg were finishing in 1953. Each had served
two, two-year terms in office. The Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral William Fechteler, was
completing his first, two-year term and Commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps General Lemuel C.
Shepherd, Jr.’s term was not set to expire until 1956. Due to the timing of these departures,
President Eisenhower had a unique opportunity to shape the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to establish a
civil-military team at the Department of Defense unified in its support of his overall program of “a
reasonable and respectable posture of defense . . . without bankrupting the nation.””!

On March 19", 1953, Secretary Wilson wrote a memo to President Eisenhower
outlining his general thoughts on the timing of the announcement of the new Joint Chiefs of
Staff.” Wilson felt that an early announcement of the new members would shortcut any
speculation over who would replace the sitting Joint Chiefs when many of their terms
expired between June and August of 1953. He felt that “it is desirable to get the new men
into their positions while the program is being firmed up” and that “[t}he new men should
be heard regarding important phases of it and should be committed to it.”*** Wilson wanted
to make sure the new Joint Chiefs of Staff had input into Eisenhower’s defense plans and
were committed to its implementation. He also wanted to make sure that Taft’s suggestion
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of creating a “‘stand-by’ Joint Chiefs organization to undertake, even before its formal
succession to powet, a review of all military policy”” was honored.” He also argued that “it
is quite difficult for the men who are on the point of going out and who have taken
positions during the last three or four years to change their minds or in part reverse

positions they have previously taken.”” Wilson also recommended a clean sweep of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff. He recommended to the president that Admiral Arthur W. Radford be
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elevated to Chairman; General Alfred M. Gruenther, Chief of Staff at NATO, to Vice-
Chairman; General John E. Hull, Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, as Chief of Staff; Admiral
Robert B. Carney, Commander of U.S. Naval forces in NATO, as Chief of Naval
Operations; and General Nathan F. Twining, Vice Chief of Staff for the Air Force, as Chief
of Staff of the Air Force.” With the results of the Rockefeller Committee’s work still
unknown in March, Wilson hoped that he could place Gruenther as Vice Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in order to provide a balance between Radford’s Asia experience and

Gruenther’s Buropean experience at NATO.>®

However, he argued that if the Rockefeller
Committee did not recommend the creation of a Vice Chairman position, his preference was
to move Gruenther from NATO to Chief of Staff of the Army.”” When the Rockefeller
Committee provided the results of their work to the president in April, it hadn’t
recommended that the president create a Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
position. ™ These results further influenced Fisenhower’s thinking.

Prior to the public announcement of the new Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary Wilson
invited Senator Taft to his home to show him the proposed list. A friend would later ask the
Senator: “Did you select the new Chiefs?” “I wouldn’t say that,” said Taft with a smile. “But
I will say that before a single new appointment was announced Wilson had me out to his
apartment in the Wardman Park Hotel and showed me the list. I found it entirely
satisfactory.”™' In recommending Radford to the President, Wilson stated that “Admiral
Radford, I am sure, will be a credit to the military services and his country in this important
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assighment.”

With Senator Taft’s approval, President Eisenhower proceeded with his
personnel assignments for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On May 7", Eisenhower nominated

General Nathan F. Twining as Chief of Staff of the Air Force to replace General

Vandenberg who was terminally ill.’*” Five days later, he announced additional nominees for
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the Joint Chiefs.® He recommended Radford as Chairman, Carney as Chief of Naval
Operations, and then moved NATO Commander General Matthew B. Ridgway from
Europe to be head of the U.S. Army and elevated General Gruenther to be the commander
of NATO.* In Eisenhower’s memoirs he remarked that Ridgway was a “man of proven
leadership qualities” and that Gruenther was “the best-qualified officer in the service of the
United States for this vital post.””® Senator Taft called the “new appointments ‘excellent’
and said he [was] satisfied that ‘this ought to give a complete new look to our military
program.””>"’

Admiral Radford’s selection as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff began not when
Secretary Wilson first met him in Hawaii but much earlier during the Truman
Administration. It was Radford’s outspoken opposition to Secretary Johnson’s cancellation
of the supercarrier U.S.S. United States and Johnson’s subsequent “anti-Navy” decisions
which commended Radford, ironically, to Eisenhower many years later. With Senator Taft
decrying the Joint Chiefs of Staff as having a vested interest in existing policy, Radford’s
public opposition to it commended him favorably to Republican leaders as did his
experience in Asia to balance against the Truman Administration’s so-called European bias.
Additionally, Radford seemed to have had a change of heart with respect to his opposition
to the continuing unification of the services. Eisenhower’s Chief of Staff, former New
Hampshire Governor Sherman Adams, wrote that:

In the first overhauling in 1947, Radford, like most Navy officers, had been opposed

to unification. But in the long discussions about military strategy aboard the U.S.S.

Helena in the Pacific late in 1952, during Eisenhower’s trip to Korea, Radford

admitted to the President-elect that he had been wrong in 1947 in his disapproval of

a unified command; he had come to share Eisenhower’s belief that nuclear weapons

and the need for close co-ordination of land, sea and air forces in a nuclear war
called for a removal of the old barriers between the services.”
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Additionally, Radford’s highly analytical manner mirrored that of Secretary Wilson and he was, as
Eisenhower described him, a “man of tough conviction who would refuse to remain set in his ways.
Faced with new facts, he would time and again modify his views to fit them”.”” Eisenhower’s
National Security Advisor Dillon Anderson also had favorable words for Radford.

Radford was to the core a fighting man. He was a great fighting man. He was a

disciplinarian. He never wasted a word. He was not a man for rhetoric. He was

concise, one, two, three, here’s what I think, and I think he thought like a soldier.”™
However, U.S. Army Chief of Staff General Matthew B. Ridgway would eventually regard Radford’s
“conviction” in a different light.

[Radford] had a very one-track mind. When he came to some conclusion, he would

pursue that to the ultimate conclusion, ‘in unmitigated act,” as Kipling said. I think

that he felt strongly that the defense of the United States in the years ahead devolved

primarily on air and sea power, and therefore the Army could be drastically

reduced.””

Radford’s lack of experience as head of a military service, in this case Chief of Naval Operations,
also allowed him to focus more on the work of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a corporate body rather
than be unduly influenced by fidelity to a particular service. However, because Radford had not led
a service, he was not as acutely aware of the challenges of balancing loyalty to one’s service and the
requirements of leading it with the duties required under the Joint Chiefs of Staff to look beyond the
narrow confines of service parochialism.

Eisenhower’s consideration of Alfred M. Gruenther for Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff reflected a long-standing professional and personal relationship between both men. In
many respects, if Gruenther had had experience in Asia, he would most likely have become
Eisenhower’s first Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. During World War II, General Gruenther
led Eisenhower’s military staff and Eisenhower would later comment on this period of time in his

memoits.

[M]y Allied staff had been built up into an efficient machine. It was headed by
General Alfred M. Gruenther, whose brilliance and loyalty, added to his
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understanding of the international political problems of the military alliance,

rendered him practically an indispensible individual. He was — and is — one of the

ablest all-around officers, civilian or military, I have encountered in fifty years.””
Gruenther’s obvious professional abilities were supplemented by his erudition, he graduated fourth
from the top of his West Point class, and his easy-going Midwestern personality interacted well with
Eisenhower’s similar origins. They frequently played card games with each other and Eisenhower
would remark that “a talk with [Gruenther| after a hard day’s work never failed to give me a lift. He
was perceptive and interested in public affairs, with a quick, incisive mind and an outgoing
personality.””” He was held in such high regard by Eisenhower that Gruenther had actually written
candidate Eisenhower’s speech announcing his candidacy for the Republican nomination for
president. Eisenhower’s aide, Colonel Goodpaster, also remarked on Gruenther’s abilities: “General
Gruenther, I’d have to say, is an absolutely brilliant man, as able a staff officer as I've ever seen. A
man of tremendous force, determination, and energy, and he invites all those associated with him to
display the same characteristics.”™ Even though Eisenhower had nominated him to be the
Commander of NATO, he frequently consulted with Gruenther on many other subjects beyond
strictly military matters. In retirement, Eisenhower was once asked by an acquaintance who he
would name as president if he had the power to do s0.”” President Eisenhower, without hesitation,
remarked “Al Gruenther.””® Even though he was unable to elevate Gruenther to the position of
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1953, he would continue to support his friend’s career and
seek opportunities to assist him.
Chairman Radford

Admiral Radford had put out of his mind that he was a serious candidate for Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff following Secretary Wilson’s departure from Hawaii in 1952. He felt he had
had a good tour as head of the Pacific Command and made known to the Chief of Naval

Operations, Admiral Fechteler, that if he desired to rotate Radford out from his assignment he
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would gladly put his paperwork in to retire. He was similarly relaxed with respect to the Chairman’s
position: “If it came my way, I'd do my best. If it did not, I would be glad to step aside.””” When
Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs Frank Nash paid Radford a visit on
May 10%, Radford thought nothing of the meeting which was a routine discussion of regional
affairs.”” As Nash was leaving he told Radford that “On Tuesday morning your telephone will start
ringing a little after seven. It will be the press in Honolulu asking for comments on your nomination
as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff by President Eisenhower.””” When Radford suggested
Nash must be kidding him he “swore he was not and said he had been authorized to tell him in
advance.””” Radford could not believe the news he had been told and, as expected, his phone
began to ring on Tuesday morning. The president had offered Radford the position of Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Radford issued a statement saying “I sincerely and deeply appreciate the
honor of being nominated by the President as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. My first
reaction is an awareness of the tremendous responsibilities involved, and I can only promise to do
my best.”*" Radford recounted his reaction: “I was completely overwhelmed, even though I had
had nearly 48 hours to think it over.” On May 12", Radford penned a letter to President
Eisenhower:

May 12, 1953

Dear Mr. President,

The news of my nomination is somewhat overwhelming. I realize that it was Mr.
Wilson who had to make the initial choice but I also appreciate that I must have had
your confidence. Ilook forward to joining Mr. Wilson’s team and to giving him
everything I have. I also hope to contribute, as a member of the Defense Team, to
the success of your administration.

With sincere personal regards,
Arthur Radford.”

Eisenhower replied six days later and his response indicated quite clearly his lingering concerns over
the role of the Navy in the unification controversies of the late 1940s and especially Radford’s

position in so publically opposing the National Security Act of 1947 and its amendments.
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Additionally, Eisenhower put forth his expectations of how Radford should conduct himself as
Chairman, an expression of the commander’s intent in military parlance, and the need to lead the
Joint Chiefs in an even-handed manner.

May 18, 1953
Dear Radford:

I am delighted to receive your note — especially as I was just contemplating
the dispatch to you of a suggestion. This is purely personal and I know that you will
keep it confidential. As you know, some gossip columnists and others have reported
that a very great fear is expressed by air force partisans over your appointment. The
columnists and officers profess to believe that your fervent, and what they called
your prejudiced, arguments of some years back in the struggle over unification and
‘inter-continental bombing’ makes it impossible for you to render the impartial and
balanced judgments that must distinguish the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
They forsee [si], they say, the destruction of many of the Air Forces [sz] plans and
programs. There is no need to elaborate further; you are probably as well acquainted
with all this as I am.

When I brought you and Chatrlie Wilson together last winter, I did so after
frankly telling him that, at the time some of the older arguments were in progress, I
thought you exceeded the bounds of tact and wisdom in the character of your
presentation. On the other hand, I also gave him my opinion that your concern for
the defense of the United States and your breadth of interest were such that, given
the responsibilities inherent in the office of the Chairman, you would perform
exactly as the requirements of patriotism, loyalty, and dedication to teamwork would
necessitate.

I have recited this merely to make one little suggestion. When it becomes
possible for you appropriately to make some kind of public statement about your
new assignment, could you make some point of the fact with your confirmation in
this post will come a divorce from exclusive identification with the United States
Navy? I believe you could observe that you now become a Defense man and the
champion of a// the services, governed by the single criteria of what is best for the
United States of America?

You will understand, of course, that I am not trying to put words in your
mouth. But I feel so certain of the sentiments and of your devotion in which you
approach this new task that I venture to say that a statement, conveying to the public
some assurance of your purpose, could not fail to be helpful.

Mr. Wilson may have told you that one reason for the advanced designation
of the new appointees is so that they may get together before they take over their
responsibilities, and conduct a sort of sweeping survey of our whole international
defense picture. We hope that this will contribute both to the accuracy and wisdom
of our policies, and to the teamwork that will be so necessary over the ensuring
years.

With every good wish and the assurance of my complete confidence,
Sincerely,

DDE584
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The U.S. Senate Armed Service Committee began its hearings on May 25" and, as President
Eisenhower predicted, Radford’s ability to remain unbiased towards the other services was called
into question. When asked by Senator Symington, the former Secretary of the Air Force during the
Truman Administration, whether “you will consider it your duty to work as hard for the Army and
Air Force as for the Navy?” the Admiral responded “[I]n this new job I will work primarily for the
United States and I will do my best not to favor any particular service. I will try to call my shots as
impartially as I can.”” Radford also responded to questions regarding his views on unification of
the military services to which he responded that “There have been developments, improvements in
material, and other changes that would naturally cause me to modify some of my positions.”” He
went on to say that “My ideas in 1947 were certainly that the status quo was not satisfactory. We
had to have an improved defense organization. I felt that the bill before Congress was not the best
bill that could be drawn. I stated my objections to it frankly. Congress passed the bill, and I have
tried to make it work ever since.””’ Admiral Radford’s answers addressed the concerns of his critics
and he was unanimously approved by the U.S. Senate on June 2™, 1953. He was sworn in on
August 15", 1953 by the outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Omar N.
Bradley.”™® Radford commented on the occasion in his memoirs: “Although I had been preparing
for this ceremony ever since the Senate’s confirmation, I was overwhelmed by the actual event. The
full realization of my enormous responsibilities suddenly dawned on me and never left me for four

95589
years.

Organizing the Joint Chiefs of Staff

During the first year of Eisenhower’s Administration, a number of events took place in
world politics and military affairs that directly impacted the development of its policies. On March
5", Soviet leader Joseph Stalin died, on July 26", the Korean Armistice was signed, and in August the

Soviets successfully tested their first hydrogen bomb.” Secretary Wilson’s statement about the
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armistice reiterated the Eisenhower Administration’s view that the enduring threat of Soviet
Communism would continue even with the Korean conflict’s end.
We all know that Korea has been only one small part of the threat that the free
world faces from Communist imperialism. The end of the fighting in Korea does
not mean the end of that threat. Before we can relax our efforts there must be real
and continuing evidence of a complete change of heart and objectives on the part of
those who are, by devious methods as well as by open warfare, attempting to force
their reactionary system on the peoples of the free world. This truce, therefore, must
not result in any let-down in our determination to complete the build-up of our
defenses and to maintain them for as long as need be. We must not be misled into
the same demobilization which followed World War I and II. Such a demobilization
would inevitably again tempt an aggressor.””'
In this atmosphere of enduring priorities and shifting policies, President Eisenhower called the new
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff together at the White House on July 14”. Since most of their
terms would not start until August, Eisenhower wanted to benefit from their professional
knowledge in terms of helping him craft a defense program for the future as well as to inculcate a
sense of teamwork among the services and develop the habit for them of thinking as a corporate
body rather than as heads of the individual services. At this meeting, the president presented the
Joint Chiefs 2 memo he had drafted and shared with Secretary Wilson two weeks previously.”” In it,
he stated how he wanted to chiefs to examine the following matters:
(1) our strategic concepts and implementing plans,”
(2) the roles and missions of the services,
(3) the composition and readiness of our present forces,
(4) the development of new weapons and weapons systems, and resulting new advances in
military tactics, and
(5) our military assistance programs.
Eisenhower cautioned against it becoming an elaborate staff exercise but wanted summarized
statements of the views of the officers involved with an eye towards how they would eliminate
overlapping programs and administration and apply an “austere basis in military preparation and

operations.””* He wanted their work to “provide a fresh view as to the best balanced and most

effective use and deployment of our armed forces” and to determine “the most effective
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employment of available national resources to insure the defense of our country for the long pull
which may lie ahead.”” Eisenhower also instructed Wilson to make sure that the new Joint Chiefs
of Staff had no other duties while they were undertaking this review, a full month before most of
them assumed their responsibilities.”

As they undertook this review, the president had the Joint Chiefs tour a variety of U.S.
military installations around the country and had them sequester themselves on the Navy Secretary’s
yacht the Seguoia as it went up and down the Potomac River until they reached an understanding on
the broad outlines of their recommendations. General Ridgway felt that “[the tour] gave the new
Joint Chiefs, before they took office, a chance to get to know each other and size each other up. It
also, as I say, provided fine familiarization visits to key elements in our whole defense
establishment.””” Secretary Wilson also announced on May 12% that each of the members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff would serve for one, two-year term which greatly enhanced the ability of the
civilian leadership to control the uniformed military since they most likely wanted to be reappointed

598

to a second, two-year term.” The Seguoia trip seemed to meet many of the President’s goals. Chief

of Staff of the Air Force General Nathan F. Twining shared his views on the trip.

[Eisenhower| told us to take four or five days off, and took the Seguoia, that ship
over there, and went down the river, had a three or four day meeting. It was
Radford, Ridgeway, Carney and the Marine Corps, a little fellow, and myself, and we
discussed the new look plan which we made up, which was a general outline of
where we should go, as a military, in our advice to the President. We gave him this
“new look” plan, and it was followed pretty close.”

Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Robert B. Carney also had his views on the trip.

When we were brought back to be the ‘good new chiefs’ after the ‘bad old chiefs’
had been fired, the President put us on the Seguoia and sent us down the river. We
were under house arrest on the Seguoia for about a week. . . . The President wanted
an entirely new look at the strategic picture and we were told to stay there until we
damn well came up with it, which we did.”"
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Out of these various meetings the Joint Chiefs of Staff presented their recommendations to the
National Security Council. The new focus of the chiefs was on atomic deterrence in order to

6C

confront the enduring challenge of Soviet aggression.”" To this end, they suggested that defense
spending remain at its current level of $42 billion with greater resources for nuclear weapons and
minor cuts to conventional forces.”” Both the Secretary of the Treasury and the Budget Director
expected a Defense budget of around $36 billion and were, as one source called it, “horrified” when
they saw the work of the Joint Chiefs.”” Chairman Radford defended the work of the Chiefs as
being based upon President Eisenhower’s guidance on the use of nuclear weapons which was a
greater emphasis on atomic weapons but their recommendations had not included sizable cuts to
compensate for this shift in priorities."” Following a subsequent meeting of the National Security
Council on October 30", it was agreed that the policy basis for the Defense budget was that
“maximum reliance” would be put on the use of nuclear weapons at the outset of a conflict.”” This
new emphasis reduced the need for conventional forces and led to the reduction of the Defense
Department’s budget as the Army took most of the cuts.””

This decision to increase reliance on nuclear weapons, delivered both by bomber and missile,
and to de-emphasize conventional forces became what would eventually be called the “New Look”
of the Eisenhower administration. Full implementation of the New Look would take at least four
years to achieve."” The greatest beneficiary of this policy was the Air Force which presently owned
the strategic bombing fleet of the United States as well as the lion’s share of the U.S. military’s
burgeoning missile programs while the Army and the Navy would lose the most since they lacked
these capabilities.”” The Joint Chiefs of Staff eventually endorsed this approach but both U.S. Army
Chief of Staff Ridgway and Chief of Naval Operations Carney predicated their support upon the

assumption that there would be “no substantial deterioration in the world situation.”” In President

Eisenhower’s words the New Look was “first a reallocation of resources among the five categories
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of forces, and second, the placing of greater emphasis than formerly on the deterrent and destructive
power of improved nuclear weapons, better means of delivery, and effective air-defense units.”*"" In
Eisenhower’s view, “[tthe New Look called for a new outlook by the men concerned” and he
realized that this new emphasis on nuclear warfare would help the Air Force’s budget at the cost of
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the Army and the Navy.” However, in his view, “[t|his came about partly because during the
Korean War the Army had expanded far beyond its necessary peacetime size.””"> Because the shifts
in funding priorities would take four years to complete, the adjustments took place slowly and
required persistent effort by President Eisenhower and Secretary Wilson as well as Chairman
Radford. In fiscal year 1954, for example, the Defense Department’s budget was $39.7 billion and
in fiscal year 1955, it was $34.9 billion.®”® The Air Force’s share of the budget went from $15.6
billion to $16.4 billion during this same period of time while the U.S. Army’s decreased from $12.9
billion to $8.8 billion.*™* Additionally, the number of U.S. Army personnel decreased from 1,500,000
in December 1953 to 1,000,000 by June 1955.° These funding trends reflected President
Eisenhower’s priorities but challenges were made to them both from outside the administration and
from within.

While Eisenhower’s defense policies had remained largely stable since he was first elected,
the same could not be said of his Joint Chiefs of Staff. In the years since he was first inaugurated,
Eisenhower had sought to inculcate a sense of corporate identity amongst the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
to reduce service parochialism, and to improve civilian control of the military services. In addition
to nominating Admiral Radford as Chairman and Secretary Wilson as Secretary of Defense, both of
whom were committed to the President’s policies as well as unification of the military services,
Eisenhower also devoted considerable personal time to getting the Joint Chiefs to work together and

to put national interest ahead of service interest. Eisenhower frequently brought the Joint Chiefs of

Staff to the White House to deliver what he called his “lecture” to them on the importance of
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working together. On December 22, 1954, the President exhorted the Joint Chiefs to “work as a
team” and to “not fight among themselves.””"® On February 22, 1955, Eisenhower spoke to
Admiral Radford and Secretary Wilson about his views on how the Joint Chiefs should operate,
emphasizing teamwork.”” On February 10, 1956, he told the Chiefs to “avoid headline seeking —
they should not be advocates of [a] particular service.”'® On March 30, 1956, he told the Chiefs to
stop “[c]ompetitive publicity” and for “each Chief [to] subordinate his position as champion of one
particular service to [a] position as one of overall national military advisors.””"” These types of
meetings continued throughout his administration. Even though President Eisenhower had devoted
a great deal of his personal time to getting the Joint Chiefs of Staff to behave in a unified fashion, he
was never pleased with the results of his work. During the various controversies surrounding
unification in the 1940s, Eisenhower was explicit about his distaste for members of the military who
felt the need to put their service’s interest ahead of the national interest, especially if they did so in a
public manner.

I cannot help but feel some resentment toward those who started this open warfare,

with its resultant loss of confidence among great sections of our people in the

judgment, selflessness, and integrity of their military leaders.*”

I have earnestly supported the proposition that each Service has an indispensible role

in the provision of reasonable national security and that, if it will only perform that

role adequately, it will have little time to devote to invasion of the missions of others.

I think the sad part of the whole business is that each Service is seemingly incapable

of confining itself to its own obvious tasks, but rather feels a compulsion — in order

that it may demonstrate its own importance and indispensability- to assert a

competency in the performance of other Security tasks which it does not and should

621
not possess.

The country expects its Armed Services to be models of discipline and deportment

and the spectacle of successful insubordination is one to create fear in the minds of
the public that their traditions of service and subordination to civilian authority are

deteriorating.*

The difficulties of ensuring that competition for resources among the services did not spill over into

the public domain had not diminished by the 1950s. As Eisenhower began to implement his New
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Look policies, the services that stood to lose the most, principally the Army and parts of the Navy,
could not resist the urge to speak out against the proposed changes in budget allocations as well as
with the President’s assessment of the security threats to the nation. Additionally, as nuclear,
missile, and jet propulsion technology developed, the traditional roles and missions of the services
were also going through tremendous changes. A newspaper article from the time summarizes
succinctly the effects of new technology on the military services: “[The] [h]eart of the bitter struggle,
which only President Eisenhower can finally resolve, centers on the future of piloted aircraft; which
service will control medium and long-range ballistic missiles; the strategic bombing role of the third

armed service, the Navy; whether the Army and Air Force should share the air defense job at home;

the question of air transport for Army troops; and many subsidiary problems.”**

It was not long after the new Joint Chiefs of Staff took office in 1953 and the policies of the
New Look were introduced by President Eisenhower in his State of the Union Address in 1954 that
resistance began to form. Eisenhower’s aide, Colonel Goodpaster, provides an overview of the
President’s New Look policies as well as its budgetary and strategic implications and its effects on

the military services.

[The New Look] came from the conviction on Eisenhower’s part that we were in the
nuclear age and that the nuclear complement of war had really already, even then,
become a dominant component --- we’re talking large -- scale war. Now the
institution, the Pentagon and its major component elements were far from having
made the adjustment to that kind of a concept. But he had no doubt in his mind.
He expressed it in highly simplified terms that, for example, any major war in Europe
was bound to become an all-out war and a nuclear war. There were many for whom
that was too simple, and that was very harsh medicine, but that was a conviction on
his part, and the attempts to preserve forces as they had existed in a previous time
simply cut very little ice with him. . .. Now, along with [updating the military system]
it would be possible to make major cutbacks in the size of the program, the size of
the forces, and in the size of the military budgets. Although another thing in which
he always took pride was that when the Korean War was over he was able to prevent
the pell-mell demobilization and destruction of our forces that had always been
characteristic of post-war periods in the past — that he wanted to go on what he
called a program for the long haul.”**
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Throughout Eisenhower’ first term, Chief of Staff of the Army General Matthew B Ridgway had
argued both privately and publically against reductions in the size of the U.S. Army. He consistently
stressed that the proposed cuts would “jeopardize” national security and after retiring on June 30,
1955, he stated in his memoirs that the military budget “was not based so much on military
requirements, or on what the economy of the country could stand, as on political considerations.”**
He also accused Secretary Wilson of “warning him not to oppose the President’s wishes and of
forcing a ‘directed verdict’ on the Joint Chiefs on the matter of the size of the armed services.”*
Secretary Wilson responded that:

I have no quarrel with General Ridgway and I am sure he is a dedicated officer that

has done a great deal for his country, and I don’t want to really comment on specific

parts of the article. All the articles were submitted for security review and not a

single request for deletions was made. I don’t recall any such business [pressure], but

of course, I do talk to the men about it and I don’t expect any of my associates to

polish the apple by seeming to agree with me when in their hearts they don’t.””’
Eisenhower’s Press Secretary James Hagerty issued a press release wherein the President stated that
he had “never allowed politics to interfere with military considerations and that he had to make
decisions based on the best advice.””® Ridgway’s views were not limited to the U.S. Army.
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, Trevor Gardner, questioned “whether budget-balancing or air

y q 8 g

power was the more important” and stated that the Soviet Union outnumbered the U.S. in every

class of plane except for the B-47 medium jet bomber.*”

He also asserted that the “quality lead is
also slipping” and that “short-sighted limitations” also kept research back on guided missile
development.m In April 1956, the Commander of Strategic Air Commander, General Curtis E.
LeMay, stated that the Soviet Union would have greater striking power in long-range bombers than
the United States by 1958-1960.*" These and other complaints made themselves into the public
domain as the administration progressed and on May 10, 1956, Eisenhower felt the need to confront

them head on in a public manner. He stated that “[tjhe most dangerous thing you can do in trying

to evaluate military strength is to get into what I call the numbers racket, just taking one particular
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item or kind of weapon and putting them on an arithmetical equation and saying, we can whip that
fellow because we have more. There comes a time . . . when enough is certainly aplenty, and you do
no good, as 1 see it, by increasing those numbers except to get, say, an added factor of safety.”*”
Eisenhower’s view was that the totality of U.S. military capabilities had to be evaluated as opposed
to focusing narrowly on one particular weapons system. As one author summarized Eisenhower’s
perspective, “[t|he heart of the problem, however, was not to put all of your eggs in one basket, but
to take the many ingredients of national power — airplanes, ground forces, battleships, industry, the
economy, the spirit of the people — and blend them in such a way as to insure essential security for
the United States.” For example, because the United States possessed bases near the Soviet Union
and had allies similarly positioned, the United States relied more on medium bombers to deliver
nuclear weapons versus the long-range bombers called for by General LeMay. Eisenhower was so
outraged at the leaks to the press and the internecine warfare between the services that he told
Admiral Radford that he was considering “a new kind of oath, to be taken by all military and civilian
officials who served in the Pentagon” that they would “disclose nothing that the Department of
Defense determined was security information.”” He also considered applying similar rules to
retired officers as well.*”

While Eisenhower’s preference was to convince the heads of the services through persuasion
that they must work together as a corporate body and put U.S. interests, as he saw them, above
service interests, it was not beyond him to enforce these views through personnel changes. Ina
letter to a close friend, Eisenhower shared his frank views of the situation.

[The Services] habitually, when with me, give the impression that they are going to

work out arrangements that will keep the military appropriations within manageable

proportions and do it in a spirit of good will and of give and take. Yet each Service

puts down its minimum requirements for its own military budget for the following

year, and I add up the total, I find that they mount at a fantastic rate. There is

seemingly no end to all of this. Yet merely ‘getting tough’ on my part is not an
answer. I simply must find men who have the breadth of understanding and
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devotion to their country rather than to a single Service that will bring about better
solutions than I get now. Strangely enough, the one man who sees this clearly is a
Navy man who at one time was an uncompromising exponent of Naval power and
its superiority over any other kind of strength. That is [Adm. Arthur W.] Radford.”

As his first term progressed, it became clear that U.S. Army Chief of Staff General Matthew B.
Ridgway, the savior of U.S. military forces during the Korean War, had become an ardent opponent
of the FEisenhower Administration’s policies. Similarly, Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Robert
B. Carney viewed his responsibilities and those of his civilian secretary, Chatles S. Thomas,
differently and they were frequently in conflict. In addition to writing a strong critique of the
Eisenhower Administrations polices in his 1956 memoir, which caused no small amount of political
controversy at the time, Ridgway also shared his thoughts about the situation with subsequent
historians.

We knew that we were facing a new future, which had a totally new element

introduced into it — the atomic capability. So the big thing would be to try and look

as far ahead as possible and tailor the forces to be able to fight successfully on the

atomic battlefield in the future. That was probably the major thing. Then, very

quickly after that came the start of this gradual erosion, the cutting down, and the

Army took the brunt of it. . . . According to that theory, from now on, we will drop

the atomic bomb at the times and places of our choosing, and that will settle the

whole thing. So one of my major problems during my whole tour was to combat

this notion. I would never agree to the fact that this was ‘the’ principal deterrent. It

was a deterrent, but not the principal factor. In the long run it was going to be the

man on the ground who survived.””’
His views were not confined to Eisenhower’s policies but also incorporated his assessment of
Secretary of Defense Wilson.

Wilson was an extremely hard man to deal with. He came in with complete

ignorance of the military, and a deep-seated antagonism toward it, which he was not
at all hesitant in expressing before me. . . . He was impossible to work with.”®
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Admiral Carney had similar personality conflicts in his chain of command. Both he and the
Secretary of the Navy differed over their respective roles. President Eisenhower commented on this
in his diary:

[The Secretary of the Navy]| also informed me that he will not ask for an extension of

the present chief of naval operations tour. He and Carney do not see eye to eye on

the respective functions of their two offices — apparently Carney believes he has an

authority entirely independent of his secretary and in this situation there is no point

considering his retention.””

While the heads of the Navy and the Army had problems with various aspects of
Eisenhower’s policies and civilian leaders, the Air Force was, conversely, significantly benefiting
under these same conditions. As more funds flowed to the Air Force, in particular to its Strategic
Air Command, it greatly expanded its strategic bomber squadrons and modernized them going from
propellers to jets. Additionally, the core of its strategic capability, its land-based intercontinental
ballistic missile arsenal, not only assumed a central position in U.S. strategic thinking but grew
precipitously. In 1953, the U.S. possessed 1,169 nuclear weapons; by 1957 this number had grown
to 5,543, a 474% increase.”” Chief of Staff of the Air Force General Nathan F. Twining
commented on these developments in a subsequent oral history.

We were doing the best of any of them. Carney and — I think it was Ridgeway then —

they were unhappy. They didn’t like to see the Air Force gang come in there and

take the money away from them. We got most of the budget, you know. . .. And we

were also building up that Tactical Command too, see — new airplanes, everything. It

cost money. I can’t remember those budget figures now, but we got by far the most.

Ike backed it. Dulles too. No argument. Congress backed it. No problem there.

Just fighting down inside. But Ike never gave in on it.*"

Midway through his first term, President Eisenhower was dealing with two service chiefs who, to
varying degrees, had problems with either his policies or with the civilian leadership of the

Department of Defense. In his diaries, Eisenhower vented about both men: “By God, this has got

to stop. These fellows like Carney and Ridgway don’t yet realize that their services have been
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integrated and that they have, in addition to myself, a boss in Admiral Radford . .. They are giving
just their own service’s viewpoint and expressing it as administration policy.”*” In 1955, he moved
to rectify the situation and replaced both Ridgway and Carney.

In Ridgway’s place he brought in General Maxwell D. Taylor, a distinguished World War 11
veteran, West Point graduate, and Commander of U.S. Forces Far East and the Eighth Army.
Eisenhower replaced Carney with an unusual and unlikely choice. He had decided upon Rear
Admiral Arleigh A. Burke, the ninety-first most junior admiral in the Navy, who had been
recommended to him by Secretary of the Navy Charles S. Thomas. Eisenhower’s choice of Taylor
was not so unusual and capped what had been a long-standing professional relationship between
both men. Taylor was a natural linguist, the second youngest superintendent of West Point, and had
personally been chosen by then General Eisenhower in 1943 to slip past German lines and covertly
meet with Italian military leaders to assess German military strength — a mission Eisenhower would
later state was “greater than I asked any other agent or emissary to undertake during the war.”*"
Even though he was quite young to be selected as Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Burke was
also accomplished. Like many of his peers, he was a graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy and had
distinguished himself in service at sea during World War II. He had received the Navy Cross, the
Navy’s highest award for valor, after leading a destroyer squadron in action against the Japanese

4 His actions led to the destruction of at least one cruiser

Navy in the northern Solomon Islands.
and four destroyers.”” Subsequently, he received the Silver Star for his successful leadership of a
ship that had been struck by two kamikaze planes. His strong and bold leadership was well known
within the Navy and he had gained the sobriquet of “31-knot” due to his willingness to push the
limits of his ships when it came to speed.””® Admiral Burke had also played a leading role in the U.S.

Navy’s efforts to prevent the cancellation of the supercarrier U.S.S. United States during the Truman

Administration and led the planning efforts behind the Navy’s so-called Revolt of the Admirals.
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The Secretary of the Navy at the time had recommended that Burke be punished for his role in the
revolt but President Truman interceded in the conflict and prevented this from occurring.

As Taylor and Burke prepared to assume their new responsibilities in mid-1955, they met
separately with President Eisenhower to receive the “lecture” on their duties to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Taylor first met with Wilson who “cross-examine[d] me on my readiness to carry out civilian
orders even when contrary to my own views. After thirty-seven years of service without evidence of
insubordination, I had no difficulty of conscience in reassuring him, but I must say that I was
surprised to be put through such a loyalty test.”*"" Having passed this test, Taylor met with
President Eisenhower at 2:30pm on February 24™ 1955.°% This was Taylor’s first meeting with the
President since their service together during World War II. Taylor recounted his meeting many
years later.

Eisenhower gave me a lecture that was rather surprising from and to an old soldier,

about obeying orders, the importance of team play, and that kind of thing. I had

been expecting guidance of a strategic nature. At one point I tried to move the

discussion in that direction and into the field of past military policy and learn what

he wanted, but I don’t recall that he even came back directly to these subjects. He

was stressing team play.*"

Taylor had been consulting with General Ridgway while Commander in Chief, Far East, and had
closely followed events in Washington, D.C. Taylor stated that “[a]fter I became familiar with the
whole scene, I realized that the really bitter fighting had occurred between Radford and Ridgway.
I’'m sure that he [Radford] reported to the White House that Ridgway was a most unsatisfactory
Chief of Staff.”*" Realizing he would have to tread carefully as Chief of Staff of the Army, Taylor
concluded that “[i]t was certainly clear that in the White House and the Pentagon the Army was the
number three service, particularly in budget considerations, and that the budget always allotted
essentially the same percentage by service every year.””" Taylor’s eventual strategy was to adopt a

more diplomatic approach as Chief of Staff and try to avoid direct confrontations with Secretary

Wilson and President Eisenhower while defending U.S. Army priorities. He later stated that
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“throughout my four years I was trying to adjust my position in a way that would not offend the
President, but would hopefully be pleasing to him.”** Eisenhower’s willingness to change leaders to
assert his control over the military as well as to reflect his defense policies was bearing fruit.

When offered the position of Chief of Naval Operations by Secretary of the Navy Thomas,
Burke asked him whether he had considered the effect of his being promoted over so many more
senior officers.”” Secretary Thomas assured him that he and Secretary Wilson as well as Deputy
Secretary of Navy Thomas S. Gates had reviewed the records of the eligible Naval Officers and
concluded that Burke was the man they needed.” Secretary Thomas also told Burke that they did
not expect him to be a “yes man” and that any differences they might have could be reasoned
away.”” Burke then met with Admiral Carney, the man he would be replacing, and shared with him
his concern that the administration was seeking to get a “yes man” as head of the Navy. Burke
stated that “Secretary Thomas seemed to agree with everything I said, but I’'m not sure he hoisted
aboard the real import. After all, I don’t know Mr. Thomas or Mr. Gates or Mr. Wilson or the
president, and they don’t know me.”® I’'m afraid they are selecting me because they think I'm a
pushover.”” Admiral Carney reassured him that “[i]f that is what they think, they are due for a hell
of a surprise.”™ Burke then met with Secretary of Defense Wilson who told Burke that 2 man
appointed to his position needed to obtain “the cooperation of his associates and the loyalty of his
subordinates” and “[t]hat’s the problem in the navy. There must be better cooperation between the
military and the civilians.”*” Burke made sure to disabuse the secretary of any notions that he would
be more tractable than Admiral Carney by saying that he had “a bad quality of having strong
opinions at times and of being ready to fight for those opinions while laying them on the table.”*”
Secretary Wilson indicated no problems with this statement of Burke’s views and the meeting was
over. Burke then proceeded to the White House where he met with President Eisenhower on May

17", 1955. The president reiterated many of Secretary Wilson’s views about loyalty and teamwork
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but shared his larger philosophy about choosing military officers for senior positions in his
administration; a philosophy that was also reflected in his selection of Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

I have got really only two general principles that are to my mind absolutely essential
if a man is to be a member of a great military team. First, that this man recognizes
the value of team work and that he helps to achieve it by fighting like a bulldog for
his views inside the family; once the decision is reached, he takes the decision like he
would a decision in an ordinary battle — he says, ‘well, the old man is crazy but these
are his orders, nevertheless.” That is a very simple thing for the services to live by —
the services did live by it until a few years ago when we began to break out, write
articles ourselves, argue about whether a decision [is] good or not and to hell with
what the President or anybody else thought. That started a bit of a bad habit.*"

The only other principle I have is this. In the kind of organization we have now, any
man who is appointed to the Chief of Staff or Chief of Naval Operations has his
principal duty to the Joint work he does with his associates; his work as the acting
head of his own service is more to be delegated than is the work he had to do on the
Joint job because there you want the man’s intelligence and his wisdom and his
advice and counsel, and those you cannot delegate. Therefore the running of his
own service is one that must take, where it is necessary, secondary position. His first
loyalty is to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.*”

Certainly I would not want to appoint anyone that was not ready to fight for his own

views, inside the family. That’s his job. But I am very, very much annoyed at the

habit that seems to be springing up of a man seeking, or inadvertently finding,

opportunities to talk on the outside. That habit might belong to a bunch of

politicians, not to the military.*”
Having enforced discipline within his uniformed services, Eisenhower then turned to the question
of whether to retain Admiral Radford as Chairman. Unlike Carney and Ridgway, Radford had been
not only a strong supporter of the President’s foreign and defense policies but had also gotten along
well with Secretary Wilson. However, Eisenhower was still keenly interested in helping his good
friend General Gruenther’s career and he was also quite pleased with General Twining’s
performance as Chief of Staff of the Air Force. In this account of a meeting Eisenhower had at the
White House we get a better sense of his thinking in 1955.

About the impending changes in Chiefs of Staff; President wants to defer question

of asking Radford to stay on for one or two years or whatever time until he once
more has a chance to talk to General Gruenther. He considers General Gruenther in
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the top and most important place, though he may want to make the transfer.

President of course considers him eminently suited for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,

and if General Gruenther does want it, he wants to be sure of opportunity to appoint

him during his Administration. . . . As far as Twining goes, President would like to

see him retained and would be equally happy to have him as Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs. . . . He agrees also that Radford has done a good job.**
While General Gruenther appears to have told President Eisenhower that he intended to stay at
NATO in 1955, Eisenhower was keen to consider him again for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in 1957. As the president’s second term began, he turned his attention once again to choosing
a new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. While he had had some challenges with certain general
officers, he was also quite pleased with the performance of several others. Eisenhower intended to
continue his New Look policies into his second term and sought a chairman who not only shared

these policy goals but was also a team player. The president had several officers to choose from

when the time came to replace Admiral Radford as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Choosing the Chairman — General Twining

As 1957 began, the Eisenhower Administration was preparing for its second term after
having been overwhelmingly reelected. Eisenhower had once again defeated Adlai Stevenson, the
Democratic Party’s candidate for president, and garnered 457 electoral votes to his opponent’s
seventy-three.”” In 1952, Eisenhower had been able to translate his electoral victory into a
Republican majority in Congress. In the intervening years, his party had lost its governing majority
in 1954 and by Eisenhower’s second term a Democratic majority in the House and Senate had
become the norm. In 1956, the Democrats secured a thirty-three seat majority in the House of

Representatives and a two seat majority in the U.S. Senate.”

Additionally, Eisenhower’s ally in the
U.S. Senate, Robert A. Taft, passed away from cancer on July 31%, 1953 depriving the president of a

strong supporter. Internationally, the Cold War continued as the Soviet Union crushed the

159



Hungarian Revolution in late 1956 and then launched the Sputnik satellite in October 1957,
underscoring the sense that the Communists were beating the west in technology development. In
Asia, the Korean Armistice still held and the Philippines defeated the Communist Huk insurgency
but the French pledged to withdraw from Indochina in 1954, giving the Communists their own,
northern portion of the country to govern. President Eisenhower opened his second term by
warning against the “strongly armed imperialistic dictatorship” of the Communists in his 1957 State
of the Union speech and welcomed the news of the Hungarian Revolution in his inaugural address:
“[y]et the world of International Communism has itself been shaken by a fierce and mighty force:
the readiness of men who love freedom to pledge their lives to that love. . . . Budapest is no longer
merely the name of a city; henceforth it is 2 new and shining symbol of man’s yearning to be free.”*”’
Eisenhower continued with his New Look defense program with its greater emphasis on nuclear
deterrence, the development of bomber and missile technology, as well as on achieving a sensible
defense budget. In his State of the Union Address on January 10®, Eisenhower extolled the “great
strides in assuring a modern defense, so armed in new weapons, so deployed, so equipped, that
today our security force is the most powerful in our peacetime history. It can punish heavily any
enemy who undertakes to attack us.”*® However, Eisenhower cautioned that “we must not delude
ourselves that safety necessarily increases as expenditures for military research or forces in being go
up. . . . beyond a wise and reasonable level . . . money spent on arms may be money wasted on sterile
metal or inflated costs . . . National security requires far more than military power.”*”

The great emphasis of the Eisenhower Administration on developing the Strategic Air
Command and its nuclear-capable bombers and intercontinental ballistic missiles put the U.S. Air
Force in a strong position vis-a-vis the strategic priorities of the president. U.S. Air Force Chief of

Staff General Nathan F. Twining’s leadership of his service during this time commended him greatly

to the president as his service gained a greater portion of the defense budget and developed missile
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technology. Twining was born in 1897 in Monroe, Wisconsin but grew up in Oregon.”™ After
graduating from West Point in 1918 as part of an accelerated wartime program, he served in the
infantry until attending flight school and transferring to the Army Air Service in 1926.°”" When
World War II began he was a brigadier general and in July 1942 served as Chief of Staff of U.S.
Army Air Forces in the South Pacific.”? In January 1943 he assumed command of the Thirteenth
Air Force and was promoted to major general in February.”” It was during this time that his B-17
bomber crashed in the Coral Sea and he and his crew floated in shark-infested waters for six days
and five nights before being rescued.”™ Later that year he transferred to the Mediterranean theater
and assumed command of the Fifteenth Air Force and conducted bombing raids against Germany,
Austria, and Romania.”” Following Germany’s surrender, Twining assumed command of the
Twentieth Air Force in Asia and as a Lieutenant General he commanded forces that attacked Japan’s
home islands including the planes that dropped the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.””
He eventually became Vice Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force until President Eisenhower
nominated him to be Chief of Staff in 1953. One measure of President Eisenhower’s high opinion
of Twining is that in 1956 the president selected him to lead a delegation of technical experts to
inspect Soviet air facilities. This trip was the first visit of U.S. officers to the Soviet Union since
World War IL”

In 1955, Twining had been the only member of the Joint Chiefs besides Admiral Radford to
be offered a second, two year term as head of his service. By early January 1957, a full eight months
before Radford’s term ended, President Eisenhower had settled on Twining as the next Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.””® However, on January 16" General Twining delivered a speech to the
Chamber of Commerce at Seymour Johnson Air Force Base in Goldsboro, North Carolina that
almost doomed his chances. Twining stated that the U.S. Air Force was not getting all that it needed

and he urged that they get additional resources. In the context of each of the services bringing their
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grievances to the public’s attention through warring press releases, Twining’s comments enraged
Eisenhower. At 3:15pm on January 28", 1957, Ike telephoned Secretary Wilson to talk to him about
the matter. The following is an account of the conversation.

President called Charlie Wilson, and said that there were some rumblings about the
man they had discussed tentatively for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(General Twining). The President said they did not want to get someone who did
not stand with them — and mentioned a speech that Twining had made in South
Carolina calling for everything for the Air Force. Wilson said it was Twining’s

speech writers who were at fault; the President said that he leans too much on his
staff.”

Secretary Wilson met with the President the next day and they reviewed Twining’s suitability for
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The following is a summary of the conversation.

At the President’s request, the Secretary of Defense came to see him. The President
immediately brought up the subject of General Twining’s speech before the
Chamber of Commerce. . . . Speech contained statements that Air Force was not
getting what it should have, etc., in the version released. General Twining did not
deliver that part of speech.

The President said, despite Mr. Wilson’s statement that the putting out of speech
represented an error on the part of Twining’s staff, that Twining was responsible; he
should have known the repercussions to such statements in the released version and
that everything he, Twining said, was sensitive. Wilson did say he had some criticism
on whether Twining “does his home work.”

Twining had been more or less agreed upon for Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, but
now the President does not believe it is good appointment. Wilson said that
[Secretary of the Air Force] Quatles had said he thought Twining would do “better”
as Chief of Staff, because he would have a composite staff (of the various services).
President reiterated that he was afraid of 2 man who would be so careless of his
words. Twining has been talked to in terms of being Chairman, which is all the more
reason he should have been careful.

The President said that the only man he could think of that would be better than
Twining would be Nortstad, but that he could not move him. President said he
would have a very plain talk with Twining.*

Eisenhower clearly felt that any senior defense official who publically expressed a view that

emphasized narrow service interests over a spirit of teamwork among the Joint Chiefs was not

needed as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The fact that Eisenhower felt that U.S. Air Force
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General Lauris Norstad, who was the Supreme Allied Commander of Europe and who had been
appointed to his position on November 20, 1956, should be Chairman reinforces the view that the
President clearly wanted an Air Force general to replace Admiral Radford. However, Eisenhower
also considered bringing his good friend General Alfred Gruenther back from retirement, he had
retired from the U.S. Army in 1956 to lead the Red Cross, to lead the Joint Chiefs indicating just
how displeased he was with Twining’s comments.””' Eisenhower’s concerns were eventually
addressed, however, after it was determined that Twining hadn’t delivered the offending sections of
the speech, and the decision to elevate Twining to chairman was kept. In mid-March, the press
began to query Secretary Wilson over whether a new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff had been
selected. At a press conference on March 19" Wilson addressed the issue.

Mr. Corddry (United Press): Has Adm. Radford’s successor been selected?

Secy Wilson: No, not formally.

Mr. Corddry: Where does the formal part —

Secy Wilson: Out of the White House.”
Twining commented later in an oral history why he felt he had been selected as Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Well, Admiral Radford had been the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for four

years, and he was getting along and they wanted change, and I think because of the

accent on nuclear weapons, the Strategic Air Force and all that coming in, and that

had been my background, it was natural that they’d give this job to the Air Force. So

I was assigned as chairman in 1957. . . . But [Eisenhower| kind of like[d] to rotate

[the Chairman position] between the services, so they’d keep getting different

viewpoints up there. I think in this case it was natural for the Air Force to get it.®*
Twining also shared the President’s views with respect to the U.S. Army’s position against the New
Look: “Ike had no trouble with the Navy, but with the Army he had real trouble. The Army’s
position just didn’t make any sense. We couldn’t afford those great Armies then. We had a big
95684

enough Army as it was, you know. We had a pretty good-sized Army during that time.

Eisenhower’s memoirs also shed some light into why he had chosen Twining as well as his views on
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how Radford had performed as Chairman. The President stated that “Radford had been a tower of
strength in struggling for better teamwork among the services. He was nearly unique among
professional military men in his understanding of the relationships between national military and
economic strength.”™ He went on to state that Twining was “a man of integrity and great common
sense” and that “while our revolutionary changes were taking place in weapons and their control,
Nate Twining had a thorough understanding of the problems involved. His unusual human qualities
did much to achieve the necessary interservice cooperation.”*

Unlike Eisenhower’s selection of Admiral Radford for Chairman in 1953 when he had
consulted with Senate Majority Leader Taft, he appears to have proceeded with his choice for
chairman in 1957 with little legislative consultation. Having settled upon Twining, the President
announced his intention to nominate General Nathan F. Twining for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff on March 26, 1957. General Twining issued a statement upon the public announcement of
his nomination.

I am well aware of the heavy responsibilities of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff. In these times our problem is more than raising and training a strong military

force. Itis to tailor military power to our overall effort to preserve peace. In this

task we, and our Free World Allies, must not fail. The President has summed up our

mission in one sentence. He has said there is no alternative to peace. My colleagues,

the Chiefs of the Army, the Navy and Air Force joint me in dedicating ourselves to

this end. Each service has an important role to play in preserving the security of our

nation — and in preserving with other nations — peace and freedom within the Free

World.®
The U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee held its hearings in April and the full Senate confirmed
his nomination. Twining was sworn-in at 11am on August 15, 1957 at the White House in the
Cabinet Room.

In one of his first public statements as Chairman, General Twining stated his view on the

role of the Chairman as well as on the priorities of the Department of Defense: “One of my major

functions as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is to further the cause of teamwork in the
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development of our military strategy and a well-balanced military structure to support it” and that
“[wle in the Armed Forces realize that national military security has to be closely tied in with
national economic security.”™ President Eisenhower couldn’t have expressed it better. With
Radford’s departure and Twining’s new role, the dynamic on the Joint Chiefs of Staff changed. U.S.
Army Chief of Staff General Maxwell D. Taylor commented on these changes:

When Radford left, the environment changed a great deal although the issues didn’t.

Nate Twining was not as able an officer as Radford, but he was a good man to work

for. He stood his ground, when his ground was important, but in a very pleasant

way. He would rather have a friendly group around the table than a group just

sitting there frowning at each other and not saying a word, which was frequently the

case with Radford.””
With a new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Eisenhower next turned to choosing a
replacement for Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson as well as looking at further changes he
could make to the U.S. Department of Defense. He was particularly focused on improving strategic

planning and civil-military cooperation as well as reducing the role of the service chiefs in running

the day-to-day affairs of their respective services.

Choosing a New Secretary of Defense

During the summer of 1957, Secretary of Defense Wilson told President Eisenhower of his
desire to retire and on October 2™ he officially resigned from his position. Eisenhower stated in his
memoirs that “[m]uch as I hated to lose him I could not, of course, argue; after almost five years in a
grueling position he deserved a rest.”™ The President quickly settled upon a replacement with a
similar background to Secretary Wilson’s. Committed to finding “the best kind of business
management this nation can produce to help us run this government” the President chose the
President of Proctor & Gamble (P&G), a man named Neil H. McElroy.””" Like Wilson, McElroy
had risen within P&G over the course of his whole career and, when selected as Secretary of

Defense, was president of the company. McElroy also came from Ohio and was actually born just
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sixty miles from Wilson’s own birthplace.”™ A child of school-teacher parents, the six-foot, four-

inch McElroy graduated from Harvard University in 1925 and began as a mail clerk at P&G
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headquarters.”” Thus began a thirty-two year career where he steadily rose from mail clerk to a

number of positions including manager of advertising, to director and vice president of advertising,
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to vice president, and to general manager.”" He was eventually named president of Proctor &

Gamble in 1948. In July 1957, McElroy was called by Eisenhower’s Chief of Staff, Sherman Adams,

and offered the position of Secretary of Defense.””

After a series of meetings with Secretary Wilson
and other Defense officials, McElroy officially accepted the position on August 6™.° One of his
first tasks as Secretary of Defense following his swearing-in on October 9" 1957, was to undertake a
wide-ranging study of the Defense Department for the President of the United States.” The goal
of this initiative was to reorganize the department in order to strengthen strategic planning, improve

civilian control, and reduce service parochialism.

The 1958 Defense Reorganization

Even though President Eisenhower had taken an active interest in the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and sought through persuasion as well as by leadership to prompt them to work together, his efforts
were still in vain. Since his changes to the leadership of the Army and Navy in 1955, he still
struggled with service chiefs who opposed aspects of his policies in testimony to Congress or by
warring with each other through the media for appropriations. Even though Eisenhower had
chosen Admiral Burke for Chief of Naval Operations with the hope that he would be a team player
and support the administration’s defense policies, he fundamentally did not support the president’s
policy of massive nuclear retaliation.”” He quickly joined U.S. Army Chief of Staff General Taylor
in sharing this perspective with him on the Joint Chiefs. Taylor would recount this later in an oral

history.
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Well, in the first two years, 1955-1956, the lineup was normally four for massive
retaliation and one against, namely, Taylor. After Radford departed, during my third
year, then the Navy and Marines came over, pretty generally for Flexible Response,
so we finally had a three to two alignment, the later being the Air Force and the
Chairman (Twining).””

Frustrated by his inability to temper inter-service squabbles and angered at the inability of the service
chiefs to work as a group, Eisenhower sought to change the legislative basis for the Department of
Defense. In a letter to his childhood friend and the man credited with convincing Eisenhower to
apply to West Point, Everett “Swede” Hazlett, Eisenhower expressed his concerns with the

situation.

So far as I am personally concerned, I should say that my most frustrating domestic
problem is that of attempting to achieve any real coordination among the Services. . .
. What I have tried to tell the Chiefs of Staff is that their most important function is
their corporate work as a body of advisors to the Secretary of Defense and to me. . . .
Yet I have made little or no progress in developing real corporate thinking. ... I
patiently explain over and over again that American strength is a combination of its
economic, moral and military force. If we demand too much in taxes in order to
build planes and ships, we will tend to dry up the accumulations of capital that are
necessary to provide jobs for the mission or more new workers that we must absorb
each year."”

Eisenhower’s Chief of Staff, Sherman Adams, commented on the effects of technological

development on the roles and missions of the military services and how this contributed greatly to
the problems the President was having with running the Defense Department.

It soon became apparent that the progress that Eisenhower had made toward
unification in 1953 did not go far enough. When nuclear weapons began to be used
by ground force artillery and Navy submarines as well as by Air Force jet bombers,
the traditional rivalries became more intense and indefensible. Then each service
developed its own missile program, competing between themselves for research and
scientific talent. Eisenhower decided that the real key to the unification problem was
in the Defense Department’s budget.”

Eisenhower began his reform initiative with his annual State of the Union address delivered on

January 9, 1958. While he continued to emphasize the threat of “communist imperialism” his stated

goal was to “wage total peace” through “efficient defensive strength” and “great deterrent power.”"”
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The centerpieces of this “great deterrent power” were the long-range, intermediate, and submarine-
based missile systems able to launch their nuclear payloads at the enemy which had developed over
the last several years."” Eisenhower spoke about the effect of these technological developments on
the military services in that they “do not fit into any existing service pattern” and that “[t|hey cut
across all services, involve all services, and transcend all services, at every stage from development to
operation.”””" These changes led to “jurisidictional disputes” between the services that have led the
public to conclude that “service differences are damaging the national interest.””” At this moment
in his speech, Eisenhower turned to his central concern vis-a-vis service squabbles: “I am not
attempting today to pass judgment on the charge of harmful service rivalries. But one thing is sure.
Whatever they are, America wants them stopped.”706 According to Eisenhower, this particular line
had “drawn enthusiastic approval.”” Eisenhower then informed the Members that “I shall
promptly take such Executive action as is necessary and, in a separate message, I shall present
appropriate recommendations to the Congress.”"” Having called for reform, Eisenhower then
outlined in broad terms those aspects of it he wished to implement. He stated that “[a] major
purpose of military organization is to achieve real unity in the Defense establishment in all the
principal features of military activities” and “one of the most important to our nation’s security is
strategic planning and control. This work must be done under unified direction.””” He then stated
that “[t|he defense structure must be one which, as a whole, can assume, with top efficiency and
without friction, the defense of America. The Defense establishment must therefore plan for a
better integration of its defensive resources, particularly with respect to the newer weapons now
building and under development. These obviously require full coordination in their development,
production and use. Good organization can help assure this coordination.”™ He concluded by
saying that “[a]nother requirement of military organization is a clear subordination of the military

services to duly constituted civilian authority. This control must be real; not merely on the
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surface.”’"! To this end, he called for an “end [to] inter-service disputes” by having “clear
organization and decisive central direction.””

Having concluded that his 1953 reforms of the Defense Department and his own attempts
to promote unification of the services had failed to reduce inter-service rivalry, Eisenhower turned
his attention to making the fundamental reforms he felt were needed to truly reduce service
parochialism. To this end, he sought the advice of his Secretary of Defense, various military leaders,
as well as outside bodies interested in improving the operations of the Department of Defense. In
November 1957, Nelson Rockefeller submitted a number of recommendations to the president on
this subject from his work leading the Advisory Committee on Government Organization.”” Chief
among them were organizing the operational forces as unified commands and having the chain of
command go “from the President through the Secretary of Defense (and the Joint Chiefs of Staff)
directly to commanders of each unified force, rather than through the service Secretaries.””"*
Rockefeller also suggested that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff be strengthened and that
the Secretary of Defense be given the statutory authority for all research and development within the
Department.”” Secretary of Defense McElroy also established an advisory group to study defense
organization. It was headed by Charles A. Coolridge, a former Assistant Secretary of Defense, and
included Admiral Radford, General Bradley, General Twining, General Gruenther, Nelson
Rockefeller, former Deputy Secretary of Defense William C. Foster, and former Defense Secretary

716

Robert Lovett."* On January 25", Eisenhower visited the Pentagon to meet with Secretary

T After a “spirited round-table discussion on the entire subject”

McElroy’s advisory committee.
Eisenhower concluded that many of its members felt “that things were perfect as they were.””"® The
President remarked that “[w]e can’t laugh off present criticism; it won’t do simply to justify

everything now being down” and he urged them to focus more on basic concepts rather than on

details.”” In Eisenhower’s view “the real defect [in defense organization] was in the rivalries and
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divisive influences inherent in any such fragmented organization.”” He then stated that “[t]he Joint
Chief system as it now exists is too complicated to work in warfare when minutes will be as precious
as months have been in the past. Readiness for anticipated emergency demands that the peacetime
organization be made so simple and clear that decision and control are free of delays and
obstructions.”” Eisenhower later characterized the meeting by stating that “[m]ost of those present
wanted to avoid any radical change, feeling that the best chance of getting some improvement rested
on cautious attempts to change a number of small things. But I was determined not to gloss over
the problem.”722 Eisenhower’s aide, now Brigadier General Andrew Goodpaster, summarized the
President’s mood at the time.

Well, there was an impatience every now and then with what’s here called ‘inability to

control the Pentagon.” But the President was wise enough and experienced enough

to know that this was a pretty unruly bunch over there and that their tendencies

toward rivalry and competition were very, very strong. And finally in 1958 he had

had about enough of it and put through a major modification which was intended to

clarify the authority of the secretary of defense [si¢] and strengthen the role of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff.””

On April 3rd, 1958, President Eisenhower delivered a Special Message on Reorganization of
the Defense Establishment to the United States Congress.”” The tone and theme of the message as
well as its recommendations reflected not only Eisenhower’s frustrations with the organization of
the Defense Department but also summarized the lessons of war he had learned from a lifetime in
the U.S. Army, as a commander of Allied forces in World War II, and as a former member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.”” The President began by reiterating his long-held belief that “separate
ground, sea and air warfare is gone forever” and that “[i]f ever again we should be involved in war,
we will fight it in all elements, with all services, as one single concentrated effort.””® To this end, he
stressed that “[s]trategic and tactical planning must be completely unified, combat forces organized

into unified commands” and that they be “singly led and prepared to fight as one, regardless of

service.””” While the nature of warfare had gone through radical changes, similar adjustments had
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also been made in the lethality, range, delivery, and development of modern weapons. These
revolutionary transformations had ripple effects throughout the military services with respect to
roles and missions as well as budget allocations. Eisenhower addressed this directly in his statement.

In recent years a revolution has been taking place in the techniques of war. Entirely
new weapons have emerged. They transcend all we have before known in
destructive power, in range, in swiftness of delivery. Thermo-nuclear weapons,
missiles, new aircraft of great speed and range, atomic ground weapons, nuclear
submarines have changed the whole scale and tempo of military destructiveness.
Warning times are vanishing. . . . The products of modern technology are not, in
many cases, readily adaptable to traditional service patterns or existing provisions of
law. Thus there has tended to be confusion and controversy over the introduction
of new weapons into our armed services and over the current applicability of long-
established services roles and missions. . . . We must achieve the utmost military
efficiency in order to generate maximum power from the resources we have
available. . . . To sanction administrative confusion and interservice debate is, in
these times, to court disaster. I cannot overemphasize my conviction that our
country’s security requirements must not be subordinated to outmoded or single-
concepts of war.””

Having established the great need for reform, Eisenhower then quickly reviewed the history of

unification since the end of World War I1.7%

His perspective hadn’t changed since he had served
with the U.S. Army and largely reflected the thinking of General George C. Marshall and most
members of the Army during and after the war.”” Eisenhower summarized the failure of full
unification in 1947 and in 1949 in a direct and succinct manner: “[t]his reorganization in 1947 was
marked by lengthy debate and eventual compromise. In that battle the lessons were lost, tradition
won.””" Eisenhower then remarked that “[e]ach such step [towards reform] however, has prompted
opponents to predict direct results.””” The result of these efforts is that “well meaning attempts to
protect traditional concepts and prerogatives . . . have impaired civilian authority and denied
ourselves a fully effective defense.”” He then stated that “[w]e must free ourselves of emotional
attachments to service systems of an era that is no more . . . [and] modernize our defense

establishment and make it efficient enough and flexible enough to enable it to meet the fateful

challenge of continuing revolutionary change.””* The President centered many of the problems of
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the Defense Department and inter-service rivalries on “the laws that govern our defense
organization” and that “America wants [them] stopped.”™ The President then turned to the six
specific legislative changes he wanted the Congress to adopt and reviewed a series of changes he was
undertaking to meet the goals he established for the Defense Department.

1. We must organize our fighting forces into operational commands that are truly unified, each
assigned a mission in full accord with our over-all military objectives.”

2. We must clear command channels so that orders will proceed directly to unified commands
from the Commander-in-Chief and Secretary of Defense.

3. We must strengthen the military staff in the Office of the Secretary of Defense in order to
provide the Commander-in-Chief and the Secretary of Defense with the professional
assistance they need for strategic planning and for operational direction of the unified
commands.

4. We must continue the three military departments as agencies within the Department of
Defense to administer a wide range of functions.

5. We must reorganize the research and development functions of the Department in order to
make the best use of our scientific and technological resources.

6. We must remove all doubts as to the full authority of the Secretary of Defense.

The initiatives the President proposed sought to increase civilian control of the Department
of Defense, reduce service rivalries by strengthening the authorities of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, promote unification among the services, and increase the performance of the department
by reducing waste, eliminating duplication, and improving efficiency. Where coordination was the
norm, Eisenhower wanted unity, where chains of command were diluted, he wanted unity, where
service parochialism prevailed, he wanted unity. The President stated that “[glenuine unity is
indispensible” and “[n]o amount of subsequent coordination can eliminate duplication or doctrinal
conflicts which are intruded into the first shaping of military programs.”™ The President began by
calling for the unification of the operational commands, those commands in charge of regional or
functional areas such as the Pacific and Strategic Air Command, to be fully unified. He stated that

“Itlhe commandet’s authority over these component commands is short of the full command

required for maximum efficiency.”” The President then called for increased civilian control by
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removing the Service Secretaries from the chain of command. As presently organized, the
Commander-in-Chief issued an order to the Secretary of Defense who passed it to the Service
Secretary of an executive agent department, where it would then go to a chief of service and finally
to a unified commander. The President stated that “this chain of command [is] cumbersome and
unreliable in time of peace and not usable in time of war.”"” To assist the Secretary of Defense in
his new duties, the President directed the Joint Staff to “serve as staff assisting the Secretary of
Defense in his exercise of direction over unified commands.”™ Additionally, he called for the cap
of 210 Joint Staff members to be lifted in order to undertake their greater responsibilities and for the
Joint Staff committee system to be abolished and for an integrated operations division to take its
place.”" Furthermore, the President requested that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff be
authorized to assign duties to the Joint Staff and, with the approval of the Secretary of Defense,
appoint its Director as well. To further separate the service chiefs from their day-to-day
responsibilities as heads of their respective military services, the President asked that the law be
changed “to make it clear that each chief of a military service may delegate major portions of his
service responsibilities to his vice chief.”™* By freeing up a service chief from managing the day-to-
day affairs of his service, the President hoped “to make their Joint Chiefs of Staff duties their
principal duties.””* The final change the President suggested for the Joint Chiefs was to remove the
legal provision prohibiting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff from voting on the Joint Chiefs.
The president remarked that “[t]he fact is, neither do the other [Joint Staff] members, because they
do not act by voting. I think it is wrong so to single out the Chairman. This provision should be
repealed.”™ The President then turned to reforming how the civilian leaders of the Defense
Department were organized.

In keeping with his view that the chain of command from the President to the Commander

of a unified command should be as short as practicable, the President requested that Congress
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remove the Service Secretaries from responsibility for military operations. This would not only
improve the operation of the chain of command but allow the Secretaries to focus more of their
energies on “administrative, training, and logistics functions of the Defense Department.”®
Eisenhower then called for the centralization of research and development into the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. This was a direct result of the competition for resources and talent that each
of the services was involved in as nuclear and missile technology became more pervasive.
Eisenhower hoped that by giving these duties to the Secretary of Defense, the destructive
competition for money, resources, and personnel would diminish. The final substantive change the
President called for dealt with the authorities of the Secretary of Defense. In this respect, the
President was focused on removing those legislative restrictions which limited the power of the
Secretary and he directed his efforts to four areas: (1) appropriated funds; (2) the organization and
distribution of functions; (3) legislative liaison and public affairs activities; and (4) military
personnel.” Whoever controlled the purse strings controlled the Department of Defense and
Eisenhower called for Congress to “make appropriations for this Department in such fashion as to
provide the Secretary of Defense adequate authority and flexibility to discharge his heavy
responsibilities.””™ He then called for “greater control over the distribution of functions in [the
Secretary of Defense’s Office]” and that he should be “freed of legal restrictions derived from pre-
missile, pre-nuclear concepts of warfare.””* The President requested that the provision of the
National Security Act which allowed the military departments to be “separately administered” by
their respective secretaries while the Secretary of Defense had overall “direction, authority, and
control” of the Department of Defense be revised since they were in tension..”” He stated that “we

"™ The President then called for more Assistant

be done with prescribing controversy by law.
Secretary of Defense positions to be created to help the Secretary of Defense in the discharge of his

duties. The President then said he wanted a reduction in military personnel assigned to legislative
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liaison and public affairs work in order to diminish their ability to agitate for the respective service’s
priorities at the cost of a unified voice on legislative matters as represented by the Secretary of
Defense. He then requested the creation of an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs
position in order to better equip the Secretary with staff support. The President concluded his
remarks by stating his intention to institute “a new personnel procedure for top-ranking officers. It
is my belief that before officers are advanced beyond the two-star level, they must have
demonstrated, among other qualities, the capacity for dealing objectively — without extreme service
partisanship—with matters of the broadest significance to our national security.””" To this end, he
would “consider officers for nomination to [the] top ranks only on recommendations of the
Secretary of Defense submitted to me after he has received suggestions of the Secretaries of the
military departments and the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”™

The President concluded his remarks but summarizing the benefits that would be achieved
from the reforms he proposed, provided Congress saw fit to approve them.”

We will have better prepared our country to meet an emergency which could come

with little warning.”*

We will have improved our military planning.

We will have accelerated decision-making processes.

We will have effectively organized our defense programs in the crucial fields of

science and technology.

We will have remedied organizational defects which have encouraged harmful

service rivalries.

We will have improved the over-all efficiency and unity of our great defense

establishment.
Eisenhower stated that if the reforms he was proposing were adopted, “we shall achieve an efficient
defense organization capable of safeguarding our freedom and serving us in our quest for an
enduring peace.””” The President concluded by saying that “effective military defense requires a
partnership of the Congress and the Executive” — his proposals would soon test this proposition.”

Draft legislation containing President Eisenhower’s proposals was introduced to Congress

on April 17" and was reported to the House Armed Services Committee.””’ As hearings were being
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scheduled, the President went on the offensive to blunt the criticisms he expected from Members of
Congress and to create the groundwork for reform. In April, he addressed the American Society of
Newspaper Editors and told them that “[t]he fact is modern weapons and methods of war have
scrambled traditional service functions . . . our military weapons and techniques and certain
provisions of the law just do not mesh. . . . I have simply asked the Congress to accept and apply
these facts of military life.”” Having summarized his key recommendations, the President turned
to the criticisms he anticipated. He remarked that the criticisms “will probably be loudest and most
bitter not from responsible service leaders but rather from outside sources. These sources often
resist military change far more vigorously than the services themselves.”™ He went on to state that:

It will also be said that [it sets up] a monstrous general staff — usually called

“Prussian.” I am always amused when I hear that word, because I nearly always ask

the individual to explain it to me by telling me what he thinks a Prussian general staff

was. Few can doit. In any event, they fear that this monstrous staff will be set up to

dominate our armed forces and in due course will threaten our liberty.””
The President then addressed the specific complaints about unification that he had heard repeatedly
over the course of his career. He stated that “There will be: no single chief of staff; no Prussian
staff; no czar; no forty-billion-dollar blank check; no swallowing up of the traditional services; no

»71 While he addressed the concerns and

undermining of the constitutional powers of Congress.
criticisms of his opponents in public forums, President Eisenhower also undertook his own
campaign to influence the legislature. He called upon a number of influential citizens to write to
Members of Congtress expressing their support for reform of the Department of Defense.
According to Eisenhowet’s memoirs, one particular businessman sent twenty thousand letters on his
own to friends and employees asking for their support of the bill.”*” Eisenhower’s campaign started
to have an effect. He later remarked that “[s]everal of the more outspoken early critics of the plan

suddenly began to see many virtues in it.”’”
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The House Armed Services Committee began its hearings on April 22°, 1958 and they were
chaired by Congressman Carl Vinson (D-GA), historically one of the most ardent opponents of

764
reform."”

Vinson stated that the hearings would not focus on a particular bill but would review the
“organization of the Department of Defense to enable us to prepare whatever legislation we find to
be necessary to strengthen the security of the nation . . . We are convinced that certain changes must
be made in the Department of Defense. The basic structure is, in my opinion, sound — but it can
certainly be improved.”’” President Eisenhower had tried to convince Vinson of the necessity of
reform by inviting him and two other members of the House Armed Services Committee for
breakfast at the White House on March 28" The President told his guests that “[a]ll we’re trying
to do is to set up an establishment that will function in peacetime, as it necessarily must in wartime,
under the Secretary of Defense.””*” Congressman Vinson responded that “We’re going to have
trouble.””® Eisenhowet’s lobbying campaign had done much to blunt this anticipated opposition
from Congressman Vinson. As the hearings began, a number of the normal concerns were raised by
opponents of the President’s bill such as fears of a Prussian General Staff as well as worries over
giving too much power to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. However, the Administration’s
witnesses were well prepared and directly addressed the criticisms levied by the bill’s opponents.

General Twining played a central role in summarizing the Administration’s overall position as well as

blunting the criticisms of its opponents.

The first objective, as I see it, is that we wish to streamline the chain of command. . .
. The second major objective is our desire to strengthen and widen the authority of
our field Commanders. . . . A third major objective, from a military viewpoint, deals
with functions, or roles and missions, of the Services. . . . Our fourth objective has to
do with the Joint Staff and is based solely on the first objective which I discussed —
that of making the Joint Chiefs of Staff the directing agency for the field
commanders. . . . As a fifth objective we have certain minor changes which we think
would lead to more efficient management. . . . The first of the substantive changes is
the one which would permit the Chairman to assign work to the Joint Staff. . . . The
second objective with respect to the duties of the Chairman is that he, instead of the
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Joint Chiefs of Staff, will nominate the Director of the Joint Staff. . . . The change
which I consider non-substantive is the provision which would eliminate the
statement that the Chairman has no vote.”

General Twining concluded his remarks by echoing the President’s remarks at the American Society
of Newspaper Editors meeting.

I should like to conclude by making four points: First: It is our overriding intention
in this exercise to help the Congress make such changes as will improve our long-
term security and provide for the most effective utilization of the resources made
available for defense. Second: No sweeping realignment of the Services is
contemplated, but we do want a better mechanism for providing for decision in areas
which invite duplication, waste, or inefficiency. We also hope to strengthen the
authority of our field Commanders and to shorten the chain of combat command.
Third: A man on a white horse cannot emerge from this legislation. Civilian control
is clearly delineated; the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as a corporate body, retain their present
important powers; and numerous checks and balances will continue to exist. And
fourth, I would like to add just one final comment. I have noticed in the press — and
apparently in the public mind — a misconception as to the composition and method
of operation of the so-called “Prussian General Staff.” I personally would never
want to see our armed forces operate under such a staff concept. I would like to lay
to rest forever any thought that our present organization of our proposed
organization approaches such a concept.””

Other Defense officials testified before the committee in support of the bill including Secretary
McElroy, General Taylor, Admiral Burke, as well as U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff Thomas D.
White.”! Most witnesses were in favor of the changes proposed in the legislation and the committee
reported the bill to the full House of Representatives on May 22™, urging its enactment.”> The
Senate Committee on Armed Services held its hearings from June 17" to July 9".”” Most of the
same witnesses before the House Armed Services Committee testified before the Senate and the
legislation was approved by the committee on July 17".”* The final legislation was passed by the
whole House and Senate on July 24" and signed by President Eisenhower on August 6, 1958.”
The President achieved everything he had asked for except Congress authorized any Service
Secretary or military chief to “go directly to Congress with ‘any recommendations relating to the
Department of Defense that they might deem proper.”””™ Eisenhower deemed this provision

“legalized insubordination.””” Additionally, Congtess reserved the right “to veto the transfer of a
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major combatant function.”””® While the President wished the first change had not taken place, he
was less bothered by the second and generally regarded the legislation he signed into law a complete
success. The challenge now, as it had always been, was ensuring that full implementation was
achieved.

Choosing the Last Secretary of Defense

Secretary McElroy had originally agreed to serve two years as Secretary of Defense when he
assumed his new duties in October 1957.7” As the end of 1959 approached, the President needed
to choose a new Secretary of Defense to finish out his remaining administration. In addition to
playing a leading role in the passage of the 1958 Defense Reorganization Act, McElroy’s tenure had
been marked by significant advancements in both the missile and space programs. According to
Brigadier General Goodpaster, Eisenhower’s views were that “When it came to the missiles, he
really thought that the Army had no business in long-range missiles, and that those should be given
to the Air Force, and then to the Navy when the Polaris became a possibility, because it had special
capabilities.””™ Four months after he had assumed his position as Secretary of Defense, the United
States launched its first space satellite joining the space race with the Soviet Union.”" Additionally,
the first operational ballistic missiles, the Jupiter and Thor, were deployed overseas and had ranges
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of about fifteen hundred miles.” While development of the intercontinental ballistic missile

(ICBM), the Atlas, was almost complete, the Department of Defense also began work on its second-

generation sister, the Titan.™

Military planners intended the Titan to largely be housed in

“hardened” underground facilities improving its ability to withstand attack and operate as part of
America’s retaliatory capability.”™ As technological developments leapt ahead of production, the
Eisenhower Administration also developed an ICBM called the Minuteman which used solid fuel

propellants which allowed for more rapid firing, greater convenience, and safety in fuel storage.”

These changes, however, were not confined to just the Air Force, the Navy also developed a
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nuclear-capable missile of its own under the leadership of Secretary of the Navy Thomas S. Gates as
well as Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Burke. The development of the Navy’s Polaris missile
provided the United States with a nuclear retaliatory capability that was almost completely
undetectable. It was a capability that Eisenhower described as “extremely mobile [and] practically
invulnerable.””™ Nuclear technology also spread to the propulsion systems of ships and submarines,
freeing them of carrying combustible fuel and allowing them to operate for even greater amounts of
time without refueling. On June 17" 1955, the first nuclear-powered ship the Nawtilus was launched
and it was quickly followed by the Seawolft™" Because the costs for these ships were high, the
adoption of nuclear propulsion technology was slow.™ By 1960, the Navy had three surface ships
using nuclear power under construction: the carrier Enterprise, the cruiser Long Beach, and a frigate
called Bainbridge.”™ The Enterprise was eventually launched on September 24", 1960.”" By 1959, the
U.S. possessed approximately 12,298 nuclear weapons and by the last year of the administration, it
had 18,638 nuclear weapons or a 336% increase over its 1957 numbers.”"

While the space and missile programs continued apace, they had as much to do with
developments in the Soviet Union as they did with the funding priorities of the Eisenhower
Administration and U.S. technological advancements. The Soviet Union’s launch of the satellite
Sputnik in October 1957 had underscored a sense that the United States was behind not only in
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space development but also in missile technology.” The Soviet’s exploited the psychological

advantage that the Sputnik launch had created to make even bolder claims of ICBM development as
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well as production.

This perception that the U.S. was behind the Soviets in missile development
created the political issue of a “missile gap”, an issue that was used by Democrats to attack the
Republican Party in the 1958 congressional elections and would continue on into the 1960

Presidential race.”* The “missile gap” issue was reinforced when Secretary McElroy admitted as

much and provided political ammunition to the Democrats who accused the Eisenhower
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Administration of sacrificing defense preparedness for domestic budgetary austerity.”” While
President Eisenhower responded to these charges by proclaiming that responsibility for a “missile
gap”’ should rightfully be laid at the feet of the Truman Administration, he pledged that his
administration was speedily closing the gap.” Even though Eisenhower had once stated that “[t]he
most dangerous thing you can do in trying to evaluate military strength is to get into what I call the
numbers racket, just taking one particular item or kind of weapon and putting them on an
arithmetical equation and saying, we can whip that fellow because we have more. There comes a
time . . . when enough is certainly aplenty, and you do no good, as I see it, by increasing those
numbers except to get, say, an added factor of safety”, the political climate had shifted and he was

"7 As Eisenhower addressed

clearly involved in just the sort of debate he had frowned upon in 1955.
these issues, he continued to focus on a replacement for Secretary McElroy.

Unlike his previous selections for Secretary of Defense who had come directly from the
business world and had no military experience, Eisenhower settled on promoting Deputy Secretary
of Defense, Thomas S. Gates, Jr., who had been with the administration since 1953, as the new
leader of the Defense Department. Gates had only recently taken over the Deputy position on June
8™ after his predecessor, Donald A. Quatles, had died unexpectedly from a heart attack in May
1959.” Six months later, Gates succeeded McElroy as Secretary of Defense and took the oath of
office on December 2™, 1959.”” Gates had served with the Eisenhower Administration since its
beginning when he was asked by Secretary of the Navy Robert Anderson to serve as his Under
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Secretary “for a year or so.”*" He was subsequently promoted to Secretary of the Navy in 1957.

Gates was the only child of a University of Pennsylvania president, his mother had died giving birth,
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and upon graduating from Penn joined an investment banking firm.”" He became a partner of the

firm in 1940 and was active in community affairs until he participated in World War I as a
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mobilized reservist.”~ He served in the Pacific in 1943, in Europe during the invasion of southern
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France in 1944, and back in the Pacific for the Philippine liberation and the battles of Okinawa and
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Iwo Jima.”™™ His work garnered him two bronze stars among other decorations.”” He returned to

investment banking after World War I1 and was subsequently recruited by Secretary Anderson.*”

As Secretary of the Navy, Gates had worked closely with Chief of Naval Operations Burke but had
earned a reputation as not being beholden to his uniformed advisors.™ Unpretentious and
unassuming, he was always willing to make tough choices and once he had made a decision he stood
by it."”" To this end, upon becoming Secretary of Defense, when the Navy developed its Polaris
missiles and command and control of these and other nuclear delivery systems became an issue,
Secretary Gates had no difficulty broadening the leadership of the Strategic Air Command,
historically under the control of the Air Force, to include officers from the Navy even though the
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Air Force opposed the change.” He also created the Integrated Field Operations Center so that

each of the services could coordinate their targeting plans. This willingness to look beyond narrow
service parochialism commended Gates to Eisenhower.*”

Secretary Gates continued the work of former Secretary McElroy by focusing on developing
the nuclear capabilities of the United States, taking advantage of his new authorities under the 1958
Reorganization Act to promote further unification of the military, and asserting a stronger role in
civilian management of the Department of Defense. In a hearing before the House Armed Services
Committee on January 21%, 1960, Secretary Gates shared his views on the national secutity
challenges facing the United States.

Our primary objectives continue to be these: First and foremost, to deter the

outbreak of general war by providing and maintaining the capability to retaliate and

prevail in case of any major attack made on us. Second, to support U.S. foreign

policy and to provide and maintain the capability to apply the degree of force

necessary to prevent and contain local wars. In deterring general war, the emphasis

continues to shift from the manned weapons system to the missile. Although we will

continue to have both for the predictable future, our programs reflect the increasing
importance and reliance on the ICBM.*"
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Gates recognized that the costs of maintaining a deterrent and a retaliatory nuclear capability were
high and fully endorsed President Eisenhower’s New Look policies with its emphasis on long term
sustainability.

In April, 1953, after some three months in the Presidency, [Eisenhower| placed into
effect the long pull strategy that became known as the ‘New Look’ n the national
military posture. The D-Day concept was being abandoned as the regulator of
planning. In its place the President was installing a policy designed to provide what
he described as ‘adequate protection to be projected as far into the future as the
actions and apparent purposes of others may compel us.” It was to be a durable
policy, one the nation could live with, as he put it, ‘over a period of years.™"

Gates also fully subscribed to the central place missile technology was assuming in the strategic
arsenal of the United States.

The advent of missile systems of various kinds has, of course, begun to change the
composition of our strategic retaliatory force. Previously this force consisted entirely
of manned bombers. Although we foresee a continuing requirement for manned
bombers for as far into the future as we can now see, with the passage of time, an

increasingly greater portion of the retaliatory force will be ballistic missiles — both
land and sea based.””

Consistent with President Eisenhower’s perspective on how much warfare had been changed by
technological development following World War II, Gates commented on these changes after eight
years of service at the Pentagon.

In 1953 no ship had nuclear power. Now 43 have ecither joined the fleet or are under
construction. These include submarines, both attack and Polaris types, aircraft
carrier, cruiser and missile frigate. The Nautilus has been under the Pole, followed
by the Skate and the Triton circumnavigating the world submerged for 84 days. In
1953 Polaris was a dream; Atlas a doubter’s concept. We were impressed with
operational aircraft exceeding the speed of sound. Today we are unimpressed with
twice that speed and are moving forward with development of a bomber aircraft that
will operate at three times that speed. Sputnik startled the world and Explorer made
headline news. Today our satellite successes rarely make page one.*”

Gates also felt that the relationship between the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had significantly improved due to the Defense Department reforms President Eisenhower had

supported.
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We reorganized the Department of Defense in 1953 and in 1958. Itis now on a

solid basis and works well. Today there is a greatly improved relationship between

the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This results in clearer and

more prompt decisions and therefore contributes to a sound defense structure. We

are fully prepared and on the alert.*"*
Choosing the Chairman — General Lemnitzer

With President Eisenhower’s nomination of Thomas S. Gates as Secretary of Defense in
1959, the President assumed that the national security team he had put in to place at the Pentagon,
Chairman Twining and Gates, would endure until his presidency ended. While Gates was
performing superbly, the President would later say that Gates had been “best Secretary of Defense
of the three” he had nominated, the same could not be said of General Twining, whose health was

815 The Chairman’s health had become a cause for concern for the

deteriorating due to cancer.
President within two years of Twining becoming head of the Joint Chiefs in 1957. On May 12",
1959, the President received an update on Twining’s health following the general’s surgery.”® A
cancerous lesion the size of a half dollar had been found in the upper lobe of Twining’s left lung.”"”
The left upper lobe had been excised and even though the prognosis stated that it would “probably
[pose| no interference with [the] discharge of [his] duties as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft,”
the long-term prognosis was that “a great majority of these cases suffer a recurrence.”® At a press
conference a year later on April 217, 1960, Secretary Gates was asked about the possible retitement
of General Twining due to these health concerns.

Mr. McDaniel: Mr. Secretary, the reports or rumors are circulating again that Gen.

Twining is quite shortly going to retire as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. Would you

care to comment on that? We have had this round several times.

Secy Gates: Gen. Twining has not discussed it with me at all. I hope it isn’t true.

He is a remarkable chairman and a fine partner. I have had no discussions with him

as any time since I have been in office about his plans so I assume that he is going to
fill out his term.""”

184



As his second term as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff progressed, Twining’s cancer returned
but since 1960 was a presidential election year, Twining’s calculations of whether to finish his term
were also affected by the prospects of the Democrats winning the White House.

I got out six months early. I should have stayed till August of ’61. So I saw the

handwriting on the wall. I thought it was a good time for Twining to get out, right

there, before this new administration came in, and I got out that fall. . . . I was mixed

up with the wrong group, to — tied into [Senator] Symington’s father, or even

Symington. I’d crossed old Symington on the Hill so many times, and he might have

been running it, and it didn’t look very well. I knew that my gang was going out. Ike

was going out. And another thing, I knew [Eisenhower] wanted to get Lemnitzer in

there. He’d never tell me that. But I was very fond of Lemnitzer, and we all in the

Chiefs thought very highly of him, and I wasn’t feeling too good, and I thought,

‘Here’s my chance to get out with a clean bill of health right here,” and I talked to

him about it. He didn’t want me to go, but he said, ‘I can’t stop you.” I said, “‘Well, I

think it’s better for me to get out now, and you can break in Lem.” It worked

better.*”

Even though Eisenhower and Twining thought well of U.S. Army Chief of Chief Lyman Lemnitzer,
Secretary of Defense Gates’s views also mattered. Gates’s perspective was that instead of a policy of
rotation among the services for any senior joint position including the Chairmanship, he felt that
“we should have the best man out of any service for any one of these important positions” --
Lemnitzer seemed to fit the bill in mid-1960. %'

General Lyman Lemnitzer became Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army on July 1, 1959 following
the retirement of General Maxwell Taylor. Like Taylor, Lemnitzer was not a great supporter of
President Eisenhower’s New Look policies with its emphasis on building up strategic nuclear
capabilities while reducing the size of the U.S. Army. The Army’s overall strength was around
870,000 six months into Lemnitzer’s tenure which was a reduction of 130,000 from 1,000,000 in
June 1955.°” In a speech he delivered at the Annual Meeting of the Association of the U.S. Army in
September 1960, Lemnitzer shared his views on the policy implications of limited war: “The first is

for quick reaction to enemy aggression so as to limit the extent of his gains. The second . . . is for

means to apply that degree of force needed to defeat the enemy without inflicting undue losses on
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noncombatants or risking expansion of the war into a worldwide conflagration. Versatile, dual-
capable ground forces which can fight either nuclear or nonnuclear war are especially well-fitted to
tulfill this second requirement. This is because they can employ a variety of types of force against an
enemy appropriate to the occasion. In other words, they can exterminate the rats without destroying
the neighborhood infested by the rats.”*** Unlike Ridgway and Taylor, however, Lemnitzer did not
vociferously confront President Eisenhower’s policies but felt instead that if the president had
decided that massive retaliation was the correct policy for the nation, he felt obliged to support it,
but he always advocated the U.S. Army’s perspective even if it contradicted the President’s.

Like Ridgway before him, General Maxwell Taylor wrote a book attacking Eisenhower’s
New Look policies upon retirement. The book, The Uncertain Trumpet, was published the same year
Taylor left the Army and in it he stated that “[ulnder the New Look strategy, the United States has
sought to convince the world that we could offset these [greater Soviet] conventional ground forces
by threatening to blast them from the earth with atomic bombings if they committed aggression
against us or our friends. Now our growing inferiority in effective general-war weapons [e.g. missile
gap] nullifies whatever intrinsic worth this threat of Massive Retaliation ever had.”®*" In its place,
Taylor argued for a policy of “flexible response”:

Having recognized the limitations of our atomic deterrent forces, we should, in

consistence, redefine general war as being synonymous with a nuclear exchange

between the United States and the USSR. Limited war would then be left to cover

all other forms of military operations. The question of using atomic weapons in

limited wars would be met by accepting the fact that primary dependence must be

placed on conventional weapons while retaining readiness to use tactical atomic

weapons in the comparatively rare cases where their use would be to our national

interest.*”
Taylor’s comments were not restricted to criticisms of Eisenhower’s massive retaliation policies; he

also voiced his displeasure over how the Joint Chiefs of Staff was organized. He stated that:

The most important organizational change which I would propose would be to
separate the responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff which can be dealt with by
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committee methods from those which require one-man responsibility in order to get
acceptable results. Having made this separation, I would dissolve the JCS as it now
exists and replace it by a single Defense Chief of Staff for the one-man functions and
by a new advisory body called provisionally the Supreme Military Council. The
service Chiefs of Staff would lose their Joint Chief hats and would return to the
services to act exclusively as Chief of Staff to their respective department Secretaries.
The new Defense Chief of Staff would preside over the present Joint Staff (I say the
Joint Staff, not the Joint Chiefs), assisted by two deputy chiefs of staff of the military
services other than his own. He would wear four or five stars and be the senior
military officer of the United States Government reporting directly to the Secretary
of Defense and to the President. He would be legally and overtly a single Chief of
Staff, with public responsibility corresponding to his great authority.™

In many respects, his comments reflected a long-standing belief held by many U.S. Army officers of
his generation that only full unification of the services, consistent with General George C. Marshall’s
thinking, could adequately reduce inter-service squabbles and provide the kind of support civilian
decision-makers required. Taylor’s key criticism was that under the existing system, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff had approximated the functions of a single Chief of Staff due, in part,
because his view frequently prevailed, but a corresponding ability to hold him accountable was
lacking. Taylor stated this briefly:

[I]t is not an overstatement to say that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has

come to assume much of the power of the dreaded single Chief of Staff who had

been the bugbear of the Congress and of some elements of the public in past

discussions of defense organization. This power is not bad in itself, but it is

concealed power unaccompanied by public responsibility — which 45 bad.™’
While Taylor can rightly be criticized for advocating such a strengthening of the position of
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, due in part to his comments against such a system under Admiral
Radford, the context within which his comments were made, as well as the ideas he advocated, were
also different. Consistent with the 1958 Defense Reorganization Act, Taylor also felt that the Chiefs
of Staff of the services should be as divorced from their service responsibilities as possible and

focused on their Joint obligations. Eisenhower’s view was to reduce the service responsibilities of

the Chiefs, allowing them to focus on their Joint work, whereas Taylor sought to disestablish the
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Joint Chiefs altogether, pushing the Chiefs down from the Joint Staff and back into the services and
elevating “three four-star officers of the Army, Navy, and Air Force” to a Supreme Military
Council.*® These men would be “retired officers or officers on their last tour of active military duty
and would not be carried on the rolls of any service.”™ Taylor hoped to improve military decision-
making in general and to diminish the tension that existed for heads of the military services wherein
they sought to simultaneously represent their service while pursuing a broader, Joint military
program. Since 1960 was a presidential election year, there was great interest from Democrats in the
Congress in General Taylor’s views and in his book. In testimony before the Senate Preparedness
subcommittee on February 4™, Taylor questioned the adequacy of United States forces, in particular
the Army, and stated that “from about 1961 on the tide will run against us, unless we take heroic
measures now.”* “To change the trend,” he argued, “will require men, money and sacrifice. The
alternative is military inferiority — and there is no living long with communism as an inferior.”®" He
then called for a military defense budget of $50 billion up from $41 billion proposed by the
Risenhower Administration beginning July 1*.** When President Eisenhower was asked his opinion
of General Taylot’s comments, he simply stated that “Well, I should think he has the right to his
own opinion.”*” Though dismissed by the President at the time, Taylot’s arguments would be
revisited as the years went by. In the meantime, President Eisenhower could not help but notice the
contrast between the understated manner in which Lemnitzer went about his work as Chief of Staff,
even though he didn’t support all of the President’s policies, in contrast to Taylot’s more public
display. This was exactly the kind of characteristic the President wanted in his defense leaders.

While in the past the President may have been more concerned about Lemnitzet’s views on
massive retaliation, the state of civil-military relations had changed appreciably with the passage of
the 1958 Defense Reorganization bill. The Secretary of Defense had gained greater authority to

establish budget priorities for all the service’s and a service chief’s views were no longer as central to
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whether the Defense Department’s policies were being faithfully implemented. However,
Eisenhower’s views had also begun to change by the end of his administration. The President’s staff
secretary, Brigadier General Goodpaster, stated that the president “was almost driven to recognize
that there was more to it than just nuclear weapons, that problems were arising in the so-called
‘third-world’ that introduced the requirement for conventional military strength and a conventional
military position.”®* Additionally, Eisenhower’s Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, also felt that
“new conditions were emerging which while not invalidating the massive retaliation concept’ might
require its being supplemented.”™ According to one author “The new conditions were
developments in Soviet strategic hardware, combined with some skepticism on the part of allies
concerning U.S. determination actually to use strategic weapons in light of these Soviet weapon
developments.”™ In Lemnitzer’s case, however, even though his views differed from Eisenhower’s,
he was still very well thought of by the President. At a meeting between the President and
Chairman Twining on February 10", 1959, the President remarked upon hearing from Twining that
Lemnitzer was slated to be Chief of Staff of the Army that “that officer should be groomed for
General Twining’s position, Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff.”®’ Aware of the President’s views
about Lemnitzer and with declining health, Twining told the President that he wished to retire from
active duty, a year before his second term as Chairman was supposed to end.”

President Eisenhower held General Lemnitizer in high esteem remarking at one point that
“Lemnitzer is quite a scholar and serious thinker about military problems . . . he does a great deal of
reading in relation to these problems.”™” Lemnitzer’s esteem of President Eisenhower was also high
as seen in this exchange of birthday greetings between Lemnitzer and the President in 1960.

Ike Birthday greeting to Lemnitzer -- August 29, 1960

I hope you will accept my warm felicitations and best wishes for your personal

happiness. Ilook forward to an even close association with you than has been

possible in the past. With warm regard — and Happy Birthday!
Sincerely, D.E.*
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Response from Lemnitzer -- August 31, 1960

Dear Mr. President:

I appreciate your very kind and thoughtful note of 29 August extending felicitations
and best wishes on the occasion of my birthday. Somehow the birthdays seem to
roll around more frequently these days. You may be sure that I, too, am looking
forward to closer association with you in the months ahead. In this connection, I
have always been more thankful that I had privilege and opportunity to have been
associated with you in the early days of World War II when we were preparing for
and conducting Allied operations in North Africa, Sicily and Italy. It was a never-to-
be-forgotten experience which has been invaluable to me in subsequent years. The
procedural, organizational and operational principles which you initiated in those
turbulent days of 1942-1943 have successfully stood the test of war and time and are
a sound today as when you established them. With warm regards and best wishes,
Sincerely, L.L. Lemnitzer™'

Born in 1899, Lemnitzer grew up in northeastern Pennsylvania and graduated eighty-sixth in his
class from the U.S. Military Academy in 1920.** He eventually graduated from Command and

3 . . .
¥ He served with General Eisenhower in

General Staff School as well as the Army War College.
World War II as his Assistant Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations, “where he was responsible
for final preparations for Operation TORCH, the upcoming North African invasion.”** In October
1942, he accompanied General Mark Clark via a secret submarine journey to meet with friendly
French forces in Algeria to gain their assistance in fighting the Germans.*” In January 1943 he
became Deputy Chief of Staff to General Clark in Morocco and organized the U.S. Fifth Army.*
He eventually resumed command of a Brigade and led it through Tunisia and to the early landing
phases of the Sicily campaign.*” He subsequently became Deputy Chief of Staff and Chief of Staff
to British General Sir Harold Alexander, who was Commander in Chief, 15® Army Group, and was
promoted to major general in 1944.* In March 1945 he traveled incognito to Switzerland to begin
discussions with German military representatives about how their troops would surrender to U.S.

forces in Italy and southern Austria.*”’

He served in a number of positions once the war concluded,
including Deputy Commandant of the National War College, and during the Korean War he

commanded the 7" Infantry Division in the battles of Heartbreak Ridge and the Punch Bowl where
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. . 850
he received a Silver Star.

He was promoted to lieutenant general in August 1952, became the
Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Research, and was eventually promoted to four-star
general in 1955 when he became Commander in Chief of the United Nations and Far East
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Command and Governor of Ryukyu Islands.™ He subsequently became Vice Chief of Staff of the
U.S. Army in 1957.%*

While President Eisenhower saw merit in rotating the position of Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff among each of the services, he also felt strongly that the best person available should
be selected. In his memoirs he wrote that “I had not felt any strong obligation to adhere to any
unwritten understanding that the position of chairman be rotated among the services — Army, Navy,
Air- but I thought that such rotation, all other things being equal, was desirable. Happily, I felt that
each individual appointed during my administrations to the chairman’s position — Radford, Twining,
and Lemnitzer- was the best qualified man available in any of the services.”® Outgoing Chairman
Twining remarked at one meeting with the President that “he expected General Lemnitzer to do a
wonderful job as Chairman of the JCS.”®* The President appears not to have considered any other
candidates and had long considered Lemnitzer his preeminent nominee. Additionally, he seems not
to have conferred with Congress about the possible nominee even as the Democrats maintained a
majority in the House of Representatives of 128 seats and a 30 majority in the U.S. Senate.”™ Chief
of Naval Operations Admiral Burke, who had been appointed in 1955, had become an outspoken
critic of Eisenhower’s New Look policies by 1960 and had opposed many key elements of the
President’s 1958 Defense Reorganization effort. In a speech on January 6, 1958, he had stated that
“|t]hese are proposals all leading toward more and more concentration of power, more and more
autocracy by military policy and military decision, more and more suppression of differences of
judgment, and more and more of what is described as ‘swift efficiency of decision’ as a substitute for

debate and discussion of the military aspects of national policy.”** Secretary of Defense McElroy
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called the remarks “regrettable.”®’ General Thomas D. White had been head of the U.S. Air Force
since July 1, 1957 and while Eisenhower had once admonished him for a speech he had delivered
that the President considered intemperate due to its service parochialism, the President appears not
to have had any strong views about him either way.*” The call from the White House for Lemnitzer
came in August 1960.” Lemnitzer, who was rarely ill, was at home at Fort Myer’s Quarters One,
the traditional home of the U.S. Army Chief of Staff.* His aide, Colonel Orwin C. Talbott, called

%! En route to see the

the general and told him the President wanted to see him the next morning.
President, Lemnitzer wondered aloud “about why he was summoned and looked anxious as he
entered the executive mansion.”*” Lemnitzer mentioned nothing of the meeting when he rejoined
his aide although he did appear “bouncy” and “smiling.”*” The White House announced
Lemnitzer’s selection as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on August 15" 1960 and
contemporary news accounts describe him as “a soft-spoken man with a faintly bookish manner”
and Lemnitzer himself said he was a “diplomatic soldier.”*** All these attributes were useful when
trying to reach consensus on the Joint Chiefs.

When President Eisenhower offered Lemnitzer the position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, he asked him “where he was living?”865 The general responded, “At Quarters One.” The
President told him “He needed to get new housing for when he became Chairman.” General
Lemnitzer protested by saying that “Quarters One had been used by General Bradley when he had
served as Chairman” and the President responded by saying “I don’t give a damn where Bradley
lived” and commenced to give Lemnitzer a secret order he was instructed to share with no one
including the Secretary of Defense or any of Lemnitzer’s staff. The order told Lemnitzer to find
separate housing for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at Fort Myer. Unable to get
assistance in finding a suitable location, General Lemnitzer walked the grounds of the military fort,

looking for a location appropriate for the Chairman’s house. One day, as he walked down a path in
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the woods on the base, Lemnitzer noticed a view of the nation’s capitol and monuments he had not
seen before. As he looked around he noticed a duplex nearby that upon further investigation was
found to house two, one-star generals and would be suitable for the Chairman. General Lemnitzer
met with the President on October 12", 1960 to discuss what he had found. The following is an
account of that meeting.

Regarding the question of quarters for the Chairman of the JCS, General Lemnitzer

said that, after study, he thinks that quarters No. 6 at Fort Myer would be the best.

The President agreed that it should be quite suitable. General Lemnitzer said that

the Senate Armed Services Committee has cleared the remodeling of the set for

General White, and he thought the necessary agreement for quarters No. 6 could be

obtained without any difficulty. He said he would take the designers over to quarters

No. 1 to see the type of accommodations that should be provided. The President

said the matter should be handled by the Army submitting a recommendation which

would be approved by the JCS, the Secretary of Defense and the President. This

would give as much stability as possible.”

The President asked for the plans for the building to be brought over and together with General
Lemnitzer they discussed various design features such as adding a side room. While it would appear
to be highly unusual for a President to spend his time on such a small issue, the selection of the
Chairman’s house was an important part of institutionalizing the position of the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff among the Joint Chiefs as well as within the Department of Defense.

After having announced the nomination of General Lyman Lemnitzer for the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, a number of telegrams arrived congratulating Lemnitzer on his
appointment. Former U.S. Army Chief of Staff Maxwell Taylor stated “Hearty congratulations in
new appointment; nation is more secure.””’ The first Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General Bradley sent a much longer message.

Dear Lem:

My feelings are much the same as when you were nominated to be our Chief of Staff

last spring. The best possible selection has been made for the difficult job of

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. It is good to know that our military affairs will be

under your exceedingly capable direction, especially since the issues are so critical
and the times so uneasy. The best of luck to you in all that lies ahead. Mary joins
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me in this message of congratulations, as well as in all best wishes both to you and
g g > y

Mrs. Lemnitzer.

Sincerely, Brad™

Lemnitzer responded with a heartfelt response a few days later.

Dear Brad:

It was most thoughtful of you to write on the occasion of my appointment as
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Having been the first Chairman, you have a
very special knowledge of the responsibilities of that position. Therefore, your
generous expression of confidence in me is especially appreciated. I want you to
know that I am deeply grateful for your very kind and generous words at this time. I
am proud indeed to follow in your distinguished footsteps and I only hope that I can
meet the high standard you established when you were Chairman. Kay joins me in
sending warm regards to Mary and yourself.

Sincerely, L.L. Lemnitzer.*®

Lemnitzer’s nomination was forwarded to the U.S. Senate on the same day it was announced and
the Senate Armed Services Committee held its hearing on the nomination five days later. The
Senators asked Lemnitzer about his views on the 1958 Defense Reorganization Act, whether he
would be an Army partisan versus a Chairman of all the services, and his views on the President’s
New Look policies. When asked by Senator Prescott Bush (R-CT) his views on the Defense
Reorganization Act General Lemnitzer responded in a comprehensive fashion.

So the advantages, I think, are these: It very clearly defines the channels of
command from the Commander in Chief through the Secretary of Defense to the
Joint Chiefs to the unified commanders. These channels are now very clear cut and
definite, and thereby make the responsiveness of our military organization much
more effective than it had been before. The act did put the Joint Chiefs of Staff into
operational business, whereas they had previously been devoting their time and
effort primarily to planning activities. This, in my opinion, was a major change. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff are now in operations, whereas previously they were not. The
act actually changed the previous pattern of operations, in which the military
departments were the executive agents for the various unified commands. . . . The
Reorganization Act eliminated the role of the military departments as executive
agents and put the operations squarely in the Joint Chiefs of Staff organization. It
was a major change. I think the other system worked. Both systems can work. This
one, in my opinion, is working well.*””

194



Lemnitzer went on to comment on his view of the responsibilities of a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff as well as expounding upon his comments on limited war at the Annual Meeting of the
Association of the U.S. Army in September 1960.

[A]s Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I would not advocate any one service
position over any other service position. I would like to make that very clear. Now,
with regard to the term massive retaliation . . . I regard the development of the
retaliatory force one of our prime requirements. I always have, and, indeed, the
Army always has. Itis a part of our national strategy and I think a very essential part,
ever since the Soviet Union developed nuclear weapons. But it is not the only facet
or requirement of our military strategy, nor should it be. I happen to believe that we
should be prepared to meet successfully any, I repeat the word “any” type of
aggression on the part of the Soviet Union in a military sense, whether it is in the
form of a general war of global or nuclear nature, a limited war or smaller
emergency, indeed, in the cold war. I feel strongly that we need a balanced capability
that can react promptly and effectively to any aggressive move on the part of the
enemy. . .. I do believe also that nuclear weapons are not the panacea — the cure
all—of all military problems; that there are situations which can develop in which
nuclear weapons might or might not have to be used; and the responsibility and the

authority for the use of these weapons is quite clear. . . . I have advocated a greater
emphasis on the ability to wage limited war. I believe that emphasis is now taking
place.”

The Armed Services Committee unanimously recommended the confirmation of General Lemnitzer
for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on August 27" and the full Senate confirmed his
nomination. General Lemnitzer was sworn-in as Chairman on September 30™, 1960 at 2:30pm in
Secretary Gates’s office 3E-880 and former Chairmen General Omar Bradley, Admiral Arthur

Radford, and General Nathan Twining were present as well.

Conclusion

President Eisenhower’s management of the U.S. Department of Defense as well as the Joint
Chiefs of Staff reflected his long-standing views on how warfare had changed over the course of his
professional life as well as on the struggles over unification in the late 1940s. Eisenhower chose
men as Secretaries of Defense and Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs who shared his priorities of

promoting greater civilian control of the Defense Department, improving the strategic planning and
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unification of the Joint Chiefs, as well as modernizing the country’s arsenal to confront the enduring
challenge of the Soviet Union. Additionally, while they shared the President’s goals they also sought
to maintain “security and solvency” by supporting as modest a defense budget as possible.*”
Eisenhower’s selection of Admiral Arthur W. Radford, General Nathan F. Twining, and General
Lyman L. Lemnitzer as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff reflected three of his long-standing
views on choosing senior military leaders: (1) “First, that this man recognizes the value of team work
and that he helps to achieve it by fighting like a bulldog for his views inside the family; once the
decision is reached, he takes the decision like he would a decision in an ordinary battle,” (2) “In the
kind of organization we have now, any man who is appointed to the Chief of Staff or Chief of Naval
Operations has his principal duty to the Joint work he does with his associates; his work as the
acting head of his own service is more to be delegated than is the work he had to do on the Joint job
because there you want the man’s intelligence and his wisdom and his advice and counsel, and those
you cannot delegate. . . . His first loyalty is to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,” and that (3) he should find
“the best qualified man available in any of the services.””” These various ideas can best be
summarized in a short phrase the President used when discussing with General Twining the state of
the Defense Department and the Joint Chiefs: “security and solvency demand unity.”*™
Eisenhower’s choices for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff largely reflected these views and
while he was never able to achieve true unity among the military services, his reforms, personnel
decisions, and leadership as closely approximated unity as was possible for its time. These many
reforms greatly strengthened the ability of senior defense leaders to be well-served by the civilian
and military officials of U.S. Department of Defense. With the election of a new president in 1960,

these men and the national security structures Eisenhower had built would be tested in new and

largely unforeseen ways.
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Chapter Five

Strategy, Institutions, & Uncertainty — Preliminary Findings

Archival and oral history research, secondary literature reviews, as well as interviews with key
participants in the selection of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff proved fruitful in
assembling the data required to test the hypotheses of this project. Research materials were gathered
from nine presidential libraries, eight oral history programs, and nineteen interviews, many of which
were with former Secretaries of Defense and former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (see
Appendix A for a more detailed list.) A universe of 199 generals and admirals was identified which
included all four star general officers who were on active duty and would normally have been
considered for Chairman due to their official position. I have also included eight generals and
admirals in the selection pool because research indicated that they had been on a short-list for
Chairman but didn’t necessarily have a traditional position of authority from which one is normally
chosen.®” Short-lists were determined for sixteen of the seventeen nominations encompassing all of
the selection events from the first one in 1949 to the final selection of the Bush Administration in
2007. The short-lists went from two to eight candidates for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and, when
summed together, add up to forty-seven candidates (see Appendix B for a complete list). All of the
chairmen served two, two-year terms except for six, all of whom either served between two to three
years of, in the case of General Earle G. Wheeler, six years. It was determined that approximately
nine of the outgoing Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs recommended a successor. Of the seventeen
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff studied, six (35%) were nominated during a time of war and

eleven (65%) were nominated during a time of peace.*™

Of those nominated during wartime, 50%,
ot three, were confirmed under unified party control and 50%, or three, were confirmed under

divided party control. Of those nominated during times of peace, six, or 55%, were confirmed
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under unified party control and five, or 45%, were confirmed under divided party control. Table 1

provides a more detailed listing of these variables.

Table 1

State of War & Political Status of the U.S. Congress during Nomination

President Chairman Year War  Unified/Divided Size of Senate
Opposition
Truman Bradley 1949 No  Unified 42
Eisenhower  Radford 1953 Yes Unified 46
Twining 1957 No Divided 49
Lemnitzer 1960 No Divided 64
Kennedy Taylor 1962 No  Unified 36
Johnson Wheeler 1964 No Unified 33
Nixon Moorer 1970 Yes Divided 58
Brown 1974 Yes Divided 56
President Chairman Year War  Unified/Divided Size of Senate
Opposition
Carter Jones 1978 No  Unified 38
Reagan Vessey 1982 No Unified 46
Crowe 1985 No Unified 47
Bush Powell 1989 No Divided 55
Clinton Shalikashvili 1993 No Unified 43
Shelton 1997 No Divided 55
Bush Myers 2001 No  Divided 50
Pace 2005 Yes Unified 44
Mullen 2007 Yes Divided 49
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Role of the U.S. Congress
Evidence was uncovered that the U.S. Congress does play a role in an administration’s
process of selecting a nominee for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. While several examples
exist of administrations evaluating the confirmation environment for potential nominees, and an
informal process of consulting with select members exists, if only as a courtesy, I have documented
at least seven instances of where members of Congtress expressed their views about particular
candidates or groups of candidates for Chairman. I found no documented examples of interest
groups either expressing their views about a prospective Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or of
an administration soliciting or even considering an interest group’s perspective. While interest group
importance appears to be zero, thirty-five percent of the Chairman selections had a documented
instance of attempted congressional influence indicating that while it occurs, it is not common.
Congressional sentiment was expressed through letters to the president, publically uttered
comments, and private expressions to the Executive Branch. One example of a letter is that which
Democratic U.S. Senator Patrick ]. Leahy sent to President Jimmy Carter on October 3, 1977."" He
stated the following:
Dear Mr. President:
A week ago, I traveled to Vermont with General David Jones. During a
press conference, General Jones spoke of his, and the other Chief of Staff’s, support
of the Panama Canal Treaty.
I have long been extraordinarily impressed with General Jones’ abilities and
competence. I wanted you to know, personally, of the extremely able spokesman he
makes for this very controversial Treaty. I do hope that he will be available to speak
in a number of areas through-out the country. [In the senator’s handwriting at the
bottom] He makes an excellent representative for you.
Respectfully,

Patrick J. Leahy
United States Senator®”®
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Other public expressions of views capture private statements that have already been communicated
to the Executive Branch. Democratic U.S. Senator Carl Levin’s statement on June 8, 2007 is one
such example of this type of statement.

WASHINGTON - Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich., today made the following statement
regarding Secretary Gates” announcement that Admiral Michael G. Mullen would be
nominated to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

“In response to a request from Secretary Gates, I solicited the views of a broad range
of senators. I found that the views of many senators reflected my own, namely that
a confirmation hearing on General Pace’s reappointment would have been a

backward-looking debate about the last four years. I think going in that Admiral
Mullen is well-qualified.”*”

As seen in the Eisenhower Administration’s case study of the selection of Admiral Radford for
Chairman in 1953, Republican U.S. Senator Robert A. Taft’s views were central to the
administration’s thinking.
By April of 1953 Taft was saying, rather softly but insistently, that President
Eisenhower should not await in the ordinary way the expiration of the terms of
General Bradley and his colleagues on the Joint Chiefs of Staff but should set up at
once a new ‘stand-by’ Joint Chiefs organization to undertake, even before its formal
succession to power, a review of all military policy. His argument here was that
General Bradley and his associates were clearly committed to, and had an intellectual
vested interest in the existing policy and that it needed new heads to look in new
directions. The President accepted Taft’s philosophy in what probably was the first
instance in this country’s history where a member of the United States Senate had so
casually overturned a whole chain of command. By May the Bradley group was
being replaced. Taft was overjoyed.*
In addition to a new Joint Chiefs of Staff, Taft also wanted a Chairman who had more
experience with Asia in light of the current Korean conflict and the loss of China to
Communism.”™ He also felt that the Truman Administration had given too much emphasis
to Europe in its policies and that its neglect of Asia had led to increased Communist
influence in the region.” Additionally, Taft was committed to reducing the federal budget

“by $8 billion” and was determined to support a Chairman and a Joint Chiefs of Staff who

shared his fiscal views.* This private influence with public effects is also similar to
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Republican U.S. Senator John Tower’s recommendation to the Reagan Administration that it
consider a U.S. Marine for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1982.** The key staff
member for the administration’s vetting process in 1982, Thomas C. Reed, expanded his list
of prospective Chairman nominees due to this expression of interest from Senator Tower.*”
Congressional sentiment on prospective nominees for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
come in several forms and are not limited to simply letters to the president as they appear to
be for U.S. Supreme Court nominations. Members of Congress do not tend to benefit
electorally from frequent expressions of their views on general officer promotions as they do
for Supreme Court and other judicial nominations which deal primarily with domestic issues.

All of the members were U.S. Senators and three were either the Senate Majority Leader or a
Chairman of the Armed Services Committee. Five of the seven recommendations took place in the
first two years of a new administration and each of these administrations had been of a different
party than its predecessor. The final two recommendations were in the final two years of an
administration. Additionally, five of the seven recommendations suggested a broad category of
generals or admirals for Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff such as “Air Force Officers” or “U.S.
Marine Corps Officers” versus two that recommended specific individuals. This suggests that
perhaps Members of Congress recognize the Executive Branch’s discretion at selecting a nominee of
their choice and that they eschew offering a specific name of a general officer. Four (57%) were
made during unified party control and three (43%) during a time of peace. Four (57%) were made
during a time of war and three (43%) were made during a time of peace. Six (86%) of the
recommendations were from members of the nominating president’s party and only one (14%) was
from a member of the opposite political party of the president. Three (43%) were made during a
time of peace and unified party control of the Presidency and the U.S. Senate, two (29%) were made

during war under divided party conditions, and one (14%) was during a time of war when there was
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unified party control. There no were documented cases of congressional influence on the selection
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff under peace-time conditions and divided party control.
Tables 2 and 3 provide more detailed listings of these variables. These results suggest that
congtressional endorsements tend to come from U.S. Senators of the same party as the president and
serve as either a red flag against certain general officers or an informational role, bringing certain
candidates to the attention of a new administration. Additionally, all of the early recommendations
(within the first two years of a new administration) took place when the Presidency switched
political parties. This suggests that the U.S. Congress plays a role in shaping an administration’s
initial impressions of the general officers it inherits from a previous and politically different
administration. Additionally, the recommendations also took place under unified and divided party
conditions at fairly similar rates suggesting that perhaps these factors are not as important as

originally considered.

Table 2
Summary Characteristics of Congressional Endorsements

Name State Year Senate Leader SASC SASC Chair  Party Agreement
With President
Robert A. Taft OH 1953 Yes Yes No No Yes
Barry M. Goldwater AZ 1969 Yes No Yes  No Yes
1974 Yes No Yes  No Yes
Patrick J. Leahy VT 1978 Yes No No No Yes
Jesse A. Helms NC 1982 Yes No No No Yes
John G. Tower TX 1982 Yes No  Yes  Yes Yes
Carl M. Levin MI 2007 Yes No Yes  Yes No
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Table 3
Summary Characteristics of Congressional Endorsements (cont.)

Name State  Year Unified/Divided War  Recommendation
Robert A. Taft OH 1953 Unified Yes  Broad
Barry M. Goldwater AZ 1969 Divided Yes  Broad
1974  Divided Yes  Broad
Patrick J. Leahy VT 1978 Unified No  Specific
Jesse A. Helms NC 1982 Unified No  Broad
John G. Tower TX 1982  Unified No  Broad
Carl M. Levin MI 2007  Divided Yes  Specific

The Structure of the Selection Process

The structure of the selection process for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has remained
largely stable since the position was created in 1949. While each administration had its own unique
approach, it has consistently involved both the White House and the U.S. Secretary of Defense.
This largely has to do with the fact that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the principal
military advisor to both the President and the Secretary of Defense and, realistically speaking, because
the Chairman works on a daily basis with the Secretary of Defense, he is typically consulted. While
the vetting and selection process has remained largely unchanged, the comprehensiveness of the
vetting has fluctuated and, while it is indicative of an administration’s general management
philosophy, it often has more to do with how well acquainted a president and his Secretary of
Defense are with the generals and admirals they are working alongside. If a president or Secretary of
Defense has had prior opportunities to become acquainted with the generals and admirals they are
working with, then an informal vetting has already taken place as both men have already witnessed

the capabilities and views of the general officers by working alongside them. It is frequently the case
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that when a president and his Secretary of Defense have not had an opportunity to systematically
know the general officers they will work with, evidence of a more extensive vetting process exists. A
president, for example, may have prior professional experiences that have prepared him to know the
general officers he is working with, such as President Eisenhowert’s prior career in the U.S. Army, or
served as Vice President for a time allowing them to become better acquainted with the military’s
senior officer ranks such as President Truman, Johnson, Nixon, and Bush. Similar factors affect
Secretaries of Defense such as if they served a prior stint at the U.S. Department of Defense. One
example of this is President Carter’s Secretary of Defense Harold Brown who had served a Secretary
of the Air Force during the Johnson Administration. Table 4 provides a more detailed overview of
past selection processes.

The selection methods were adapted from Nemacheck’s work on U.S. Supreme Court

886 Nemacheck determined that

selections as measures of the institutionalization of the presidency.
institutionalization does affect how administration’s select nominees for the U.S. Supreme Court by
determining that they tend to centralize the vetting and final selection process within the White
House. As Table 4 indicates, most selections for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
involved both the White House and the U.S. Department of Defense. Unlike during Supreme Court
nominations where a separate White House Office of Counsel could as easily vet a candidate for the
court as the U.S. Department of Justice, no such comparable military office, that is politically
reliable, exists at the White House. Additionally, the Secretary of Defense has the strongest position
from which to know prospective generals and admirals the best and as the president’s representative
to the U.S. Department of Defense, he is the most suited to provide this perspective to the
president. Additionally, as previously stated, the Chairman is an adviser to bo#h the President and the

Secretary of Defense. In many respects, the nominee has to be agreeable to both men before he is

selected.
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Several examples of these types of cases exist in the archives and gleaned from interviews
with key participants. One example is the appointment of Thomas C. Reed by the Reagan
Administration in 1982 as a special consultant to the National Security Advisor to vet the general
officers the administration had inherited from the Carter Administration. Reed performed his duties
with the active support of Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and shared the results of his
work with him and White House staff.*” In 2001, for example, President George W. Bush
interviewed five candidates for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff all of whom had been vetted by
Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld.™ Conversely, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
presented President Jimmy Carter with two names to choose from for Chairman in 1978, both of
which were selected by Brown himself with no substantive input from White House staff.”™ The
1974 selection of U.S. Air Force Chief of Statf George S. Brown, for example, had a similar low
level involvement by the White House which was then involved in resisting impeachment over the
cover up of the Watergate burglaries.”” The selection process for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff is far more stable involving both the White House and the U.S. Department of Defense than

under, for example, processes selecting nominees for the U.S. Supreme Court.

Table 4

Method of Selection for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs & Familiarity of President & Secretary
of Defense with General Officers

Administration Chairman Year Method President SecDef Vetting
Truman Bradley 1949 2 Yes No No
Eisenhower  Radford 1953 2 Yes No Yes

Twining 1957 2 Yes No No

Lemnitzer 1960 2 Yes Yes No
Kennedy Taylor 1962 2 No No Yes
Johnson Wheeler 1964 2 Yes Yes No
Nixon Moorer 1970 2 Yes No Yes
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Brown 1974 3 Yes No No

Carter Jones 1978 3 No Yes Yes
Reagan Vessey 1982 2 No No Yes
Crowe 1985 2 Yes Yes No
Bush Powell 1989 2 Yes No No
Clinton Shalikashvili 1993 2 No No Yes
Shelton 1997 2 Yes No Yes
Bush Myers 2001 2 No No Yes
Pace 2005 2 Yes Yes Yes
Mullen 2007 2 Yes Yes Yes

Selection Methods: 1. Centralized White House Decision making; 2. White House and
Department of Defense Involvement; 3. Department of Defense Involvement Only

Candidate Characteristics

A preliminary and comparative analysis (see Table 5) of the characteristics of those general
officers that were either a Chairman, on an administration’s short-list, or in the general selection
pool is encouraging with respect to support for the proposed hypotheses. In general, officers
nominated for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff tend to agree with the nominating
administration’s foreign and defense priorities (see Table 6) and enjoy greater congressional support
than their colleagues. They tend to be located in Washington, D.C. when they are chosen and enjoy
the support of the outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and have served as a military aide
to senior civilian officials or key military leaders at some point in their career. Additionally, they
tend to have dissented against the prior administration’s views if it was a different political party.
These results suggest that political acceptability, as measured by the personal views and experiences
of the general officers, and congressional support, are key and that these officers tend to be of
higher quality due to their endorsement from the outgoing Chairman and their prior service as a

military aide. Additionally, because many of these general officers are located in Washington, D.C.
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and have received congressional support, this suggests that an informational component exists in the
nomination process in that people who are in the capital tend to be better known by senior political
leaders.

Many of the results for the short-list are similar to the Chairman list but deficient in a few
key indicators. In general, officers on the short-list support an administration’s defense and foreign
policy views less than Chairmen, tend to be located in Washington, D.C. at a greater rate than
Chairman nominees, and also tend to have served as a military aide, although to a lesser degree than
Chairmen. They also receive fewer endorsements from outgoing Chairmen. Unlike Chairmen,
however, their respective military services tend to have not served as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff far longer than Chairmen suggesting that the concept of rotating the Chairman position
among the services may not be as strong as some have suggested although it is important for being
included on the short-list. The results of a comparative analysis of the general officers in the
selection pool that did not get selected for the short-list or nominated for Chairman is largely
consistent with many of the results previously reported. They tend to agree the least with an
administration’s foreign and defense policy views, have fewer congressional endorsements, and tend
to be stationed outside of Washington, D.C. Additionally, they are less likely to have served as a
military aide and to receive the endorsement of an outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The mean and median values of the variables utilized in this dissertation and defined in
Chapter 1 are presented below in Table 5. Statistical significance was determined by whether the
differences in values between the categories of “Selection Pool”, “Short-List”, and “Chairmen” were
statistically different enough to suggest a higher level of importance. From this perspective, none of
the “Selection Pool” variables would be significant because they represent the universe of potential

short-list and Chairman selections. As one moves from right to left on the table, significance
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indicates those qualities, experiences, and support that differentiate prospective Chairman of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff from the “Selection Pool” and then from the “Short-Lists.”

Table 5
Comparison of Selection Variables

Variables Chairmen Short-List Selection Pool
Political 2.7 1%k 1.63* 1.19
Agreement

Congressional 5 (29.4%0)** 3 (10%) 10 (8.9%)
Endorsement

Chairman 6 (35.3%)*** 3 (10%) 0 (0%)
Endorsed

Merit 116.18/110.00 99.83/70.00 92.78/75.00
Appointed by 10 (58.8%) 13 (43.3%) 88 (58.0%)
Administration

In Washington, D.C. 11 (64.7%)* 20 (66.7%)** 52 (37.3%)

Years Since
Last Service

Months in
Position

Military Aide
Valor

Dissented

8.71/4.00

27.41/21.00

8 (47.1%)%
25.53/25.00

3 (17.6%)%+*

14.43/9.50%*

23.57/24.00

10 (33.3%%)*
28.70/15.00

0 (0%)

7.64/4.00

25.77/24.00

20 (16.6%)
37.54/30.50

0 (1.8%)

Chairmen = 17; Short-list = 30; Selection Pool = 152. Total equals 199.
Presentation: Mean/Median

ok p< 001
** p<.01
* p<.05
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Table 6
Defense Policy Priorities for Nominating Administration

President Chairman Year Regional Functional Management
Truman Bradley 1949  Europe Ground Unification
Eisenhower  Radford 1953  Asia Massive Retaliation ~ Unification
Twining 1957  Europe Massive Retaliation ~ Unification
Lemnitzer 1960  Europe Massive Retaliation ~ Unification
Kennedy Taylor 1962  Asia Flexible Response Holistic Perspective
Johnson Wheeler 1964 Asia Flexible Response Holistic Perspective
Nixon Moorer 1970 Vietnam Ground Holistic Perspective
Brown 1974 Europe Arms Control Holistic Perspective
Carter Jones 1978  Soviet Union Arms Control Unification
Reagan Vessey 1982 Asia Ground Jointness
Crowe 1985 Soviet Union Arms Control Jointness
Bush Powell 1989  Europe Arms Control Jointness
Clinton Shalikashvili 1993  Europe Arms Control Holistic View
Shelton 1997  Europe Non-state Threats Holistic View
Bush Myers 2001  Asia Space/Transformation Jointness
Pace 2005 Middle East  Counter-insurgency  Jointness
Mullen 2007 Iraq Counter-insurgency  Jointness
Summary

Preliminary findings suggest that the process of vetting and selecting a nominee for

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has remained fairly consistent since the first Chairman was

selected in 1949. Both the President and the Secretary of Defense are involved in the process,

although this can fluctuate depending upon the priority the president places on his own

involvement, and the U.S. Congress does play a role. The influence of Congress tends to be limited

to the first two years of a new administration that has taken over the Federal Government following
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a different political party. It appears to play a role of flagging potential nominees that are politically
difficult to pass as well as bringing other nominees to the attention of key Executive Branch
officials. President’s tend to nominate candidates for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who
agree with their policies, are endorsed by the outgoing Chairman, have congressional support, are
based in Washington, D.C., have served as a military aide, and dissented against a prior
administration’s policies if they were of a different political party. Administrations do take into
account the amount of time it has been since a military service had the Chairman position when
assembling a short-list but it appears not to be a deciding factor for Chairman. Additionally, while
Chairmen have higher merit scores than other candidates on the short-list, and those on the short-
list have higher scores than the general selection pool, it is not a statistically significant factor, where
political agreement is significant. Finally, the status of the U.S. Congress with respect to whether it
is unified or divided does not appear to play a crucial role of when members of Congress decide to
influence the selection process for Chairman and, apparently, neither does the status of peace or

war.
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Chapter Six
Uncertainty, Professionalism, and Executive Branch Decision Making
Why a President selects one general or admiral over another for Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff is a question of significant political and military importance. Besides the President’s
nomination of his Secretaries of Defense and State, no other Senate confirmed position within the
U.S. Government has a greater impact on shaping and implementing the national security strategy of
the United States. Unlike most of the appointments a president makes to his administration, the
president’s choice of who he would like to nominate for Chairman is not open-ended, it is generally
limited to members of the active-duty military. Additionally, a professional norm of non-
partisanship permeates the U.S. military so presidents are not likely to find candidates for Chairman
who are expressly partisan and if they are, they are not as highly regarded by their military peers who
view such a political orientation as inconsistent with a professional military ethic. Based on
preliminary findings, this norm of non-partisanship appears to affect the whole process of vetting,
selecting, and nominating a general officer for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the role the
U.S. Congress plays in the confirmation process. Advice from members of the U.S. Congress to the
President on who he should nominate as Chairman, whether positive or negative, tends to be of a
broad nature, such as recommending a particular military service, and, even more rarely, is often
presented as a question of policy emphasis such as whether to focus on a particular region or threat
versus naming certain general officers. Additionally, because the position of Chairman is within the
Executive Branch, is term-limited, and deals principally with foreign and defense policy matters, the
U.S. Congress tends to greatly defer to the President on whom he should choose. These results are
consistent with Aaron Wildavsky’s “The Two Presidencies,” wherein presidents, by and large, are
given a great deal of discretion and even deferred to by Congress in the area of foreign and defense

policy.*”” In keeping with this perspective, this researcher only documented seven cases over a fifty-
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eight year period where Congress expressed a view about selecting a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. This stands in contrast to Christine Nemacheck’s findings over a sixty-one year period where
she documented 513 incidents of Members of Congress expressing a view about a possible nominee
for the U.S. Supreme Court.*”” Expressions of congressional interest in whom an administration
should choose as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are rare and uncommon.

The individual characteristics, professional experiences, and personal views of the general
officers from which the President chooses his nominee for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are
incredibly important to him and his administration. Because the JCS Chairman is the principal
military advisor to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense, the
most important set of characteristics that an administration tries to identify are an “officer’s
knowledge of, and experience in, national security policymaking.”*” Administrations tend to select
those officers with the “highest professional standing” who can give the “most competent,
dedicated, and disinterested counsel on military matters available to the President.”* Following the
determination of competency, executive branch officials are frequently concerned with whether the
background of the individual and his “personality” will further that administration’s national security

agenda.g()5

This manifests itself in a selection process that seeks to identify “people loyal and
devoted to [the President’s] programs” and finding officers who share the President’s “views and
therefore would act to implement them properly.”*” While a president would ideally like a
Chairman nominee who strongly supports his administration’s foreign and defense policy positions,
presidents are also interested in having a military advisor who can give him unvarnished professional
military advice that may be in contrast to his views. Even though presidents would preferably like
someone with both attributes, this is not always the case. During times of war, for example, aptitude

and qualifications may be more highly valued under divided party conditions, for example, but

political acceptability more under a unified party situation. One reason for this is that under divided
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party conditions, nominees from the executive branch are scrutinized more strongly and expressly
political generals or admirals (those who most enthusiastically endorse the president’s policies)
would not find as welcome a reception on Capitol Hill. A president would naturally feel the partisan
constraints on his possible nominees in that the nation had at least registered some discontent with
his war policies by putting the opposition political party in charge of the U.S. Senate. During times
of peace, these results would likely be the same but with lower values for the variables. Whether the
country is at war and whether the president’s party is in control of the Senate are two key factors
that would seem to impact who a president nominates. Both factors are likely to affect whether a
president will value expertise or political acceptability more in choosing a Chairman nominee.
Empirical Analysis

The hypotheses in the following section were tested utilizing a discrete-choice model to
estimate the effects of the independent variables previously mentioned on the president’s selection
decisions.”” This is the appropriate estimator when a decision maker (e.g. the President) chooses
from a pool of two or more alternatives (the list of potential nominees) possessing a unique set of
attributes.””® The discrete-choice model calculates the likelihood that an alternative will be selected,
conditioned upon the probability of selecting every other person within that chosen set.”” For the
“Nominee Selection Model”, the dependent variable was dichotomous indicating whether the
candidate was nominated for JCS Chairman or not or to the Short-List or not. The statistical
technique of logit was used in a discrete choice model. For the “Congtessional Endorsement
Model”, the dependent variable was dichotomous indicating whether the candidate endorsed by the
member of Congress and/or interest group was seriously considered by an administration.”” The

statistical technique of logit was used in this study.
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Hypotheses
Political Agreement:
» Under unified party control, presidents will nominate someone for JCS Chairman whose
views and experiences most closely position that individual to support the administration’s
policies.

Merit:

» Under divided party control, presidents will nominate someone for JCS Chairman whose
professional experience makes them the most qualified among their peer group.

Information:

» Presidents are more likely to nominate an individual for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff about whom the president and his staff have more information than other members of
the selection pool.

Scandal:

» Presidents are less likely to nominate an individual for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who has been involved in a scandal or was in a position of responsibility when a scandal
took place during that prospective nominee’s term of service.

Executive Branch Confirmation Strategy:
» Presidents are more likely to nominate an individual for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff who has received the most recommendations from members of Congress and interest
groups than other members of the selection pool.
Results
The “Short-List” Model

The results of the logit analysis for the “Short-List” model are listed in Table 7. The model
provides evidence that when assembling an initial short-list of potential nominees for Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, presidents are influenced by the views of members of Congress when they

are expressed. The variable is in the expected direction and is positive. Presidents also value the

degree to which a potential candidate for the short-list agrees with his regional, functional, and
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management philosophy with respect to his defense and foreign policy priorities. This “political
agreement” variable is positive and in the expected direction indicating that presidents do choose
potential Chairman candidates who agree with their policy priorities. The model also indicates that
presidents are more likely to place a general officer on a short-list for Chairman if his duty location
places him in Washington, D.C. This informational or visibility variable is positive and in the
expected direction indicating that presidents usually select a person for the short-list with whom they
are more familiar from having encountered him in the policy-making environment of Washington,
D.C. Lastly, the model indicates that the greater the length of time a general officer has served in his
position when compared to his peers the less likely he will be placed on an administration’s short-list
for Chairman. This variable is negative and not in the expected direction. Because this variable is a
measure of how many months a general officer has served in a position it appears that length of time
may indicate an administration’s unwillingness to elevate an officer to the short-list because (1) they
are a holdover from a prior and politically different administration, (2) they are indispensible in their
position and cannot be elevated, (3) they are not considered a high enough quality candidate for
promotion, or (4) an administration nominated the official and then fairly soon after considered him
for a higher position. These results would seem to suggest that a general officer who has served a
brief term in his position is more likely to be included on an administration’s short-list. These
results further suggest that the concept of general officer succession management or planning
general officer career moves to promote an experienced force is not accurate.

The model’s results also indicate that who the outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommends as his successor is not statistically significant in an administration’s assembling of
its short-list for Chairman. Additionally, the idea of rotating the Chairman position among the

services, at least insofar as putting together a short-list, is not a consideration and that merit and
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having served as a military aide are not important considerations as well. The “Scandal” variable was

also statistically insignificant.

Table 7

Short-List Selection Results
Variables Coefficient Standard Error

Informational Strategy Variables

1. In Washington, D.C. 1.53%* 0.52
2. Endorsed by Outgoing Chairman 17.83 2582.94
Quality

1. Merit 0.003 0.007
2. Military Aide 0.98 0.64
Political

1. Appointed by Administration -0.83 1.07
2. Political Agreement 0.91+* 0.24
Scandal -0.65 1.35
Management

1. Number of Months in Position -0.042* 0.02
Rotation

1. Years since service was Chairman 0.02 0.02

Congressional Recommendation

1. Number of Recommendations 1.82% 0.89
Number of Cases 189

Log-Likelihood (10 d.f.) -43.12

Chi-Squared (10 d.f.) 68.65

Pseudo-R? 0.4432

#¥p<.001 (one-tail test)
p<.01 (one-tail test)

*p<.05 (one tail test)

The Final Nomination Model

The results of the logit analysis for the “Final Nomination” model are listed in Table 8. The

model provides evidence that when choosing a nominee for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
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presidents are influenced by the views of members of Congress when they are expressed. The
variable is in the expected direction and is positive. Presidents also value the degree to which a
nominee also agrees with his regional, functional, and management philosophy with respect to his
defense and foreign policy priorities. This “political agreement” variable is positive and in the
expected direction indicating that presidents do choose potential Chairman candidates who agree
with their policy priorities. The model also indicates that presidents are more likely to choose a
general officer for Chairman if he has been endorsed by the outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. This informational or visibility variable is positive and in the expected direction indicating
that presidents usually select a person for Chairman with whom they are more familiar from having
received the endorsement of the President’s current Chairman. The variable of “Merit” is also
statistically significant and positive and in the expected direction. Presidents do select nominees for
Chairman who have more merit or a larger number of meritorious awards when compared to their
peer group. This result suggests that Chairman nominees tend to be the highest quality of their peer
group.

The model’s results also suggest that the idea of rotating the Chairman position among the
services is not a consideration. Additionally, being located in Washington, D.C., having served as a
military aide, and having been appointed to a leadership position by the nominating administration
does not statistically make you more likely to be nominated for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Finally, the “Scandal” variable and the “Number of Months in Position” variable were also

statistically insignificant.
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Table 8
Final Nomination Selection Results

Variables Coefficient Standard Error

Informational Strategy Variables

1. In Washington, D.C. 0.67 1.06
2. Endorsed by Outgoing Chairman 4.20* 2.14
Quality

1. Merit 0.05% 0.025
4. Military Aide -1.45 1.33
Political

1. Appointed by Administration 0.80 1.93
2. Political Agreement 3.34%* 1.31
Scandal -4.71 3.16
Management

1. Number of Months in Position 0.02 0.04
Rotation

1. Years since service was Chairman -0.04 0.05

Congressional Recommendation

1. Number of Recommendations 8.21% 418
Number of Cases 199

Log-Likelihood (10 d.f.) -9.67

Chi-Squared (10 d.f.) 63.91

Pseudo-R* 76.78

kP <.001 (one-tail test)
p<.01 (one-tail test)
*p<.05 (one tail test)
Unified vs. Divided Party Control
Having established that the U.S. Congress does have a statistically significant impact on an
administration’s deliberations on whom they place on their short-list as well as their final nominee

for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it is important to determine whether this factor among

others fluctuates under different political conditions. The results of the logit analysis under divided
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and unified party control are listed in Tables 9 and 10. Each respective model only tests those
selections that took place exclusively under unified or divided party conditions. The unified model
has 104 cases and the divided model has 95 cases. Models were run for the short-list and the final
nomination but only the short-list models had any statistically significant results.

Under divided party conditions, Presidents are more likely to consider a general officer for
Chairman if he is assigned to Washington, D.C., agrees with the administration’s defense and foreign
policy priorities, and has more “merit” than his peer group. Congressional sentiment is not
statistically significant nor is a state of ““war”. These results suggest that Presidents are more likely to
consider an officer for Chairman if he agrees with the administration’s policy priorities as a sort of
balance against a Congress not inclined to the same administration’s views. This suggests that
President’s value more politically reliable general officers, at least those that share the
administration’s views, during times of divided party rule. This may indicate that administration’s
value political agreement and loyalty under divided party rule in order to deal with a U.S. Congress
not inclined to a President’s perspective. Additionally, because “merit” is also significant, this
supports the researcher’s initial theorizing wherein “merit” was expected to be statistically significant
during times of divided government because an administration would have to ensure that its
nominee for Chairman could get confirmed and would emphasize merit over political acceptability.
Under divided party conditions, it would appear that Presidents want a general officer who not only
agrees with the administration’s views but is considered amongst the highest quality general officers
available. These results suggest that administration’s are affected by different political conditions

when making choices of whom they would like to include on a short-list for Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff.
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Table 9

Short-List Selection Results under Divided Party Conditions
Variables Coefficient ~ Standard Error

Informational Strategy Variables

1. In Washington, D.C. 1.73%%% 470
Quality

1. Merit 0.009% 0.004
2. Military Aide -.326 .993
Political

1. Appointed by Administration -.680 718
2. Political Agreement 1.56%%* 335
Scandal 2.41%M 1.006
Management

1. Number of Months in Position -0.014 0.025
Rotation

1. Years since service was Chairman 0.061 0.034

Congressional Recommendation
1. Number of Recommendations 1.35 999

War -.443 1.067

Since this model only includes cases under Divided Party conditions, an interactive variable of “divided x war” was not
required and a ““war” variable was used separately. The variable “Endorsed by Outgoing Chairman” was dropped
because it perfectly predicted success in that all endorsements where included on an administration’s short-list.

Number of Cases 95
Log-Likelihood (10 d.f.) -28.15
Chi-Squared (10 d.f.) No report
Pseudo-R? 41.33

#kp<.001 (one-tail test)
**p<.01 (one-tail test)
*p<.05 (one tail test)

Under unified party conditions, Presidents are more likely to consider a general officer for
Chairman if he is assigned to Washington, D.C., agrees with the administration’s defense and foreign

2 <<

policy priorities, and has more Congressional support than his peers. Neither the “merit,” “military
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aide,” and “war” variables were statistically significant. Overall, these results suggest that Presidents
do listen to congressional views, which are often expressed by members of their own party, and tend
to place general officers on their short-list for Chairman who agree with their defense and foreign
policy views. One implication of these results is that Presidents apparently feel comfortable enough
that their policy priorities will prevail under unified party conditions that they can emphasize
political agreement more in considering an officer for Chairman over any meritorious conditions.
Interestingly, under both models, being posted to Washington, D.C. is statistically significant
emphasizing again that an informational component exists whereby decision-makers are more

inclined to consider general officers for Chairman about whom they have greater information.

Table 10

Short-List Selection Results under Unified Party Conditions
Variables Coefficient ~ Standard Error

Informational Strategy Variables

1. In Washington, D.C. 1.09%* 0.38
Quality

1. Merit -0.001 0.008
2. Military Aide 1.47 0.932
Political

1. Appointed by Administration -.502 .615
2. Political Agreement 0.69* 0.045
Scandal -.408 353
Management

1. Number of Months in Position -0.017 0.02
Rotation

1. Years since service was Chairman 0.01 0.034

Congressional Recommendation
1. Number of Recommendations 3.40%** 987

War -012 .633
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Since this model only includes cases under Unified Party conditions, an interactive variable of “unified x wat” was not
required and a ““war” variable was used separately. The variable “Endorsed by Outgoing Chairman” was dropped
because it perfectly predicted success in that all endorsements where included on an administration’s short-list.

Number of Cases 104
Log-Likelihood (10 d.f.) -42.93
Chi-Squared (10 d.f.) No report
Pseudo-R? 27.92

#Ep<.001 (one-tail test)
**p<.01 (one-tail test)
*p<.05 (one tail test)
Congressional Endorsement Model

It is important to determine whether some Members of Congress are more influential than
others with the Executive Branch in its deliberations of choosing a Chairman nominee after having
established that the U.S. Congtress does play a statistically significant role. A logit model was used
for the generation of an administration’s short-list. Under this model, the characteristics of the
congtressional endorsers were disaggregated and the variables tested against a dichotomous variable
indicating whether the general officer had been included on an administration’ short-list. Once the
model was run, a number of problems arose due to the low number of observations and multi-
collinearity. Approximately eighteen general officers received a positive endorsement from the
seven instances of when Members of the U.S. Congress expressed their views on whom an
administration should consider for Chairman. The independent variables were (1) Number of
Recommendations, (2) Member of President’s Party, (3) Member of Opposition Party, (4) Member
of Senate, (5) Senate Leadership Position, (6) Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee
(SASC), (7) Chair of SASC, (8) President-Member Ideological Agreement, (9) Percent of Term
Remaining, (10) Presidential Popularity. While the statistical results were inconclusive, Tables 7 and

8 do demonstrate that the U.S. Congtress has influence but how this influence fluctuates based on

the position of the Members of Congress cannot be determined at this time.
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Conclusion

Congressional influence in the selecting, vetting, and nominating process an administration
goes through to choose a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is uncommon. However, in the rare
instances where congressional sentiment has been expressed, its influence is great and is felt at both
the generation of an administration’s short-list and in the final selection of a nominee. By and large,
the advice comes from members of the President’s own party and is of a general nature and
frequently limited to questions of policy emphasis. The advice is most often given during a new
administration that has assumed office following a politically different administration. The influence
is particularly felt under unified party conditions suggesting that presidents usually receive advice
from members of their political party in a political context that is favorable to their collective views.
This suggests that members want to play a role in shaping a new and politically friendly
administration’s foreign and defense policy priorities. It is not surprising that congressional interest
in shaping a nomination of a general officer for Chairman wanes as an administration progresses. In
many respects, members of Congress will have numerous opportunities to shape the selection pool
for Chairman by an administration frequently consulting with the members on regular four-star
general officer positions that open up on a relatively fixed basis such as U.S. Army Chief of Staff or
Chief of Naval Operations. The selection of a general officer for inclusion on an administration’s
short-list and for the final nomination is not typically that politically contentious and great deference
is given to the Executive Branch in foreign and defense matters in making its final decision. Much
of this has to do with the fact that the position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is non-
partisan, although it can be political, and the short-term nature of the position and the fact thatitis a
close advisory position in an administration appears to constrain political conflict. This fundamental

characteristic of the position permeates the political process and affects how much influence the
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U.S. Congress eventually has in any administration’s internal deliberations as it chooses its final

nominee.
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Appendix A
Archives Visited & Interviews Conducted

Presidential Libraries

Harry S. Truman

Dwight D. Eisenhower

John F. Kennedy

Lyndon B. Johnson

Richard M. Nixon Records at The National Archives
Jimmy E. Carter

Ronald W. Reagan

George H.W. Bush

William J. Clinton

Archives

Office of the Secretary of Defense Historian’s Office

Joint History Office, Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

National Archives
Papers of:

General Nathan F. Twining

National Defense University
Papers of:

General Lyman L. Lemnitzer
General Maxwell D. Taylor
General John W. Vessey
General Colin L. Powell
General John M. Shalikashvili
General Richard B. Myers

Oral History Programs

Office of the Secretary of Defense Historian’s Office
Columbia University

Marine Corps (Quantico)

Navy (Navy Yard)

Navy (Annapolis)

Army (Ft. McNair)

Army (War College)

Air Force
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Interviews Conducted

Name Position Administration
President
George W. Bush President 2001-2009
Vice President
Richard B. Cheney Secretary of Defense Bush (1)
Vice President Bush (2)
Secretaries of Defense
James R. Schlesinger Secretary of Defense Nixon
Harold Brown Secretary of Defense Carter
William S. Cohen Secretary of Defense Clinton
Donald H. Rumsfeld Secretary of Defense Bush (2)
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
John W. Vessey Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Reagan
Colin L. Powell Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Bush (1)
John M. Shalikashvili Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Clinton
Richard B. Myers Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Bush (2)
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
James E. Cartwright Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ~ Bush (2) & Obama
Key Executive Branch Officials
Gordon England Deputy Secretary of Defense Bush (2)
Anthony Lake National Security Advisor Clinton
Thomas C. Reed Consultant Reagan
Staser Holcomb Consultant Bush (2)
Robert E. Pursley Military Aide (McNamara, Clifford, Laird) ~ Johnson & Nixon
John F. Kirby Head of Public Affairs (Mullen) Bush (2) & Obama
Robert S. Tyrer Chief of Staff (Cohen) Clinton
Larry DiRita Chief of Staff (Rumsfeld) Bush (2)
Keith Urbahn Chief of Staff (Rumsfeld) Bush (2)
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Appendix B
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Short-Lists

President Year Chairman Short-List

Truman 1949  GEN Omar N. Bradley, USA GEN Omar N. Bradley, USA
GEN Joseph T. McNarney, USAF

Eisenhower 1953 ADM Arthur W. Radford, USN ADM Arthur W. Radford, USN
GEN Alfred M. Gruenther, USA

1957  GEN Nathan F. Twining, USAF GEN Nathan F. Twining, USAF
GEN Lauris Norstad, USAF
GEN Alfred M. Gruenther, USA

1960 GEN Lyman L. Lemnitzer, USA GEN Lyman L. Lemnitzer, USA

Kennedy 1962 GEN Maxwell. D. Taylor, USA GEN Maxwell. D. Taylor, USA
GEN Lyman L. Lemnitzer, USA
ADM George W. Anderson, USN

Johnson 1964 GEN Eatle G. Wheeler, USA GEN Earle G. Wheeler, USA
GEN Maxwell. D. Taylor, USA

Nixon 1970  ADM Thomas H. Moorer, USN ADM Thomas H. Mooter, USN
GEN Leonard Chapman, USMC

1974  GEN George S. Brown, USAF GEN George S. Brown, USAF
GEN Creighton W. Abrams, USA
GEN Robert E. Cushman, USMC

Carter 1978 GEN David C. Jones, USAF GEN David C. Jones, USAF
ADM Isaac Campbell Kidd, USN

Reagan 1982 GEN John W. Vessey, USA GEN John W. Vessey, USA
ADM Robert L.J. Long, USN
GEN Bernard W. Rogers, USA
ADM Tom Hayward, USN
GEN Edward Meyer, USA
GEN Louis Wilson, USMC
GEN Robert Barrow, USMC
GEN Paul X. Kelly, USMC

1985 ADM William J. Crowe, USN ADM William J. Crowe, USN
ADM James D. Watkins, USN

Bush 1989 GEN Colin L. Powell, USA GEN Colin L. Powell, USA
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Clinton 1993
1997
Bush 2001
2005
2007
Obama** 2011

GEN John M. Shalikashvili, USA

GEN Hugh H. Shelton, USA

GEN Richard B. Myers, USAF

GEN Peter Pace, USMC

ADM Michael G. Mullen, USN

GEN Martin E. Dempsey, USA

** Speculated Short-List.
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GEN Robert T. Herres, USAF

GEN John M. Shalikashvili, USA
GEN Joseph P. Hoar, USMC

GEN Hugh H. Shelton, USA
GEN Joseph W. Ralston, USAF

GEN Richard B. Myers, USAF
GEN Peter Pace, USMC

ADM Vernon E. Clark, USN
GEN Ralph E. Eberhart, USAF
GEN James L. Jones, USMC

GEN Peter Pace, USMC

GEN John Abizaid, USA

GEN T. Michael Moseley, USAF
ADM Robert F. Willard, USN

ADM Michael G. Mullen, USN
GEN Peter Pace, USMC

GEN Martin E. Dempsey, USA
GEN James E. Cartwright, USMC
GEN David H. Petraeus, USA
ADM James G. Stavridis, USN
GEN Raymond T. Odierno, USA
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