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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Coming on the heels of what history may judge as the most

unpopular war the United States has ever fought , an analysis  of

military advice and professionalism within the overall context of

civil—military relat ions is likely to be met with a wide range of

reactions from various segments of the American body politic .

Cert ainly at this writ ing, there exists a gre at inst ab i l i ty  of

opinion concerning the appropriate role of the military in today ’s

society .

For some Americ ans , the mi l i t ary is not only unmention-
able , it is un th inkab le  . • . . For them it is an
automatic given that  the very existence of the m i l i t a r y
is at best a necessary evil in a disordered world and
at worst an expensive and competing imped iment to social
progress in a disordered land .1

The d i sa f fec ted  youth , part i cu la r ly  those who were opposed to the

dra f t , may consider the subject of this anal ysis  i r relevant  since

the war ( and d r a f t)  has been te rmina ted , while others may view it as

a pedant ic exercise given their  bel ief t ha t  the en t i r e  m i l i t ary

establishment is irrelevant  to the most basic needs of today ’s wor ld .

The segment of soc iety tha t  remains p a r t i c u l ar l y  concerned w i t h  the

relationships among ma jo r  groups in our soc iety may exh ib i t  an

academ ic interest in analyzing military advice and professionalism

in hopes of determ ining to what degree the military was responsible

for the policies which caused and perpetuated the United States
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embroglio in Vietnam . The followe rs of ant i—war  (and pe rhaps

anti—military ) liberals such as Galbraith , McGovern , and Fuibr ight

may reject such an analysis since many seemingly sound solutions to

what they consider the “problem of the mil itary” have already been

laid out In general outline by their leaders (e.g., Congress must

reassert its const i tut ional  duty to cont rol mi l i t ary  adventurism ;

the prominence of the mil itary element must be greatly curtailed ,

if not el im inated , both at home and abroad because its excess has

been the major cause of domestic instability and world insecurity ;

and the humanitarian needs of the American society ought to have a

much greater priority on United States resources than do the alarmist

asse rt ion s and dem ands of militarists who have endorsed the United

States role of “wo rld policeman ” . But for many Amer icans , the need

of a viable milit ary establishment is well—known and accepted as a

necessary part of our society given the world in which we live . The

reaction of the military establishment and their sympathizers to this

analys is may eas ily be one concern born of f r u s t r at ion — since so

much has been written and advocated on the subject but so little has

been clarif ied and accomplished to define specifically the legitimate

uses of United States military power .

The ma in cause of these discordant opinions within Americ a may

appear to have been the United States involvement in Vietnam . It

was during this involvement that the clash of opinions , expressed

through m ilitant action , threatened to polar ize the major d issen t in g

groups in America permanently . Howeve r , the longer range cause ,

2
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which cond itioned , and perhaps generated , these divergent views

seems to have been the constantly changing and ill—def ined relation-

ship between milit-~ry advisers and the civilian decision—makers since

1945. While the te Anlnatjon of the Vietnam war has lowered the voices

in d issent ion , it is doubtful that the root causes of anti—military

sent iment has d isappeared w ith the shoot ing war . My thesis is that

the re is no rockbed of consensus in the American society as to what

role the military profession should play in the major decisions of

that society. This is not meant to suggest that if a consensus were
-~ 

i
_ _ •_ . . i

found to define that role ,~~it become Immutable . The degree of partic i-

pat ion by the mil itary will be cond itioned by both international an d

domest ic events. But the issue here is one of attaining a consensus

and without some minimum of consensus , by both the pr incipal actors

a~id lhp observing publ ic , there can hardly be an accommodat ion between

the d issenting groups , nor can there be logical base upon which to

formulate a rational policy for n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y .

Under the rather imprecise head ing of “civil—military relat ions ,”

historians , social scientists and journalists have produced literally

hundreds of books and articles in response to the spectacular expansion

of the United States national security policy process since World

War II . The novel, complex , mult i—dimensional and global nature of

post—war United States security interests has stimulated a large

portion of the numerous discussions on the subject by the scholarly

community . Vast changes were made , in a relatively short period of

t ime , in the manner of formulating national security policy. Within

3
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a few years after the end of the war , diplomacy and military potential

no longer sufficed as the prime instruments through which national

security was ensured . New elements of nat ional security included

military and economic assistance to other nations , internat ional

competition in technological advancement , internal economic policy ,

peacet ime military and political alliances , disposition of existing

military forces, planned distribution of national resources , and

development of a credible military strategy . Thus, many scholars

devoted their energies to defining and analyzing these new elements

and to describing the inter—relationships involved .

Despite the voluminous d iscussions and studies regarding civil-

mil itary  relat ions , few scholars have attempted to define precisely

what the relationship between the m ilitary professional and the

civilian decision—maker should be. A great deal of literature exists

which examines civil—milit ary relations from the standpoint of

“Prussian ism ,” the “garrison state ,” the “military mind ,” the “closed

mil i t ary  caste system ,” “excessive mil itary influence ,” and the

“mil i tary  indus t r ia l  complex .” Each of these phrases be t rays  a bias

of fea r — fear  that  the ~i il i t a ry  wil l , if give n too much freedom ,

impose an alien and authoritarian value system on the American society .

It is certainly true that after World War II the military profession

achieved a greater voice in the highest councils of government , and

it may also be true that many observers were persuaded that the military

profession itself was the cause of its greater , and perhaps excessive ,

influence . The heavy demand which the m ilitary placed on nat ional

4
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resources and the tax dollar , the creation of a large peacetime

military establishment , the growing number of peacetime m ilitary

alliances , the almost daily reference to the internal  and externa l

dangers that Commun ism presented to the United St ates soc ie t y ,  and the

awesome contemplat ion of a nuclear exchange with the U.S.S.R ., all

contributed to the fear of placing too much power in the authoritarian

hands of the military . But a cursory review of the post World War 11

historical events show that both domestically and internat ionally , there

was perhaps a certain inevitability and a legit imate need to include

the mi l i t ary  more comprehensively in the decision—making process .

Internat ionally , the United States (as the most powerful democracy

emerging from World War II) elected not to return to the isolationist

tendenc ies of the 1930 ’s but to use its power to defend societies not

Under commun ist influence and hopefully to prevent another world

conflagrat ion . As the champion of non—communist societies, the United

States dec ided to defend the war—torn but democratically oriented

nations against encroachments upon their free soc ieties. The decisions

made to use our diplomat ic prestige , econom ic act ion and our m il ita ry

power as an influential force in world a f f a i r s  were not m i l i t a r y

dec isions but obviously the decisions of a successive line of postwar

Presidents.

It was the general belief of p ol i t i c a l  leaders tha t  the securi ty

of the United States was deeply involved w i t h  the securi ty of o ther

societies , particularly those which were democra t ica l ly  or ien ted .

The refore , United States assis tance to preserve these soc ieties 
was5
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a conscious decision , b ased upon the concept of power politics , to

enhance our security. While preservation of freedom was the keynote

of our policy, the thre at was thought to be grave enough to jus t i fy

United States alliances with non—democratic (but also non—aggressive )

governme n t s . Even though the rat ionale for our policy may have been

cloaked in moralistic tones and in the rhetoric of idealism — — —
the perception on the part of United States civilian leaders of the

security threat to all societies by communism was the major impetus

underlying United States act ions in the international arena. The

United States has reacted vigorously to all expansionist movements

by communist nat ions by employing both mi l i t a ry  and non-mi l i t ary

means in a succession of incidents. In many instances these inc idents

were viewed as “crises” and it has been charged t ha t  the United States

has turned “eme rgency into obse ssion ” and became the pol iceman of the

world against what it perceived to be the global evils of commun ism.

And not wi thon i. some j u s t i f i c a t i on.

Whe n this policy of ‘protectionism ’ of f riendly nations and

containment of communism was brought to full fruit ion , the United

States military establisiiment was larger than ever before in peacetime

and was consuming an unprecedented peacetime share of the budget and

resources than ever before. By virtue of its size and power , the

military assumed the proportions of a major  group in the no t iona l

policy—making councils during peacetime . It became obvious that some

institutional procedure had to be created to account formal ly  for  the

views of the military ~rofess iona1 in pol icy formulat ion . The Nat ional

6



Security Act of 1947 , its Amendment in 1949 , and the reorganizat ions

of the Defense Department in 1953 and 1958 rout inized the inclusion

of military advice on major issues of nat ional security at the highest

le vel of government . Thus, the ent ry  of the mi l i t a ry  into a more

prominent posit ion in the nat ional secur i ty  pol icy—making club was a

natural and logical consequence of the international environment (as

viewed by the highest c iv i l i an  authorities) and of the pervasive impact

of a large peacetime mi l i t a ry  es tabl ishment  on the American soc iety.

Now , a f t e r  twen ty—five  years  of e x a m i n a t i o n  and soul searching regard—

ing the potential excesses which the military could have thrust on

the American soc ie ty ,  the f ea r  of a mi l i t a r i l y—domina ted  society in

American can be put to rest . The f requent ly dragged out specter of

a dom ina t in g m il itary establ ishment in the United States has not

become a real ity since 194 5 . It  should be noted tha t  there are some

groups who have claimed tha t  m i l i t ary  considerat ions have dominated

United States respon ses to in terna tion al ev~~ ts . To the extent  t hat

this is true , it still remains cle ar that  the United States continues

to be governed by civi l ian leaders and has not lost its freedom of

choice as to how to respond to challenges to na t iona l  securi ty . ‘t

should also be noted that in virtually all instances where military

ac t ion was selected as the proper response , the United States was

reacting defens ively to the m i l i t a r y  i n i t i a t iv e  of anothe r na t ion .

The mi l i t a ry  es tab l i shment  i tself (def ined as the Depar tment  of Defense , -

its assets , personnel and ins ti tu t ions) h~ s not produced a mil it a r istic

society — — tha t is , one which is lar .aly a u t h o r i t a r i a n , subord inates

7
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all national priorit ies to military considerations , aggressively

employs mil itary solutions to most internat ional problems (despite

Kore a and V i e t n a m ) ,  and readily accepts l im i t a t i ons  on its civil

liberties and polit ical choices in the name of military security .

The evidence on this point is rather weighty. The United States

has , in f ac t , ma intained and even strengthened its coveted principle

of c ivi l ian  (pol i t ica l)  control of its military establishment . It

has become apparent that the military profession has not been an

unbridled monster  but a responsible group deeply committed to the

theory and practice of civilian control . The virtual disappearance

of the earlier (and very vocal) fear of militarism may be attributed

to a number of his tor ical  events which have reassured the American

publ ic that  the m il ita ry  was respons ive to the con st itut ional pr inc iple

of civilian control : the immediate dismissal of (‘~neral MacArthur by

the President i~ 1951 (supported ful ly  by the JCS) , the widely praised

performance of General Marshall in discharging his dut ies as Secretary 
-

of State and Secretary of Defense , the election and reelection of

General E isenhower to the pres idency (h is tenure w itnessed our

ext r ica t ion  from Kore a and ca re fu l ly  l imi ted  United States involvement

in other major  m i l i t ary  v e n t u r e s) ,  the c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of control over

the JCS and over the entire military establishment by Secretary of

Defense McNamara (with surprisingly little opposition from the

m i l i t a r y) , and the obviou s pol i t ica l  cont ro l  of m i l i t a r y  operat ions

in the Vietnam war by President Johnson . It is also s i g n i f i c a n t  to

note t ha t  dur ing the high points  of c o m m u n i s t  in t ras igence  in the
I.
’

- 
8 



r

1950 ’s (whe fl alarmism was at its zenith), President Eisenhower

~ 1~~~~&-~4-f~i11y withheld Unit~~i C*~~ teS military support from three hot

spot s in the Col d W ar (D ien then Phu , the Suez crisie and the Hungarian

Revolt), decreased the size of the Army and Navy , and found himself

under attack by John F. Kennedy in the 1960 presidential campaign for

neglecting defe’~’e strategy and national security.

Aside from these historical events , there have been other equally

important polit ical and strategic changes to reinforce the subordinated

position of the military in our society. Civilian intellectuals have

stepped into (or have been invited to part icipate in) the evaluation

of the military threat and the formulation of military strategy and

defense policy — — areas traditionally reserved for military profession-

als ; there has been a noticeable decline in the prestige in all levels

of the m ilitary profession ; and , perhaps most signifIcantly, we no”-

seemed to have arrived at a point where defense experts and analysts

are most concerned that too frequently polit ical leaders may be tempted

to employ a milit ary solution to international problems and that they

may expect far too much from the application of military means . Thus ,

the alarm ist t ren d in ev idenc e , part icularly from 1945 to 1960 , seems

to have subsided — — at least insofar as the military establishment

was feared to threaten the freedom and polit ical sty le of the Amer ican

society ( i.e ., militarism in the Vagts ’ sense).

While we are less concerned today with the threat of a garrison

state , the security of the United States is still not assured in the

present technolog ic all y changing and )olitically realigning world .

9



The m i l i t a ry  es tab l i shment  continues to compete vigorously w i t h  othe r

nat ional priorities for the tax dollar , indust r ia l and technolog ical

capabilities and other nat ional resources. For these reasons , th~

subject of “civil—milit ary” relat ion s w ill , an d perhaps should , rema in

very much alive in our open society. We can expect con tinued scholarly

interest and d iscuss ions on the subjects of arm s and men , war and

peace , defense an d diplomacy , and strategy and policy . However, the

central issue now is the adequacy (or the superfluity to some) of our

nat ional secur ity pol icy and the ra tional ity of t he process used in

its formulat ion . Furthermore, owing to the crucial role that the

mil i t a ry  es tab l i shment  p lays  in nat ional security , we can expect the

ma jor focus of th is interes t to be on the “appropriate ” role for  the

mil itary  in the formulation of national security policy .

One might have assumed that by 1970 the precise role of military

advice in policy—making would have been well defined and understood

by the principal actors . and the public . This had not occurred . The

na tu re an d role of m ilit a ry adv ice has taken many forms and shape s

since 1945. In several d imensions , the re have been radical depar tures

from pre—Worid War II cof~cepts of military advice . And the re is some

evidence to support the contention that the military profession itself

has been transformed rad ically since the inter—war years . Ibrhaps the

causes of the se ra dic al de par tures in th e substan ce and content of

mil itary advice and the transformation of the image of the military

professional  is par t ly a t t r ibu t able to the asse rtion (pos tu la te d by

Bletz) that the United States has ne ‘r understood the role of the

10
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military in its soe loty  ex c e p t  in t ime of w a i .2 The~re is a c e r t a i n

f a m i l i a r i ty  in that a s ser t i o n  shicu a l m o s t  in t u i t i v e l y many  people

• would agree w h . D eSp 1 tt ~ the apparent appeal  of t h i s  not i , i t  could

be argued f u r t he r t h a t  the Un i t ed  S t a te s  today is u n c e r t a i n  about the

role ~j 1 i t s  m i l i t a r y  even  is the t i m e  of war  (e .g . ,  “ie t n ain) .

H i s t o i - v  pive s t e s t i m o n y  to the  A m e r i c a n  publ ic ’s f a v o r a b l e  r e a c t i o n

to t u e  m i t  it a r y  in t ins s of c lea r ly  r ecogn i ;cd  c1an~ n r ~u c P  as 1917—18

and 1941— ’1 5 . Pe rhaps evefl the he igh t  of th~ cold war  in the 1950 ’s ,

the re was gene ra l ly  a pos i t ive  pub l i c  a t t i t u d e  towards  the p r o f e ss i u~~•~

m i l i t a r y . These are the obvious peaks ” of m u  it ary popul a i ’ i t y :  But

equa l ly  obvious is the i’c~~ection of the military immediately after the

passage of that danger . The publ ic disregard of the military in the

i n t e r w a r  yea r s  and immed ia t e ly  a f t e r  World War I I  r e p r e sen t s  the

“vol leys ” of public support fo r  t l i i -  m i l i t a r y . So fa r , B le tz  ‘ s

t ion appea r s  j u s t i f i e d . And the cause of these peaks and v a l l e y s  of

suppor t  seem to be p r o p o r t i o n a l  n o t  only  to t t u -  publ ic ’s awareness  of

the danger , but also, the degree of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by the publ ic in

m i l i t a r y  or g a n i z a t i on s . Apply ing  e l e men t a r y  psychology to  these s i tua -

t ions  there  is a kind of inevit ~~h i 1  ie-~ to the  -equence of reac t i on s .

To w i t ; the Uni t ed  S t a t e s  c i t i zen  p r ( ( ives dange r , p a r t ic i p a t e s  ( i i

not happ i l y at l eas t  w i l l i n g l y )  in the o r g a n i/ a t i o n  des igned  to

e l i m i n a t e  the danger , and n a t u ’ai ly suppor t s  the  or g an i~~at  io n of w h i c h

he is a p a r t . H a v i n g  e l im i n a t e d  the dange r and t e r m i n a t e d  h is  p a r t i c i-

pa t ion , the c i t i z e n  w i t h d r a w s  his  support of t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  The

m i l i t a r y  prof , - s s  ional  who ays in t i e -  s e rv ice  and endures these peak~-

11 (
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and valleys is left with understandable confusion , but he nonet heless

accepts the fickleness of the public as one manifestation of a free

society .

Just as Americans have been uneasy about the role of
an espionage agency in a democracy , they have always
been confused , contra dictory , and controvers ial about
their  professional  o f f i c e r  corps . And the i r  o f f i c e r s
know it . . . . (I f  America ’s prof essional sold iers

• are sometimes embittered by the treatment they receive
from their c ivi lian bre thren , they are apparen tly
never last ingly so).3

In the passage of almost 30 years  since World War II , we have

• seen that m ilitary advisers have played various roles in the policy-

making func t ion . They have been feared and repressed ; they have

been praised and given greater  voice ; they have been used po l i t i ca l ly

in support of the Administration ; they have publicly criticized

Adminis t ra t ion policy ; and at t imes they have been all but repl aced

by non—professionals . In many cases , the ir role has been great l y

conditioned by the stability and instability of the international

scene wh ich is , of cotirse , somewhat  inev itable . In other situations ,

their role has been shaped by the w idely different expectations that

successive civilian national authoritie s had of them . And within the

military profession itself , there has emerged no consistent view of

what profess ional mil i t a ry adv ice should cons ist of and how it shoul d

be formula ted . Given these many var iables and incons istenc ies , it is

n a t u r a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  to fo rm a consensus regard ing the proper role of

the m ilit a ry  in the pol icy making counc ils of gove rnment . It  is

Hunt ington ’s view t h a t , “The exac t character  of the relat ionship wh ich

12
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should exist between statesman and the military officer cannot be

defined precisely .”4 However, I suggest a study of mil itary profes-

sionalism and advice in these past 28 years can shed some understand ing

of what is expected of military advisers and how they may best prepare

themselves to render more appropriate military advice to those ultimate-

ly responsible for national security .

To this end , this research effort proposes to review the past

associat ions between top m i l i t ary  leade rs and a succession of United

States Presidents.  Perhaps the centra l  question may be succinctly stat-

ed as follows : Has the mi l i t a ry  advice given the President met wi th

his needs and expectations? If it has not met both , perhaps some sugges-

t ions can be made to establ ish a better alignment between mil itary  advice

and the consume r . It is most probable that this research effort will

produce an incomplete answer to this question in terms of comprehensively

identifying the causes and reasons for the evaluated performance of

post—war m ilitary advisers . Nonetheless , the data , events and theories

to be examined will hopefully contribute to a better understanding of

the role for the mi l i t a ry  adv iser , or hopeful ly at least will provoke

further consideration of the subject. The subjects to be specifically

explored include the m ilitary as a profession and the responsibilities

of th at profession ; the percept ions of top m i l i t a r y  advisers regard ing

what the ir profession demands of them ; the expe ct ations and requ irements

for mil itary advice by those public officials who have been responsible

for  nat ional  secur ity — — pr inc ipa l ly  the President  and the Secretary

of Defense ; and the actual  per form anc of top m i l i t ar y  advisers  in

13 
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fulfilling these expectations and requirements .

In a study of this scope , the dangers are that  it can be made so

broad as to be lost in abstract ions or tha t  it can be made too narrow

so as to approach ins igni f icance. The at tempt is made he re to f a l l

upon a middle ground between de ta i led  descript ions and soaring theory .

The central  point in all descript ions , examples and case stud ies is

that  of the performance of mil i tary  advisers ve rsus the expecta t ions

• of top national authorities. Several methods and techniques of

research have been combined to highlight the pertinent facts and

opinions on this subject .  First , extensive use has been made of

biographical da ta  on princ ipal actors ; second , h is tor ica l  f a c t s  have

been analyzed and reported where re levant ; next , in terviews w i t h

people who have been operatives in the advisory f u n c t i o n  have been

conducted for purposes of ga in ing  pe rspective in the pol icy making

process ; finaiJy, the theories of leading researchers and scholars

have been examined and dv:npared with the cidstlng data and facts for

support or non—support .

The study is concentrated primarily on the 1945—1972 period but ,

for the purpose of gaining a historical framework on the role of the

military profession and m ilitary advice , it also extends liberally to

previous years , particularly the inter—war period of 1919—1939.

One remain ing task is the problem of def in itions . If one examine s

the l i t e ra tu re  it becomes obvious t ha t  even the r a t h er  s t r a i g h t f o r wa rd

term “mi l i t a ry” means  various things to various people . Confus ion

reigns when some wr i t e r s  speak of m i l i t a r y  men as “civilianized ” and

14



civilians as “militarized ,” sonic d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between professional

and non—profess iona l  m i l i t a r y  men , and o thers  refer  to “polit ical ”

generals and “uniformed” civilians . The problem of ambigui ty  also

extends to other crucial terms in this  ana lys i s  such as “na t iona l

secur i ty ” and “m i l i t a r y  advice .”

For my purposes, I would like to borrow Lewis Edinger ’s excel lent
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .- - - ‘
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description of the word “military ” :

that  group in the s t a t e  which has l e g i t i m a t e,
primary and spec i f ic  responsibi l i ty  fo r  the organized
and planned employment of the state ’s phy sical f orce
against other states . A military man , accord ingly,
is any leg i t imate  member of this  group . . .

To this I would add that my use of the word “military ” applies to

uniformed members of the milit ary profession while the “military

establishment ” includes much more in that it comprises the total sum

of m ilit a ry asse ts , institutions and personnel (civilian or uniformed)

employed by those in s t i t u t ions.

“National security,” as defined by Clarko and Legere , “is a

condition which  assures the protect ion of a n a t i o n , its i n s t i t u t i ons

and the soLrces of its power from domestic and foreign enemies .”6

While recognizing that today ’s increasingly complex and interdependent

world frequently blurs any tidy distinctions between the roles of

politics , diplomacy , economics , technology and military affairs in

na t iona l  policies , it would appear t hat this concep t of n a t i o n a l

security places emphasis  on thc “protect ion” a rid “power ” f u n c t i o n s

wi th in  a s t a te . Thus , the most s i g n i f i c a n t  aspects  of n at ional

security are considered to be a n a t i o n  m i l i t ar y  and economic resources

15 



and the strategy through which these resources are brought to bear

• on the in te rna t iona l  scene . This in no way degrades the many other

aspects or ingred ien ts wh ich contr ibuted to the whole of nat ional

security . Diplomatic overtures , pol it ical action , economic measures ,

and cultural and social programs are all important and should be applied

in some coord inated fashion to gain the max imum effect in enhanc ing a

nation ’s security . In most situations , mil ita ry power and s t ra tegy

are not the day—to—day vehicles through which national security policy

is implemented . Nonetheless , it is widely believed that the effective—

ness of these ot her ingred ients rest lar gely on the mi l i t a ry  and

economic “clout ” which the n a t i o n  possesses and on the outside world ’s

perception of how these two elements wi l l  be used (a c redible na t iona l

• strategy). Stat ing this conversely , a nation ’s diplomat ic , political ,

cultural and social actions iiuay be admired and respected ; howeve r ,

other nations can ignore such actions , and indeed do v iolence to

them , w ithout fear of harm to themselve s if it were not for a perceived

threat of reprisal in some stronger form.

Most crucial to this examina t i on  is the d ef i n i t i o n  of m i l i t ary

advice which bears heavily on the formulation of strategy mentioned

above and on the military force structure of the nation . Since

military advice is the central issue in this inquiry , it would be

presumpt ive at this point to attempt a complete definit ion of the

term . Accord ingly ,  only general parameters of military advice can

now be enumerated . For purposes of this s tudy , m i l i t a r y  advice

encompasses the series of recommendat ions presented by the professional

16
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military leaders of the nation to the Secretary of Defense and ulti—

inately used by the President in making decisions regarding the content

of military strategy and the constitution of the nation ’s armed forces .

Adm ittedly this is a narrow view of military advice — — both procedu-
rally and substantively . Procedurally , we are concerned only with the

advice given by the Ch iefs of the branches of serv ice , both individually

and collectively as the Joint Chie fs of Staff  (JCS) , by the Cha irm an of

the JCS , by the Commanders of un ified forces in the f ield , and any

other mil itary professionals who have had a special relationship to

the Presiden t . Substantively , the dec isions made regarding thre at

assessment , strategy and force structure constitute a very small portion

of the total number of decisions on defense matters ; however, all dec i—

sions on national defense (weapons systems , research and development ,

manpower levels , location and deployment  of forces , ad infinitum) rest

f i rmly  on the three pi l lars  of threat  assessment , s t ra tegy and force

structure . Therefore,- this inquiry is lim ited to advice given only on

these subjects . While the profess ional  m i l i t a r y  also has a commitment

to give advice to the Congress and the public , t his wi l l  be touched on

only t angen t i a l ly s ince (he current  locus of powe r on n a t i o n a l  defense

dec is ions does not stray too f a r  from the Wh ite House . Spec ial ment ion

should be made concern ing non—military groups who advise the President

on defense m a t t e r s  — — namely , the group collect ively known as “defense

in te l lec tua ls” and “s cho l a r—s t r a t eg i s t s.” The impact of th i s  group

has been a large one at the highest governmental level and no study

on military advice would be considered complete without an examination

17 
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of the intl.r—r~~Le~tiofl~ hiP between 
them and the prore~sional military .

So , in th is d imens ion , the rigid parameters placed around military

advice must be relaxed to accommodate the effect of this recent

phenomena.

‘
p
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CHAFFER II

A CONCE PT t-n ~ ii~ MILITARY PROFESSIONAL

Among the many anti—military groups in today ’s society, there is

an underly in g theme wh ich seems to challenge the qual if icat ions of the

m ilitary as a legitimate professional group operating as a part of , and

for the benef it of , that society. This basic theme has deep roots in

our democratic heritage and can be attributed to a number of causes .

First , and perhaps the foremost , is the ideological legacy dating from

colonial days based on the belief that a professional army was primarily

a tool of a ty rants , despots and the other power—seeking rulers used

to p er pet u a t e  their  regimes . Indeed , h is tory gives testimony to this

in that  armed forces have been cont inual ly used to supress the common

man in his centuries—old quest for greater political freedom . The

American experience in founding the Republic was one which firmly

reinforced this  concept to the degree that it caused the newly indepen—

dent colonies to devise measures to -prevent against  the excesses of a

highly organized military force. The con st itut ional prohibit ion aga ins t

the quarte ring of troops _in citizen ’s homes , the right of the citizen

to bear arm s , the str ingen t control s placed on f i na n c i n g  a s t and ing

a rmy and navy , and the decentral iza tion of the armed forces by crea ting

state militias are all historical examples of the negative reaction to

“professional ” armed forces in America.

Second , and equal ly sign if i can t , is the American experience in

the Revolut ionary War which seemed to prove that citizens , f illed w ith
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a fervent spirit to defend their life—style and their homes, were

capable of defeating professional arm ies . Upon closer examinat ion

of m i l i t a r y  h is tory , t h i s  notion may appear to be somewhat extravagant

since the “embatt led fa rmers ” and the citizen in the ranks of the

Continental Army part ic ipated in few bat t les  wh ich resulted in clear

cut military victories for them in the traditional sense . However,

the eventual routing of the British Army from the colon ies emerged as

the central fact support ing this notion . The naval history of the

Revolutionary War lends further support to this macrocomic evaluation

of the citizen versus the professional combatant . The hastily forme d

Continental Navy and the privateers were quite successful in dis rupt ing

Br itish shipping dest ined for  colon ial shore s. Noteworthy is the fact

that the privateers (comprised of and led by non—professional combatants)

were ISW-e successful than the professional Conttnent~ l Navy . The

/ privateers took some 600 prizes compared to less than 200 accredited

to the Navy .1 : - ,

Follow ing the war , the fledgl ing republ ic d ismantled its Navy

and , in the face of a poss ible at tac k by Fr ance in 1793, Albert Callatin

expressed the belief that the “bravery of the mass of the people ,” even

w ithout a navy , would be sufficient to defeat the French invaders .2

This is the genesis of the great faith Americans have tradit ionally

placed in the use of citizen—soldiers . This faith could be said to

have been re inforced by observing the Napoleonic wars which fol lowed

shortly after the Amer ican Revolution . Napoleon , with cert a in var iations ,

capitalized on mass citizen armies w.~ose bas ic s t rength  was a tenac iousness

20
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founded upon the belief that the citizen—soldier was fighting to

preserve the personal freedoms he gained in the French Revolution .

And , similar to Gallat in , Napoleon tended to neglect the importance

of naval forces . Nonetheless , adding to the American Revolutionary

War expe riences , the outstand ing military successes of Napoleon ’s

citizen armies and his military dominance of continental Europe for

almost 20 years could only serve to strengthen the notion of the

inherent supe riori ty of the c itizen versus the professional in the

armed forces.3 To the extent tha t it did , m ilitary professionalism

was downgraded and its legitimacy as a profession was under suspicion .

Apparently, there was thought to be an alternative to the mainten—

ance of large st anding armed forces w ithout sign if ican t ly  degrad ing

national security . This alternat ive prevailed in the United States

throughout the 1800’s. The United States , in conform ity wi th its

ant i—profess ional  m i l i t a r y  ideology , adhe red to the concept of a small

s tanding  army and generally neglected the development of a navy which

could clearly protect the nat ion . Ideology was not , oi couzbe , ~.o1e1y

responsible for these events. Certainly they were in part attributable

to the geographical posil ion of the nation and the relative security

it afforded United States te rr i tory  from fore ign encroachments . In

v today ’s world , this geographical security is all but disappeared but

the ideological factors seem to have a perm a nence that  few others

possess . The an t i—profes s iona l  mil i t a ry  bias shows up in all major

wars in that volunteers and conscripts formed the bulk of United States

mil i t a ry  forces . Similar ly , the rec u i t m en t  of o f f i ce r s  (par t icular ly
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those of high rank) from civilian life was deemed appropriate to the

ideological sympathies of the na t ion . This trend was p erp etua ted

from the Civil War through the Spanish-American War and into both

World Wars by the pol itical appoin tment of many officers from the

c iv i l i an  professions . Morris Janowitz  also acknowledges this t r ad i t i ona l

American pa t t e rn  by what  he terms the “civilian ization ” of the armed

forces. He refers to this c iv i lian iza t ion  as the dominant  trend in

United States c i v i l — m i l i t ar y  relations since the Root reforms and the

mobil ization for World War

These h is tor ica l  t rends  va l ida te  the ideological legacy which

is man ifested today in the public uncertainty as to the need of a

professional m i l i t ary  and indeed in the public confusion regard ing

the professional existence of the m i l i t a r y . If c i t izens  consti tute

the bulk of modern armies and if the soldiers are f requent ly led into

combat by c i v i l i a n s — t u r n e d — o f f i c e r, why was it necessary to ma in t a in  a

peacetime professional  army and navy ? The expansion of indus t r ia l

produc t ion for  milita ry  suppl ies and n aval store s dur ing Worl d War i

and World War II seemed to only reinforce the not ion that wars could

be handled on a case—by—tase basis. Until the post World War II era ,

little advance war  p lanning  was accomplished main ly  due to the fo l lowing

rationale : Since the United States was not vulnerable to a sudden and

undetected invasion , if an attack were to conic , there would be enough

warning t ime to mob il ize , t rain and equ ip the forces re qu ired to

preserve the nation . Naturally , this concept was changed rad ically

with  the advent  of the age of jet a ir c r a f t , i n t e r—con t inen ta l  missi les ,
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rapid communications and weapons of mass destruction . In the span

of two decades , the geogr aph ical factors which con tribu ted to the

“Fortress Americ a” idea , once so fundamental to United States military

policy , became obsolete . The enormous effect of these changes on the

m ilitary profession will be taken into account in subsequent chapters .

However , much of the public attitude concerning military professional-

ism is rooted in the generally accepted ideology of relying on non-

profe ssion al armed forces .

This ideology did not go completely unchallenged , however , and

a pecui ~ar type of dualism seems to have emerged which has shaped the

composition of the American military and has contributed to the confu-

sion in publ ic at t itudes . The dualism involves the Washington-Hamilton

concept of the military versus the Jefferson-Jackson concept . While

the concept of Jefferson and Jackson , cal lI ng for  citizen arm ies

raised in mass only in times of emergency , has held a large publ ic

follow ing, the compet ing Washington—Hamilton concept calling for a

small profess ional army with  an extremely professional  o f f i c e r  corps

has also been attractive to the American public . It is on the basis

of the latter conception that military service academies were created .

This dualism is expressed by the public ’s tac it acceptance of some

degree of profess ional iza t ion  in the o f f i ce r  corps but its concurrent

rejection of professional armed forces . The cadre of professional

officers we’fó distinct from the rest of society but “the military -was

based on an ethos of c it izen part icip:~t ion .”5 -

But the Civil War brought this ualism into headlong conflict .

23
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West P o i n t — t r a i n e d  o f f i c e r s , f i g h t ing on both sides ,
were used to lea ding only regulars , and had problems
ad just ing the ir tact ics to uns killed volunte ers .
They tried complicated tac t ics that their inexperi-
enced troops couldn ’t follow . Both sides ma de many
blunders this way .6

The result was an attempt to reinforce the Jefferson—Jackson tradition

by creat in g a progr am to tra in “citizen ” of ficers (or reserve off icers)

who could bridge the gap between the regular military organization and

the volunteers and drafted enlisted men . The origin of this program

is found in a stipulation of the Morrill Act of 1862 which provided for

“something of a military education ” at Land Grant colleges .7 The

Reserve Officers Training Program (ROTC) can be considered the fruition

of this reinforcement of the Jefferson—Jackson tradition . Since 1916 ,

when the ROTC c ame in to ex istence in roughly its present form , it has

provided an accommodation between the two competing mil itary concepts .

On the one hand service academies were established and supported (and

sometimes revered ) whose sole purpose was to educate and train a small

professional group of mil i t a ry  o f f i c e r s . On the other hand , the ROTC

program was created to train a large group of volunteer reserve officers ,

most of whom entered active military service . Th is dual ism ref lects  the

American contrad ictory ai’titude not only towards the entire military

but also towards its officer corps and has created the basic division

sometimes descr ibed as the “profess ion al ” and “non—p rofessional ” off icer

corps . Thus , the Amer ican  public has supported each of these opposing

concept s s imul taneously ,  a l though to v a r y i n g  degrees and on d i f f e r e n t

levels , through most of its history .
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In further testimony to the dubious historical qualifications of

the Un ited States mil itary as a profession , Zachary Taylor wro te ,

The axe , pick , saw and trowel has become more the
implement of the American soldier than the cannon ,
musket or sword .8

It cannot be denied that the United States military expended its

• expertise in many areas which were far removed f rom war , violence

and combat dur ing the 1800 ’ s. The expedit ions of Lewis and Clark ,

Lieutenant Zebulon Pike , Captain Benjamin de Bonneville and Admiral

rJ
Richard Byrd ; the medical research of army doctors — the most famous

of which was Walter Reed ; the use of the army in early railroad

engineering and construction ; the Corps of Engineers responsibility

for internal navigation and flood control ; Commodore Perry ’s negoti—

ation of a treaty with Japan end ing the Tokugawa insularity ; the

army ’s management of the Civi l ian Conservat ion  Corps in the 1930 r s ;

the pioneering aviation work by the army ; and the navy ’s development

of shipbuilding yards all contributed to a non—professional aura of

military service .

Against such a background , it is most d if ficult to determine

when , if ever , the United States m i l i t a r y  became profess ionalized .

The concept of professionalism was not fully developed even in the

eyes of the mi l i t a ry  prior to 1900 . Captain Denis Mahan stated ,

• The trouble w ith the United States as a country was
tha t  we are perha ps the least  mil it ary , bu t not
behind the foremos t as the most w a r l i k e .9

It has been suggested tha t  the development of a m i l i t a r y  profession

in the United S ta tes  is closely related to the growing appreciat ion
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of the relat ionship between the mil it ary and f crc ign policies of t he

nat ion .1° Before the American expansion in the At l an t i c  and Pacif ic

around the t u r n  of the century , there was l i t t l e  need to ensure

coordination of military and foreign policies. Prior to that time,

foreign policy was cons ervat ive and isolat ion ist , t here were pract ical ly

no external threats to national security ,  and the size of mil itary

forces and the thrus t  of United States m i l i t a r y  pol icy had l i t t le  bear-

ing on other na t iona l  m a t t e r s . With the possible except ion of the naval

• mission to protect  seaborne commerce , t he  United States  m i l i t a r y  was not

a group of major  importance to the soc iety . However , fol lowing the

expansion of American interests  beyond the shores of the con t inen ta l

• United States , concepts of foreign and m i l i t a r y  polic ies were expanded

and enlarged . It is generally conceded tha t  at th i s  point in t ime ,

when iui’eign and m i l i tar y  policies became somewhat , in terdependent .

that  the mil itary gained in signif icanc e and m ilitary professional ism

came into existence )-~- -

It woul d be appropr iate , at this t ime , to inquire into the

prerequisites (or c r i t e r i a)  of profess ional i sm and to evaluate  the

United States m i l i t a r y  fo r  compliance w i t h  those prerequis i tes .  Combin-

ing the ideas f rom several sources , a good deal of agreement can be

found t ha t  there are three prerequisi tes  any group must possess if it

is to be considered a profession : They are (l) its members possess a

high degree of special ized , theore t ica l  knowledge ; (2)  its members

perform their  t a sks  in accordance w i t h  ce r ta in  e th ica l  rules ; and ( 3 )

its members are held together by a high degree of corporateness which
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stems from common t ra ining an d coll ecti ve at t achment to cer ta in

• doctrines and methods .

There ex i s t s  a host of m i l i t ar y  theore t ic ians , the best known
17

are Bourcet , C lausewi t z , Jomin i , Maha n , Corbett and .Couhet. These

men , as have many others , stud ied t he classical ba ttles of the pas t ,

innov ated to ma ke the lessons of history appl icable to con temporary

warfare , and established basic concepts for a modern warfighting

-capability. They were concerned with both theory and practice — —

with military strategy , tactics and techniques . Their published works

cons t i t u t e  the backbone of “specialized , t heore t i ca l  knowledge .” This

body of knowledge is disseminated to aspiring members of the profession

through formal  inst ruc t ion in the m il it ary academ ies an d in ROTC

courses and it is cont inual ly  re fined and upd a ted by the var ious wa r

colleges. Thus the existence of a body of specialized military

knowledge , along with the means to disseminate and refine it , qualifies

the United States milit ary to meet the first prerequisite . And i t

would appear that the establishment of the war colleges , which gave

the United States military full parti cipation in developing the

specialized knowledge , sIgnals the late 1800 ’s as the time of incubat ion

of the profession .

The second prerequis i te  pe r t a in ing to per forming “ tasks  in

accordance with certain ethical rules” is met in several ways . The

traditions and customs of the United States military services which

regulate the conduct of its members provides a portion of their ethical

rules . The provisions of the Geneva Convention codifying the laws and
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customs of warfare provides another portion of the ethical rules .

For the United States , the Uniformed Code of Military Justice , providing

a complete sys tem of st and a rd s for behavior and punishment for deviat ions,

and the Code of Conduct , regulating the conduct of prisoners of war ,

also meet the prerequisite for ethical rules . In addition , the obser-

vance of political neutrality in domestic affairs relates to the

concept of ethics for the Americ an military .

Lastly ,  the “corporateness which  stems f ’o m  common training and

collective attachment to certain doctrines and method s” is embodied in

the similar training programs , the pledge to support the Constitution

(representing a doctrine and method of governing the American society),

and in the agreement among the services to operate within the corporate

JCS system for resolution of service differences and for rendering

advice to civilian decision—makers . ‘1-hat the United States iit iliiai~y

meets this prerequisite can also be shown in a negative sense . There

is a widespread and persistent belief that the values instilled by

military training and long military service are alien to our democratic

society . To the extent that these values set the mil itary apart from

society in some kind of special category , it attests to the separate—

mess , the corporateness and the cohesion of the military .

Thus, the m ilitary does fully qualify as a legitimate profession

despite its critics denials and despite its relat ively late development .

Nonetheless , the re are some aspects  w h i c h  are ra the r un ique  to thd

m i l i t a r y  profess ion . A comparison of the profession of arms to  those

of law or me d icine would i n d i c a t e  f i ~~st1y t h a t  there  is no i n d i v i d u a l
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or direc t client relationship in the military as there are in these

othe r professions . General MacAr thu r  noted th i s  in 1919 whe n he said ,

In many businesses and profess ions  the w e l f a r e  of the
ind iv idua l  is the chief  object , but in the m i l i t a r y
profession the s a f e t y  and honor of the s t a te  become s
p a r am o u n t)2

There are othe r professions which , more o f ten  than  not , have groups

as opposed to individuals as clients . Examples of these prof ess ions

would include the academic and clerical. However, even these profes-

sions can and do have provisions for ind ividual consultation in their

dai ly  prac t ice , and it is accomplished in a d i r ec t , f a c e — t o — f a c e

manne r . In con t r a s t , the m i l i t a r y  has no such provisions and remains

isolated f rom soc iety in t h i s  regard . Even when the top m i l i t a r y

leaders render military advice to individuals it is only within a

closed group ( the  Sec re t a ry  of Defense , the Congress , the Nat iona l

Securi ty  Council and the Pre s iden t)  — all who are superio r s in one

form or anothe r r a t h e r  than  p a t i e n t s , pa t rons  or p l an t i f f s . If it is

tru e tha t the st a te (and i ts  soc ie t y)  is t he cl ien t of the profes sional

m i l i t a r y  expert , the cl i en t—exper t  relat ionship ex i s t s  only i n d i r e c t l y  —

t ha t  is , through the highest  n a t i o n a l  public servants  who are ul timately

responsible to the soc iety at large . These public se rvan ts  are both

arb i te rs  of defense  pol icy and broke rs fo r  the  m i l i t a r y  in dea l ings

w i t h  the publ ic . The s i g n i f i c a n c e  of th i s  lie s in the f a c t s , t h a t

(1) m i l i t a r y  p rofess iona l  exper t i s e  is not open to public scrutiny on

a da ily bas is , (2) the military professional is isolated from the

d a y — t o — d a y  modus operand i of soc ie ty  and (3) the only con tac t s  w i t h
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soc iety a f f o r d e d  the m i l i t a r y  profess ion is between i t s  top leaders

and the highest  governmental  o f f i c i a l s  in an env i ronment  w i t h  ex t remel y

sensit ive pol i t ical conno ta t i ons . This isolat ion of the profess iona l

m ilitary expert from normal participation in soc iety and direct account-

ability to the publ ic causes some ra the r un ique e f fec ts an d deman d s on

the profess ion . Without an easy and frequent interface , it c ause s a

general lack of u n d e r s t a n d ing by the public of what  mil i t a ry  exper t i s e

cons ists of and how m ilit ary pol icy and s t ra tegy  a re fo rmula ted . This

brings some to believe tha t  m i l i t a r y  recommendations are arr ived at

through some esoter ic mea ns .13 It causes alarm that the military lies

• outside the control of soc iety . It demands that the military profes-

sion , at the highest level , be amenable to civilian control . And

because of its relative professional isolation , it demands that the

• mIlItary ma intain a professional integrity which is above reproach

and a dedication to the preservation of a democratic society. Janowitz

recogn izes th is prof essional  isolation in a democracy . •

The military are professionals in the employ of the
state . They are a small group, and their careers
are distinct from the civilian careers . In fact ,
being a profess ional  sold ie r  is incompat ible w i t h
any other significant politica] or social role . The
m i l i t a r y  leaders  obey the gove rnment  not because
they believe in the  goals of the w a r , but because it
is t h e i r  du ty  and t h e ir  profess ion  to f i g h t . Profes-
sional ethics as well as democratic parliamentary
institutions guarantee civilian political supremacy .
The officer fights because of his career commitment .14

A second aspect which distinguishes the milita ry profession from

others involves i ts  f a c t i o na l i z a t i o n . The m i l i t a r y  is spl i t  into

many f a c t i o n s  and these d i v i s i o n s  arc both h o r i z o n t a l  and v e r t i c a l .
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The vertical divisions involve the sources from which professional

officers are drawn . In aggregating the several sources into three

major categor ie s , the  services derive t h e i r  o f f i c e r s  from the service

academ ies , ROTC and some form of o f f i ce r’  c a n d i d a t e  school (OCS) . The

backgrounds of o f fI c er s  produced by each of these sources vary widely

in scope : from the highl y p ro fess iona l  m i l i t ary  e d u c a t i o n  of the

academies , to the l ibera l  ar t  of highly t echnica l  educat ion  in the

ROTC , to some (or perhaps no)  college educa t ion  from the remain ing

source (OC S , av i a t i on  cadet  p rogram , o f f i c e r  t r a i n i n g  courses , etc .) .

Given th is  wide range of back ground and give n the d i f f e r ing levels of

commitment  to a m i l i t ar y  career  normal ly  represented by these diverse

sources — it is d i f f i c u l t  to t h i n k  of the  profess ional  o f f i ce r corps

as a homogeneously trained and educated entity in the same way as the

medical  or legal profess ions  appeir to be . Anothe r obvious vertical

divis ion involves the service affiliation . Vast d i f f e r e n c e s  exist

between the technical skills required to run a ship, fly an aircraft

and maneuver a battalion .

In the horizontal d imension , the re are w idely different skills

re quired at d i f f e r e n t  levels in a f u l l  m i l i t a r y  career . As a j u n i o r

officer , the skills required are primarily those of a techn ician . As

the o f f i c e r  progresses to the i n t e rmed ia t e  level ( f ie ld  grade r a n k ) ,

his horizons broaden and he become s less concerned wit h the technica l

skills of phy s i c a l l y  opera t ing a smal l  u n i t  and i ts  equ i pment and more

concerned with technique s of application and employment. Moving up to

a th i rd  leve l , he f i n d s  h imse l f  re peatedl y involved in manag ing  assets
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and distributing the resources of ever-larger organizations . At the

highest  level , t h a t  of a senior general o f f i c e r  or f l a g  rank , his

professional  e x per t i s e  must  now encompass almost an en t i r e ly  new

worl d . In 1919 Admiral Sims gave some indicat ion of the totally

d i f f e r e n t  requi rements  of the profess ional  at the h ighest level when

he cautioned that

an of ficer may be h ighly successful  and even
brilliant , in all grades up to the responsible
posit ions of high command , and then find his mind
almost wholly unp repared to perform its vitally
important functions in t ime of war)5

At the highest level , the m il it ary pro fess ional is now involved in

nationally import ant responsibilit ies in various high level service ,

jo in t  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  commands and in othe r top pol icy—making  roles

in the defense es tab l i shment . He is expected to have a working under—

s tanding  of the contemporary i n t e r n a t i o n a l  scene , w i t h  emphasis  on

United States objectives and programs , and on polit i c o — m i l i t a r y  f ac to r s .

He must have a balanced perspective of the dynamic  forces  in the

contemporary world  and of the  impor tance  of c o o per a t i o n  among the

branches of the armed services and all other agenc ies and in s t r u m e n t s

involved ir. our n a t i o n a l ’secur ity .16 And , most recently , the military

professional must have a working understanding of economic analysis

as it relates to the military sphere .

Granted other professions may have similar increase s in responsi-

bil ity as higher levels are reached ( v i z :  intern , surgeon , hospital

director , chief of publ ic health service) ; however , the magn itude of

change between levels and the range of expected du t i e s  not only appear
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to be much larger in the military profession , but in order to pursue

a fu l l  career , the mil itary profess ional is expec ted to progres s f rom

one level to the nex t level . In contrast , the medical or legal profes-

sions do not necessarily take movement from level to level as a form

of increased professionalism . There is some evidence that greater

professionalism in civilian life is achieved through increased special-

iza t ion  ra ther  t han  the career  gene ra l i za t ion involved in moving f rom

one level to the next . Another face t  of a h o r i z o n t a l  d ivis ion w i t h i n

the m i l i t ary  profession is t h a t  the pr imary role of the m i l i t a r y

changes depend ing on the s t a t e  of world a f f a i r s . If there is war ,

d i rec t ing  m i l i t a r y  operat ions is paramount . In peace , p rofess iona l

advice to the civilian authorities is primary . The professional

officer must be continually prepared to do both .

Finally, another aspect of the horizontal division is stated

excellently by Samuel Huntington :

Not all officers are professional military officers .
The professional military officer is distinguished
from o ther  o f f i c e r s  by his  sk i l l  and by his commit-
men t .  The sk i l l  is , in Harold Lasswel l ’s phrase ,
the mana geme n t of v io lence . Or , as a distinguished
British officer recently put it: ‘The f u n c t ion of
the profession of arms is the ordered application
of force to the resolut ion of a social problem . ’
The commitment is to the management of violence as
a ca reer . The technolog ical revol ution has
proliferated the methods of managing violence , but
even so only a part of the officer corps consists
of professional military officers . Many officers
are specialists — albeit relatively primitive ones —
in t he managemen t of v iolence , but they have no
commitment to officership as a career . Others
make a career ou t of off ice rsh ip bu t spec ia l ize in
skills not directly related to the management of
violence. Some officers possess neithe r mil itary
sk il l s  nor caree r comm itmen t . Quite obviously all
four types of officer are essential to the modern
off icer corps .17
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Morris Janow it .’ adds h is recogn it ion of ~~~ “ Lral degrees of professional-

ism by stating that some officers remain in the military for reasons

other than career commitment .

The ir loya l ty  to the m il it a ry  es tab l ishmen t begins
to depend more an d more on con ditio ns of employme n t
rather than on the commitment to the o r g a n i z at i o n
and its t rad it ion s.18

This d iversity and factionalization in the professional officer

corps bears on the concept of the “military mind .” This concept

frequently implies a certain monolithic quality to all military men.

However, the horizontal and vert ical divisions , based on great diver—

genc ies in background , education , qualifications and commitment ,

spl inter  the alleged monol ith ic profe ss ion . Quite obviously, each

mil it a ry  man is not made out of the same mold . But the concept has

persisted , and it seems to retain a certain implic itness , that military

men (perhaps only those who make the commitment to a m i l i t a r y  career)

have  sim ila r outlooks , s imi la r  objectives and s i m i l a r  approaches to

problems by v i r t u r e  of their  common m i l i t ary  t r a i n i n g  and educat ion .

Normally,  when the phrase “mil i t a ry  mind ” is used , it is appl ied in

the perjorative sense an~ denotes a rigid ity of thinking and a strong

proclivity to use violence or stern measures to solve most problems

which arise . Cer t a inly after year s of cont inuous as sociat ion w ith

things mil it a ry , a professional will adopt a certain perspective and

hab it of th inkin g wh ich w ill cause him , dur ing the course of his

pe rusal of a problem , to evalu ate the implications this problem will

have on his profession and to consider the possibility of applying the
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expert ise  of his profession to resolve the problem . Indeed , if he

did not do so, he could be accused of be ing unprofess ional . It is

precisely h is duty to eng age in such ruminat ions and it is cer ta in ly

the response expected of him . The very fact that his professional

expertise is sought at the highest level indicates that military solu—

t ions are considered a viable alternative to other non—violent methods

ava ilable . His recommen dat ion as to how to best resolve the problem

may or may not include military action . But not to have voiced his

professional opinion on the effects of the application (or non—applica-

tion) of force would be a dereliction of duty. The military profession-

al has this responsibility. The responsibility of accepting his

recommendation s l ies elsewhe re.

Despite the unique or special qualit ies (mentioned earlier)

which contrast the 111il~ t~~ry prafc~ zior. from others the re are still

some valid parallels that can be drawn by comparing the military and

other professional endeavors . Huntington equates the militar y to othe r

professions :

The skil l  of the ph y s i c i a n  is d iagnos i s  and t r ea tmen t ;
his respons ib i l i ty  i.s the h e a l t h  of his c l i e n t s . The
skill of the o f f i c e r  is the management  of violence ; his
responsibili ty is the m i l i t a r y  security of his c l ient ,
society ,l9

But the idea of equa t ing  the m i l i t a r y  mind to the “legal mind ” or the

“medical mind ” has been rathe r d i f f i c u l t  to accept give n the negat ive ,

but popular , connota t ion  of the m i l i t a r y  mind . Edward Gl ick noted

tha t ,
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in u n i v e r s i t i e s  and other c e n te r s  of intel lect
a sociologist , social psychologist , or psychiatrist
who s tudies  crime is usua l ly  c a l l e d  a c r iminolog is t
he is neve r ca l led  a c r imina l . S i m i lar l y ,  a l awyer
who chose s to p rac t i ce  c r i m i n a l  r a the r t h a n  c iv i l  law
is called a c r i m i n a l  l awyer and not a c r iminal . Certain-
ly no one dare s to suggest  tha t  the longe r c r iminologis t s
s tudy crime or c r imina l  l awyers  defend  c r imina l s , the
greater  w i l l  be the l ike l ihood t h a t  they w i l l  absorb the
a t t r ibu tes  of the people t hey s tudy or defend . And no
one says t h a t  they w a n t  lots of crime so tha t  they can
get more c o n t r a c t s , consu l t a t ions, and c l ients.

Yet the  same social cr i t ic who can remain rathe r
unemotional  about c r imin o log i s t s , c r imina l  l awyers ,
crime , and even c r i mi n a l s , o f t e n  qu ickly exh ib i t s  great
emot ional bias agains t  the m i l i t a r y  p ract i t ione r .2°

There is logic and o b j e c t iv i t y  in eva lua t ing the m i l i t a r y  profession

in much the s ame way as we do o ther  professions . And , jus t  as w i t h

other professions , it could be s ta ted t h a t  the m i l i t a r y  mind can be

a pos i t ive  f ac to r  which  enhances m i l it a r y  p rofess iona l i sm ra the r than

de t r ac t i ng  from it , Bletz makes  t h i s  point in r e l a t i n g  his f i n d i n g s

a f t e r  ex tens ive  research which  includes su rveying  some 200 profess iona l

m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s  in the N a t io n a l  War College classes of 1968 and 1970 .

He suggests t h a t  there are most decidedly posit ive contr ibu t ions of

the m i l i t ary  mind . Recognizing t h a t  the  discussion of the m i l i t a r y

mind is of ten  a h igh ly  emotiona l  one , he make s two basic p o i n t s :

First there is a large d if f e r e n c e  between the m i l i t a r y  mind and a

mil i t a r i s t i c  one . To the m i l i t a r i s t i c  mind , he a t t r i b u t e s  the w e l l —

known c r i t i cisms of r i g i d i t y  of t hough t , r e jec t ion  of new ideas , rel iance

on t r a d i t i o n , inaedquate  w e i g h t i n g  of n o r - m i l i t a r y  f a c t o r s , and an

a u t h o r i t a r i a n  approach to most socia ’ issues . The m i l i t a r y  mind , he

defines as one
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wh ich is cond itioned by training, education ,
experience , and intellect to recognize and place
in perspect ive the m i l i t a r y  impl i ca t ions  inherent
in a give n ~i a t i o n al  secur i ty  problem .21

In essence , the m i l i t a r y  mind is an enl ightened one tha t  is devoid of

the negat ive quali t ies of the m i l i t a r i s t i c  mind . Second , there has

co1r ’-~ into existence a new form of m i l i t a r y  mind — one which recognizes

the heavy impac t of modern m i l i t a r y  policy decis ions on the c i v i l i a n

realm. The new mi l i t a ry  mind , which  has emerged since the mid 1960 ’s ,

has increased qual i t ies of f l e x i b i l i t y  of mind , a n a l y t i c a l  thought

processes , c r e a t i v i t y  and imagin a t ion . The m i l i t a r y  professional ,

possessed of the new m i l i t a r y  mind , knows his respons ib i l i ty  to in ject

into his del iberat ion a c a r e fu l  s tudy of the e f f e c t  of a given m i l i t a r y

action on the surrounding soc iety . In short , the old m i l i t ary  mind

operated on the principle of m i l i t a r y  expediency whe reas the new one

operates w i t h  a larger perspective — an awareness of the compl ica ted

polit ico—mil i ta ry  r e l a t ionsh ips  involved and an increased knowledge of

key non—mil i t a ry  f i e lds .22

Admit ted ly , there is a ce r t a in  idealism involved in Bletz ’s

qua l i t i e s  and a t t r i b u t e s_ of the new m i l i t ar y  mind . However , there is

good evidence (to  be shown l a t e r)  tha t  such a t r end  towards  the establ ish-

ment of a new military mind does exist . And this trend is perhaps - more

a result of demands mad e upon the military profession than anything

else . Therefore, t he new m il it ary m ind become s a prerequ is ite fo r

true m i l i t ary  profess ional i sm.
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There is a m i l i t a r y  mind . Wi thout  i t  m i l~~ , ..~~~~

professionalism , as defined in this study , would
be a myth . The m i l i t a r y  profess iona l  i u s t
cons t an t ly  s t r i v e  to  improve his  m i l i t a r y  mind
and be c o n s t a n t l y  a l e r t  to the dange r s  of the
mil i t a r i s t i c  mind . The c i v i l i a n  eou~m un i t y  mus t
~ u11y comprel ie i iu  1Au~ d i l le r e n c e  between the
proponents of r a t i o n a l i s m  and i r r a t i o n a l i s m  in
any o ther  profess ion  or social g roup ing.  The
p o l i t i c o — m i l i t a r y  equa t ion  w i l l  be wel l  served
by the m i l i t a r i s t i c  one .23

In conc lud ing  t h i s  d iscuss ion  of the m i l i t a r y  profess ional , a

cen t ra l  point which must  be addressed is :  What is meant  by profess ion—

alism and wha t  c o n s t i t u t e s  mil i t a r y  p r o f e s s i o n a l i s m ?  Abrah amsson

Sta tes ,

Profess ionals  p ro fe s s .  They profess to know
bet ter  than  ot hers the n a t u r e  of ce r t a in  m a t t e r s
and to know b e t t er  t han  t he i r  c l i e n t s  wha t  a i ls
them or the i r  a f f a i r s . This is the essence of
the p ro fess iona l  idea and the profess ional  claim .24

In grand overview , the m i l i t a r y  p ro fes s iona l  can be described

as one who pursues a career  ded ica ted  to service to the n a t i o n .

Commitment to a m i l i t ar y  career is an e s sent ial  ingredient  of  profes-

sionalism . His prime responsib i l i ty  is the s ecu r i t y  of the n a t i o n a l

society at all  t imes . In pe ace , his  role is to m a i n t a i n  the highest

possible degree of mi l i t~~ry preparedness , to f o r m u l a t e  m i l i t a r y  policy

and de fense st r a te gy , and to advise higher authority in all mil i t a r y

ma t t e r s  which re la te  to n a t i o n a l  s ecu r i ty . In w a r , his role is to

control and d i rec t  m i l i t a r y  opera t ions  to accompl ish  the  object ives

s ta ted  by higher  a u t h o r i t y .  His i n t e g r i t y  and c r e d i b i l i t y  are perhaps

the most important facets of  his  profess ion , for  w i t h o u t  these his

ability to perform effective ly as e i~ .~ r a commander or an adviser is

all  bu t des t royed .
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The qualificat ions that mil itary professionals possess are

accumul ated ove r years  of servi~~ in a v a r i e t y  of jobs . The ear ly

y e a i s  of a p ro fess iona l  are spent l e a r n i n g  and app ly ing  t a c t i c a l  or

o per a t i o n a l  p r i n c i p l e s . He gains  ind ispensable knowledge f rom this

experience which he must  apply th rough out  his career . He , as an

operator , sol ve s t a c t i c a l  problems and l earns  the resul ts  which  can

be expected f rom the appl i c a t i o n  of force . He become s a w e l l — t r a i n e d

t echn ic i an  who not only know s how to employ t a c t i c a l  weapons systems

but wha t  specif ic  results can be expected from their employment . As

he progresses through  these early years , he expands on this knowledge

in sever al way s : He becomes involved with the employment of lar ger

uni ts of force , as well as with a greater variety of weapon systems ,

and he experiences the teamwork and discipline required to successfully

accomplish the assigned misaion . Moving through t he ear ly intermediate

years , the profess ional  receives schooling and experience in the manage-

ment process . Through s t a f f  work  he ga ins  a work ing  knowledge of the

procedures used to create , train , equip and deploy forces . He becomes

familiar with the planning factors which must be used in the orderly

employment of forces — the time—space relationships . He gains experience

in the feasibil ity of employing alternat ive systems . And by the close

of his interme dia te ye ars (perh aps some 15 years of serv ice) , learns

the responsibilities of commanding a unit of men and forces in the

field wh ich can be employed independently . Up to this point , the

military professional has been concerned mainly with operations — the
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employment of lorces . Through j o i n t  t r a i n i n g  exercises , he has

• eva lua ted  and r e f ined  his  technical  exper t i se . If he has experienced

combat , his professional credentials are further advanced . At this

point , those o f f i c e r s  who show greatest potential for greater respon-

sibilit ies are give n f u r t h e r school ing to  broaden the i r  perspect ives.

This may involve post—graduate civilian education , atten dance at the

various professional schools , or both . I t  is from th is group th at

the future top military leaders are drawn . This becomes a critical

phase for the officer because he becomes involved in a new and much

broader environment , lie learns to appreciate the effects of military

policy and strategy on the international scene ; he gains an awareness

of the close relat ionship of the nation ’s military establishment with

• other segments of American soc iety ; he operates within the formal

polit ico—military organizational structure ; he becomes a part icipat ing

membe r in f o rm u l a t i n g  m i l i ta r y  s t r at eg y ; he exp eriences l a rge r  c~nn.’nands

and learns  to  manage and employ eve r — i n c r e a s i n g  amount of human and

m a t e r i a l  resources;  he grapples  w i th  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between appropr ia te

force structures and a credible strategy ; his parochial tendencies become

s~mewhat mitigated by assignments to joint and international staffs ; and

he becomes exposed to the intrpc acies and complexitie s of balancing

competing claims on the nation ’s resources .

Admittedl y, this is a heady list of experiences . And it should be

noted that the officer who progresses through these periods of his

profession will experience some overlap . The different tasks at differ—

ent levels are not rigidly compartmentalized . Preparation for each leve l
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m a y  be s ta r ted  years  before , It is a flowing evolution . In all

probab il i t y ,  those officers who attain and hold general or flag rank

will have gained the fu l l  measure of experience as described above.

And these are the profes sionals we are concer ned with — the top

military leaders who advise national authorit ies on nat ional security.

They have the qualif ications required to perform their task , and their

military expertise is founded upon years of professional training,

education , experience and intellect , It is on this extensive and

comprehensive background that military experts stake their claim to

professionalism .
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CHAPTE R 111

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF PROFESSIONAL MILITARY ADVICE
IN THE UN I TED STATES

Americ an m i l i t a ry le aders have it as the ir professional  d u t y ,

der ived from cons titu tional arrangemen t s , to advise national authori-

t ies on m a t t e r s  of m i l i t a r y  secur i ty . “N a t i o n a l  au tho r i t i e s” are

considered to be the President , the Sec re tary of Defense an d the

Congress. As Commander— in—Chief , the President is the prime recipient

of mil it ary adv ice . The Secretary of Defense (who in effect is the

Deputy Commande r—in-Chief) has no direct constitutional authority but

• derives his authority from the President and from ]egislat ion enacted

since 1947. The Congress , un de r its inve st igat ive powers , has the

right to call military witnesse s in connection with its legislative

duties . Throughout our history , the re qu irement for m ilitary ad v ice

has varied greatly — both in terms of amount and substance . The

factors  wh ich have de term ine d “how much ” and “what  kind ” of advice

are f a r  too nume rous and d ive rse to expl ain in de t a il . However ,

some factors appear to have much greater we ight or greater permanence

than others . Generally s pea k i n g ,  the f requency  and amount of advice

has been most dependent , f i r s t l y , on the changing personal and inst itu -

t ional in te res t s  of n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i es and secondly , on thc r e l a t ive

security of the n a t i o n .

• While no responsible President can a f f o r d  to completely d i s d a i n

or ignore h is m il it ary experts  (part icul arly in wartime ), the re are 
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numerous historical examples of widely differing levels of ..cceptance

• on the part of the recipients . The degree of acceptance is often

re lat cl to the q u a l i t y  and c r e d i b i l i t y  of the advice . Prior to th is

c e n t u r y  (and pr ior  to the p ro fe s s ionali za t ion of the m i l i t a r y) , the

United States milit ary services were not organized to provide milita ry

advice on a routine or systematic basis . Obviously , eve ry Pre siden t

has it within his power to determine what role the military will play

in governmental decisions , but it is of h i s to r i ca l  in te res t  t h a t  there

was no concept w i t h i n  the military of the spec i f ic  re la t  ionships involv-

ed crc- n during w a r t i m e . Without  such a concept of what the relationship

ought to be , it is impossible for the military to organiie a staff

which can consistently provide the necessary support to accomplish the

advisory  f u n c t i o n  adequa te ly . And w i t h o u t  prope r s t a f f  support , the

q u a l i t y  and c r e d i b il i t y  wi l l  sa i l er . Therefore , Lhe m i l i t a r y  must

have a c l ea r  idea of wha t  is expected of them if they are to f u n c t i o n

effectively . For exam ple , during the Civil War the ad hoc arrangements

between the military hierarchy an d the Pres iden t took wha teve r form

and shape Lincoln wan ted , C ivil War histor ians have f r e quent ly  no ted

the confusion with regard to the r e spons ib i l i t i es of the  G e n e r a l — i n — C h i e f

(Halleck) to his President . The Generals—in—Chief in the nation ’s

pre v ious wars  (Was hington , Dea rborn and Scott ) never expou nded a con cept

of their duties except to command their armies.1 Thus , there was no

precedent to follow . It would be unthinkable today to see a recurrence

of the situation wherein the President makes informal and unannounced

visits to the Defense Department to read military cables upon which he

43



-, 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ —

--- -
~~

—- • — -. -

~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~

would base many oil it ary dcc ~s icos ‘ .~~n c o m n  d i i , Woodrow Wi l son

also took great  in te res t  in  his re ’- p  ‘n~~ib i l i t  i t - s  as Comm an der— in—C hi ~ f

but , in contrast to Lincoln , was p - ’ i . --p osed t o  a l a rge  degree of

independence f rom his milita ry - crt ~~~ , W i l s o n ’ s anti—military out-

look sur faced  when he t h r e a t en e d  t o  L o l  ish t h e  N a v y  ‘s General  Board

and the Joint Army and N: i v  Hoard  i i - r  they appealed a p r e s i d e n t i a l

decision on the  t r a n s f e r of  gu n bo~~t i n  t h e  Pac- i V ie  in 1913 2 F a r t h e r ,

Wilson ordered the  Jo in t  flo~ rd not i ~~et a g a i n  w i t h o u t  h is  pe rmiss ion ;

that  p ermiss ion  ~cas not g iv e n  for t w o  and one half years .3 After

World War I had started , t he-re we r, n t  inuous  d i scuss ions  in the

United States concerning military t - - i :Irt dness in this count ry . Hold-

ing out against a growing avalanch~ of c r i t i c i s m , Wilson refused to

V subs t an t i a l l y  inc rease the Army and :~avy u n t i l  United States entry

into the w a r  was  pub l i c ly  announced  • In  l a t e 1914 , he admonished his

c r i t ics,

We have never  had , an d v.-hi le Ic,  i-c t  .~i n our  l)r e sei~t
pr inciples  and ideal~; cc  never  sh~~ll have , a
large s t an d i n g  army

And la ter , his d i s d a i n  for Pr o f e s s i o n a l  adv ice  d u r i n g  World ‘~V a r  I

is noted by h is commen t ,~~
”. . . this var , being completely unprecendent-

ed , was the refore , in a sense , a war f o r  ama teur s .”5 ( I t  Is i n t e r e s t i n g

to note tha t  s u b s t a n t i a l ly the same idea has  been expressed by the

defense scholars  f rom the  c i v i l i a n  c o m m u n i t y  in  r c fer r i n g  to the  concept

of nuclear  war  and the f o r m u l a t i o n  of de fense  pol icy in the  l a te  1950 ’s) .

Frankl in  Delano Roosevelt took a d i f f e r e n t  approach to m i l i t a ry advice

in World War I I , in that he relied h e a v i ly on the professional military .
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Roosevelt kept personal and dail y contact with military leaders and ,

in e f f ec t , removed the Sec retarie s ml ~~ r and N :ivy from any mean ingful

posit ion in the chain of command .

The President and the Jo in t  (‘l,~~- t ~ of St ilt formu-
l ated s t r a t e g y . The ~eci’e t a r i  ~ of S tat e , War  and
Navy pl ayed m a r g i n a l  roles . ~~ i i a -  the  n i l i t a r y
ch ie f s , they  did not r e g u l a r l y  , d t cnd t i a  gr e a t
war t  ime pl a iming  conic i’ ei~ -e s L - ~ \~ceii Roosevel t  and
Church il l .t

~ 
-

The above examples of p r e s i c l e i t i - i l — r n i l i t a r y  relat ions concern

wartime situations prior to ‘r ld  \~ a t ’ I I . Mosi Iresidents , fo l low ing

traditional public attitudes , have t~mdcc1 to rely more heavily on the

military in emergencies (although ~n d i f f e r i n g  degrees )  and to genera l ly

d i s regard  them when the threat has Iia - -- ’d . Howeve r , it is also true

t h a t  peacetime Pres iden t s  have f a s h i o a -d t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  the

m i l i t a r y  in t h e i r  own d i s t i n c t i v e  w a y  j u s t  as is (lone in wa r t ime . This

is me rely a r e f l e c t i o n  of the  f a c t  t hj t  each Pres ident  has his  own

polit ical style . Even whe n i n s t i t u t  j r n  a 1 advisory machinery exists

(as i t  has since short ly after World  W c I I )  a President  may completely

bypass  the ex i s t  lag o r gan i z a t  ions and subst  i t u t e  his  own procedures for

c o n s u l t a t i o n  and advice .. The p o s t — ~- y- p r e s i d e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h

the m i l i t a r y  w i l l  be a n a l yz e d  in d e t a i l  in C h a p t e r  V . It is sufficient

for the moment to note that the re existed a set pattern of heavy reli-

ance on the mil itary for wart ime decisions and a general neglec t of

the mi l it ary in pe ace , and that in both peacetime and wartime the

status of military experts  and their degree of partic ipat ion has been

ma inly a product of presidential prelercnce . These two facts have
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a i ’ . li - ev en t  I C  emergence of a c lea r  and cons i s ten t  concept ion

of t ic ’  ‘ a p p r o p r i a t e ” r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the m i l i t a ry and the

Coiruii - i d ’  ~~
- - in—Ch i . -

‘i’he same v a t  l ances  can be seen in Congressional  pre fe rences for

m i l it a ry  adv  ic-c . the  mood of Congress has  varied between one of

• a t te : . ; ’  i g  to  e o l l t  rol military policy or s t r a t egy  (as in the l a te r

stat cc, of the Ci cil War) to one of almost completely relinquishing its

role i i i  i nk lu e i ’c ir ~, oil it ary m a t t e r s  (as  In World War  I I ) .  N a t u r a l l y ,

the ai,o iii t of m i l i t a r y  advice give n wi l l  be based on the degree of

institutional interest Congress displays in things military . Whil e

Congrc~- s is of only tangential interest to this analysis of m ilit ary

advice , it is important to recognize that there exists an inter-

relationship betacen Presidential and Congressional preoccupat ion

w i t h  mi litar y advice which has  a significant influence on the nature

of t h a t  ad v ice . A Congress which  is both highly interested and highly

critical of military or defense pol icy f re q n~ ntly causes the President

to enlist his military leaders in defesnse of administration polic ies.

Military advisers then become political supporters of the President ,

~‘hu s, Congress can cithef influence a reluctant President to greater

accommodat ion with the advice of military exper ts  or cause the m i l i t ar y

advisers to alter their recommendations. However , such pol itical

(or pa rtisan) use of profess ional mi l i t ary expe rts reduces the au tonomy

of the professionals and perhaps calls their very professionalism into

question . This situation has existed several times in the post World

War II period .
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W ith regard t the ~ i : t e  of r e l u t i~- . ’ na t ional secur i ty  and i ts

effect on the amount of ad - ice rendered , it is obvious that in periods

of war military advice l a t E  ic give n c o n t i n u ou s l y  to conduct d a i l y

operat ional mat  t i  In II: - pr osecu tion  of the war . In peace time ,

howeve r , the amount  of a v i c e  is dependent largely on the threat

perceived . In this ( ‘ c n t u i v , the  b y  ebb in m i l i t a r y  ad v ice was  re ache d

in the ea r ly  103( 1 ’s , N E  imna ll y, there existed a certain euphoria

a f t e r  the  v ic to i ’~ ous Ainer i - ,n c r u s a d a -  in World War I to “make the

world safe  for dc- rr iocracy . ” The th rea t  to peace was  e l imina ted  and

fu ture  t h rea t s  ~v r e  to be reconciled by highl y m o r a l i s t i c  means , —

I~~ague of Nat lo in- , P e r m a n en t  Court of Ar b i t r a t i o n , the K elb ogg—Br iand

Pac t , etc . The lack of a credible threat to the physical security of

the nation during the 1PYO ‘s and early 1930 ’s and the severe soc i e t a l

dislocatIons canacci by l b . ’ economic depression relegated t he  m i l i t a r y

to a posit ion of pol itical isolation . But World War II completely

reversed the position 01’ the military . Thosc two period s, one of

neglect in the 1920 ’s and early 1930 ’s and the other of total reliance

in the 1940’s, reflects the traditional Americ an attitude toward the

military in peace and war . It would have been n a t u r a l  to  assume the

t r a d i t i o n  would cont inue  a f te r  World War  II and Indeed there was

init ially an overwhelming demand to disarm as qu ickly as possible .

However , the period of the 1950 ’s and 1060 ’s ushe re d i n a tot all y new

requirement for reliance on the military in t imes of relative peace .

These new requ i rements on the mil itary have not been altogethe r satis-

factor ily met . The revolutionary ch ngc in civil—milita ry relations
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in pe acetime has produced a great  deal  of c o n fu ~ ion for  all conce rned —

In the m ilit a ry , in civilian national leadership, an d in the publ ic

and its cong ress iona l agents . In t h is  new environment , there has

been no set pattern in American treatment of the military profession

as there was in the two prev ious dec ades and , as a conse quen ce , the

amount of military advice requested by national authorities has varied

considerably — not only between successive administrations but also

somet imes during the tenure of a single administration .

Turning to the nature and the substance of military advice ,

these also have been con diti oned by a b arge number of di verse fac tors ;

howeve r , perhaps the most significant of these factors are (1) the

v iew held by the mi l it ary profession als themselves of what the ir role

should be , and (2) the Increased complexity of military strategy and

defense pol icy after 1945. In examining the historical evidence in

support of these factors , the starting point again coincides with the

turn of the century when United States military professionalism came

into its own . With the passing of the Spanish—American War , there

started a cresendo of activity at the national level designed to

bet ter  prepare the m i l i t a r y  leaders  fo r  t h e i r  advisory  role and to

provide clear channels of communication for the advice . The creation

of various agencies for military advice paralleled the growth of an

Internat ional conscience by America and her leaders . American inter—

ests now inc lude d t e r ritories in the Car ibbean , Hawaii , and the -

Ph il ippines , plus a greatly expanded international trade . In order

to provide defense for these new and widely scattered areas , the Jo in t
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Army and Navy Board was established in 1903 by agreement between

the two service Secretaries (War and Navy), Its overall duty was to

“take cogn iz ance of que stions referred regar ding join t Army and Navy

policy relative to National Defense ,”7 In 1919 , the Jo in t Board was

given a statutory basis and was expanded somewhat with the addition

of the Joint Planning Committee whose purpose was to investigate ,

study, confer  f ree ly  and repo rt on quest ion s of defense and mil it ary

policy . A concept of preparation for military advice was announced :

Determination of such questions on national defense
can have no validity unless it is connected with a
revised scheme of defense based upon an estimate of
the international situation , our na tional  pol icies
and total resources for defense ,8

With the military getting its house in order organizationally , the

parameters of military advice became better defined . Also the

channels of communicat-iuii were made expl icit : The service chiefs

were principal advisers to their respective Secretarie s, who in turn

were responsible to the President . In the event of service disagree-

men t , the President was to be the arbitrator . As General MacArthur

stated in 1934,

In any plan , project or program involving joint or
cooperative action on the part of the two defense
‘- ervices and in which opposing professional viewpoints
cannot be composed by their designated representatives ,
there is only one authority that can and should be
permitted to intervene ; namely, the President . The
issues involved are far too serious in their effects
on n at ional secur i ty to perm it any lesser au thor ity ,
e i t h e r  profess ional or ci v i l , to take the responsi—

• bility of this decision . . • . In other wor ds , the
board constitutes in theory and in practice an ideally
organized defen se st af f  of profess ional men for the
Pre siden t of t he Un ite d States .9
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In formulat ing milita ry advice , it was recogn ized from the very

outset that the international situation , national polic ies, and total

resources were to be cons idere d by the m ilitary . However , the m il it ary

profession to this date is still uncertain and divided on the issue of

what  f ac to r s  shoul d be cons idered , and to what degree should they be

evaluated , in the process of composing military advice . An Army

officer writing in the Naval War College Review (April 1972) takes

except ion to the fac t that the JCS shou ld “
, . . base the ir adv ice

not on narrow military considerations alone but on the broad—guaged

pol it i ca l  and econom ic f a ctors as well .”10 I t is his content ion  t ha t

the military should not stray too far from “purely military ” considera-

t ions in its adv isory role .

The history of this division can be easily traced since proponents

of both sides have been (and are still) fairly vocal in supporting

their  respect ive  views on the na tu re  and p a r a m e t e r s  oi. milita ry advice .

T r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  the two d i f f e r i n g  r a t i o n a l e s  en d e r l y i n g  the  f o r m u l a t i o n

of m i l i t a r y  advice have been termed the “s e l f — d e t e r m i n i s t” app ro ach

and the “suba l te rn ” approach . The “s e l f — d et e r m i n i s t s ” are r a the r

independent and feel the.professional military should determine all

defense strategies and the supporting force structure requirements

based on t he ir assump tion s of nat ional objectives . Their task is to

in form pol itical leaders what force s are necess ary to ach ie~’e a certain

level of security after they have made their own analysis of d iplomatic ,

pol it i ca l  an d econom ic cons idera t ions . P liticians are free to dis-

regard their advice , but only at the l - own peril. The “subal te rn s”
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are more docile and accommodating . mci I 
~~~~~~~ i ion is to accept the

force levels es tabl i shed by the p o l i t i c a l  l e , t h r s  and t~~ determine

how the given forces Can  be made most efficient . “Subalterns” do not

consider it proper for military men to d c t e r a . in e  how much defense the

nation needs or how much it could afford to h -we — — their task is

merely to ensure that forces allot ed to t he m are efficiently inte-

grated for  max imum e f f e c t i v e n e s s . S u b a l te r n - s are the more c o n s e r v a t i v e

of the two , and they find justificat ions for  t h e i r  posi t ion in the

military v ir t u e  of obedience and their dedication to the “apol i t ica l”

nature of the m ilitary .

The Joint Board was comntittc- cl to “self—determinism ” by includ ing

n o n — m i l i t a r y  f a c t o r s  in its deliberations . That the Joint Board

understood th i s  is c lea r  from it ~-~ correspondence  w i t h  the Secretary

of War in 1931 :

The factors which go to make up our n a t i o n a l  pol ic ies
including the basic pol icy of national defense , depend
to such a degree upon our international r e2a t ions  both
political and economic . that a consideration of them
is necessary to a correct evaluation of the Philippines
from a military standpoint )-’

Also the original charter of the Joint Plannii-ig Committee encouraged

consideration of International events , national polic ies and economic

and industrial resources . Despi te these clea rly s ta ted concepts

advocat ing the “self—determ inist ” approach , the inte rw ar period foun d

t he profess ional m il it ary wo rk ing bo th sides of the street . Throughout

the tenures of both the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) and the Chief

of Staff of the Army (C SA) in the Hoover Administration , these off ic ials
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advised t h e  Pre~ i~ c ~t I i i  L~~e •~~~I a t ( - i i t  rule of “s e lf— d e t e rm i n i st s  ,“

E s s e n t i a l l y  their advice ~c a ;  o c o n st a n t l y  “w a r n  him t h a t  Amer ican

nil i tar y  s t reng t  11 5 as 1 -1 ‘ . I lu s a f e t y  1’: vol , ’ based on t h e i r  pe rcep-

t ion of the i n t e i n ~~t iona t L t u a t i o n  and ~n i t e d  S t a t e s  n a t i o na i  in teres ts  ,12

But at the same time , G~- :~~~~] Swmnurall (in 1929) acted as a “subaltern ”

by responding v c i i  sym l ’ a l  i i r a ll y  to  Hoover ’s request for an Army

survey of all m i l i t a r y  id ‘:it les in  o rder  to obtain a reduction in

m i l i t a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e s . Ui a l e t t e r  to  his  commanding  generals ,

Summerall  let it be kn own 1w- suppor ted  Hoover and the aims of the

• survey , 13 While support  f i ’  the C o m m a n d e r — i n — C h i e f  is an expected

response from military leaders once a decis ion is made , it Is incumbent

on these professionals to uct consistently in the advisory function and

not to support r educ t ion s  wh i l e  at t h e  same time decrying a lack of

m i l i t a r y  preparedness . Several e v e n t s  in d i c a t e  t h a t  Summerall  cont inued

to act a l t e r n a t ely  as a “~a i h a lt e rn ” a nd as a “s e l f — d e t e r m i n i s t  ,“ In

• the role of the former , bc more t han  t a c i t l y  supported the President

in connection w i t h  the Army survey by i n i t i a t ing an a t t e m p t  to prevent

the Amer ican  Lei io n  from ~)ass ing  a reso lu t ion  c r i t i c i z i n g  Hoover “for

mingling in military affairs and for his efforts to reduce m i l i t a r y

expend itures .”14 In the role of the latter , the CSA “wrote an article

urging Army officers to enlighten the public on m i l i t a r y  n a t t e r s ,

suggest ing t h a t  if they are careful , they could do so without openly

criticizing their su periors .”15 In the same ve in , Summerall ’s f ina l

report as CSA ( w h i c h  was  cons idered  a “m a s t e r p iece ” ) reviewed the

his tory  of military policy and concl icd w i t h  sounding  a w a r n i n g
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because he feared United States security was in dange r m i l i t a r i l y .

Surnmerall fr e quen tly stated his disagreement with the national policy

of reverting to unpreparedness after a war because it only leads to

inefficiency and ineffectiveness in the next war .16

• Regard ing nava l  advice , the Navy was m o s t l y  “s e l f — d e t e r m i n i s t .”

They openly  c r i t i c i z e d  Hoove r ’s m i l i t a r y  policy to the e x t e n t  t h a t

after a year of this activity, the President s rote the Secretary of

Navy as follows: - 
-

As you know , I have been sorely tried during the
whole pa st year  by members o±~ the Navy appealing
to public prejudice as against the civilian control
of the mil itary arm of government , and the t ime has
come when some action must be taken to int”oduce a
highe r realization and sense of duty on the part of
naval officers than they have hitherto displayed .17

‘I\vo months later , Hoover imposed censorship on naval criticism which

did not stop it but mere ly forced it underground . The crit icism w a s

continued by interest groups outside the military (the Navy League ,

American Legion , etc .)~ Howe ver , the  CNO h imse l f  was  r a t hc r docile

s t a t i n g  t h a t  “when pe ace p r eva i l s , s t a t e c r a f t  d o m i n a t e s  and whe n v a r

is imminent , it would be unwise not to permit the counsel of (military )

techn icians to contro1 .”~
8 He sympathized with most of Hoover ’s

policies despite the fact that the Navy was not allowed to build up

to the level authorized by international agreement in the naval confer—

ences after World War I .

- Throughout the i n t e r w a r  years  the Joint Bo a rd was the main vehicle

through wh ich joint military advice was  f or m u l a t e d . Their la rges t

task  was the development of War Plan Orange aga in s t  po t en t i a l  Japanese
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aggression . Originall y, in 1924, the plan (calling for defense of

the Phi l ippines)  was j u s t i f i e d  on the Joint Board ’s evaluation of the

pol i t ica l  and comme r c i a l  value of m a in t a i n i n g  cont rol o ver  the

Philippines . The plan was  based as much on such f a c t o r s  as “p o t e n t i a l

comme rcial  cen te r ” of the  Ph i l ipp ines , “n a t i o n a l  p res t ige , ” “ the

Open Door Policy, ” “Uni ted  St a tes  sove re ign ty  and o b l i g a t i o n s , ” and

“pol it ical s t a b i l i t y” as it was  j u s t  if led on s t r a t e g i c  cons ide ra t  ion s

of military value )-9 M i l i t a r y  p lanne r s  we re m a k i n g  pol i t  ic al  and

economic assumpt ions , if not j udgmen t s , in f o r m u l a t i n g  m i l i t a r y

advice — d e f i n i t e l y  a “ s e l f — d e t e r m i n i s t ” s t ance , It should be no t ed

t h a t  m i l i t a r y  and fore ign  policy we re not coord ina ted  d u r i n g  the

formulat ion stage until late in 1935 largely because the State I)cpartment

refused repre s e n t a t i o n  eu the Joint Board . Therefore , in formulating

milit ary policy to support the national inte ren t , military planners did

not have Lhe benefit of professional support from fore ign pol icy experts .

The result  was  t h a t  Hoove r c o n s i s t e n t ly to ld  Congress t h a t  the national

defense s i t u a t i o n  was s a t i s f a c t o r y , even when his m i l i t a r y  a d v i s o r s

warned him t h a t  Amer ican  s t r e n g t h  was  below the  s a f e t y  love ] . Lack of

coordinat ion between the m i l i t a r y  and t he  State  D e p a r t m e n t  was  one

cause of t h i s  disconnect  between the President and the m i l i t a r y . And

it resulted in different concept ions by civilian leaders and their

military advisers on the n at e  of flat ional defense preparedness .

N a t i o n a l  adv i so r s  mig ht  be concerned about t h e i r
inability to protect American comme rce throughout
the world; Hoove r recognized the impossibility of
doing so . Army or Navy advisors  mig ht  base t h e i r
apprehensions on the precarious posit ion of the
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Phil ippines;  Hoover l~n ew t h a t  the  i s lands  we re
indefensible  and t h u s  avoided t h e  anx iety of t r y ing
to fo rmula t e  a d e f e u i u e  lo r  them , lie believed t h a t
while the  ba lance  of power was m a i n t a i n e d , the
American c o n t i n e n t s  would  be s a f e  f rom f o r e i g n
attack . Should the United S t a l i - ~ a t t empt  to  assert
hegemony elsewhe re , she would  u p u et  world s t a b i l i t y
and perhaps lead the wor ld  t o w a r d  a new arms race
or even w a r  20

President Hoover , it might be stated , was very concerned with

na t iona l  p reparedness ;  howeve r , given his disposit ion to favor

peaceful means 0 stateciaft , his view that geography made the

United Sta tes  r e l a t i v e l y  secure , and h i s  ove r r id ing  preoccupat ion

w i t h  the economic depression , m i l i t a r y  views and advice were not

given high p r i o r i t y  desp i t e  the grw ing i n s t a b i l i ty  on the inter-

n a t i o n a l  scene throughout the 1930 ’s. This merely reflected the

different assumpt ions made by the m i l i t a r y  experts and their

commander—in—ch ief ~ hen they bo th r ii ,~de jud gments u ii  the  same set cC

po l i t i ca l  and economic f a c t s . This p ro blem is inherent in the

“s e l f — d e t e r m i n i s t ” approac h to m l i i i  ary  advice . For w i thou t  close

coordination with the political experts on the assumpt ions  involved

in the na t i ona l  in te res t , m i l i t a r y  advisers  may arrive at far

d i f f e r e n t  conclusions  than  t he ir  c iv i l i a n  coun t e rpa r t s .

President Roose velt had an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  approach to

mil itary and econom ic pol icy,  both domestically and internationally .

He initiated an immediate build~ up of naval forces due to his belief

tha t  in terna tiona l develo pmen ts war ranted larger force s and tha t

spending money at home would help the depressed economy . Inasmuch as

Roosevel t gradu al ly increase d the Army and Navy d u ri n g  the 1930 ’s ,
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there were few oh  ic i a l  u ’  ~i t flIO l~~ tetwe en the l’rcsident  and h is

military advisers . Thei-~- i~ ; hardl y a rn -e d  f o r  a voc i ferous  “s e l f —

de te rmin i s t” wh~ ui hot h i.~ I I  I ary and ci v i l  ian leaders  share the same

• view internationall y. ~~~~~~~ t h e  m i l i t a r y  were g e t t i n g  more forces ,

the “s u b a l t e r n ” role cou ld  ~u f f i c e . t h a t  the Army Chiefs  of S ta f f

and the Ch ief s ol  N aval  ~~:i~ ions  unde r Roosevel t  were  b a s i c a l l y  all

“subal terns” can be a t t u i I i~ od in l i ~ part to t h i s  reason . I t

should be noted , howeve r , I h a t  even “ s u ba l t e r n ” m i l i t a r y  advisors

may disagree w i t h  the Pies i d en t . tk’is ra i  M a r s h a l l  did as Deputy CSA

in 1938 . This s i t u a t i o n  ~ i ll  tend t o  occur wheneve r the profess iona l

mu it ary feels  t h a t  c i v i l  i ~-n (heels  ions are t o o  t e c h n i c a l  and i n t e r f e re

w i t h  the m i l i t a r y  e f f e c t  iveness  of the forces  a l l o t t e d . In the f a l l

of 1938 , Roosevel t  f e l t  ii was  not c l e a r  when , where or how the n a t i o n

might be cal led on t o  exe r t  m i l i t a r y  lurce . Wi th  the grow ing powe r

and aggress iveness  of Ge rm a n y  and Japan  domina t ing the i n t e r n a t i o n a l

scene , Rooseve l i s u d d e n l y  encouragech the  War  D e p a r t m e n t  “tq p lan  not

for  what  the r e l u c t a n t  Congress mig ht  poss ibly  concede but fo r  w h a t

ac tua l ly might  be needed fo r  defense ” — w h a t  k ind  of defense  to design —

what  k inds  of weapons  to ordcr  f i r s t ,21 The dawn was b reak ing  on the

age of advanced technology and the inc reas ing  complex i ty  and m i x t u r e s

of weapons systems s igna led  t h a t  a new and more imp o r t a n t  role would be

played by m i l i t a r y  exper t s  in g o v e r nm en t a l  decisions . Heretofore ,

the American experience in military policy was basically two—d imensional

( land  and s e a) ,  t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y  u n s o p h i s t i c a t e d , and l imi ted  geographi-

ca l ly  in scope : Naval policy was the coas t a l  de f ense  of the U n i t e d  S ta tes
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and its possessions and the protection of cOmJne z~~~~ ; and Army p & ’ l i L y

encompassed c o n t i n e n t a l  de fense  and some degree of defense or Panai r i a ,

Hawaii and the Philippine s. Within this limited scope of milit ary

policy , Presidents before Roosevelt could easily understand the details

• of military tactics , strategy and policy in peacetime and the choices

were relatively simple ones. The advancing technology and the new

d imens ion of airpower , coupled w i t h  possible mu it ary invo lv  I a n  t in

yet other foreign areas , complicated the process and called for a

greater reliance on the t echn ica l  sk i l l s  of professional military

• experts. The requirements for military advice were rapidly enlarging

in the technical arena; however , there grew to be a subtle int -r—

• relat ionship between the means used and the ends achie ved . (Not

- 
• until the nuclear age would this relationship become clear to all).

But in the pre—1938 t r a d i t i o n  of dec id ing  the d e La i l s  üf n L i l i i d r y

pol icy ,  Roosevelt elected to build airplane s to solve the problem of

an aggressive Germany 1 • He was  “thinking in terms of he lp ing B r i t a i n

and France build air strength that might be suffic ient to hold Hitle r

in check , or to defea t h im , if war came , without United States

part icipation .”22 Warplanes were a deterrent whereas ground forces

were not , Roosevelt announced in a meeting with his military advistirs ,

and he wan ted to rapidly buil d 10,000 airplanes . Most of these would

go to Britain and France, Turning to General Marshall , the President

asked , “Don ’t you think so George?” Mar sha l l  apologized but said

f i r m l y ,  “ 1 don ’ t agree w i t h  t ha t  at i’ll , ”23 The President  w a n t e d

only combat  p l anes  wh i l e  his Army advi se r s  w a n t e d  an - ef f e c tive

-— 
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fighting force across the board . The “subaltern ” reasoning was

clear and the opposit ion to Roosevelt was strong . The Army felt

planes were worthless without men to fly theni and troops to hold the

ground for them.

FDR complained that he asked for war planes and his
planners (advisers) offered him almost everything
else instead .~~

h

The outcome , as might be expected , was a program for 6000 (vice

10,000 ) p lane s and Congress  w a s  urged to provide more money for

other things wan ted by the services . Howeve r, the President would

not authorize even modest manpowe r increases in ground forces

(which was  called a ‘ m i l i t a r y  requirement ” by the War D e p a r t m e n t) .

Clearly, it can be seen tha t  regardless  of which  approach is

t aken — — e i ther  the  “s e l f — d e t e r m i n i s t ” or the “suba l t e rn” — —

m i l i t a r y  advisers  may f ind themselves  in d i s ag reement  with their

superiors . Wht le “se l f — d e t e rm i n ist s ” w i l l  f i n c h  t h e i r  d i s ag reemen t

concerns the prope r say to evaluate non—military factors which

leads to divergent assumptions on the role and use of military forces ,

“subalte rns ” w i l l  f i n c h  they d isagree  on the basis of an appropriate

force structure required to accomplish a cert ain degree of national

security. Among the contemporary defense experts , we f ind one

(with a rather large following) who feels  the  m i l i t ar y  expert  should

not use e i t h e r  approach . A l a in  En t h o v e n  a p p a r e n t l y  believes the

military expert should be confined to strictly operational employment

since he is neithe r qualified to evaluate non—military fac tors and

make str ategic assumptions nor is he qualified to determine force
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structures and weaponry . Speaking of those he considers military

profess ionals, En thoven  says ,

Gradua tes  of the  m i l i t a r y  academies  and w a r  colleges
cannot state with any precision what strategy and
force posture may be needed to support certain
foreign policy objectives , because there are no
great immut able military laws to determine these
requi rements  , 25

Ent hoven ’s lack of confidence in the military professional is

further explained by his testimony in Congress :

• . . I think you have to recognize that the question
of what the overall forces of the United States should
be has got to be a b a l a n c i n g  of a lot of f a c t o r s ,
There is no such t h i n g  as a pure m i l i t a r y  requi rement .
I think that as soon as you get away from very local-
ized , specialized , precisely defined tac t ical situat ions ,
and get to the  wor ldwide  problem of how many forces we
ought to have , I think you get a balance between the
capabi l i ty  of the m i l i t a r y  fo r ce s , t he  opposing force s ,
and our political and strategic objective s.26

Obv ious ly ,  to Enthoven , neither of these approache s suffice as

a basis for formulating military advice f o r  they can eas i ly  produce

disagreements at the h ighes t  leve l of gove rnment and they both are

poss ibly beyond the qualificat ions of military experts . If such is

the case it would be fair to conclude that neithe r of these two

approaches can def ine th~ proper role of the military expert in

dete rmin ing  n a t i o n a l  s ecu r i t y  pol icy.  Fur the r , ne i the r  of these

approaches present much hope of producing a consensus on the degree

of participation by the Un ited Sta tes m il it a ry in ma jor dec isions of

soc iety. What is suggested , t h en , is t h a t  the re may be anothe r

approach to the formulation of military advice which  would produce

fewe r d i s ag reemen t s  and con t r ibut e to the fo rma tion of a f a irly stable
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consensus on the proper role of the m i l i t a r y  in United States

society. Before structuring a new approach to milita ry advice , it

would be appropriate to review briefly the expanded requ i rements

for contemporary military advice and then to outline the basic

elements of present (hay military advice .
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CHAPTEH lv

COMPLEXITIES IN FOW~1ULATING M I L I T A R Y  M ) V I ( E  SI N ~ I - : l~- ’l 5

Agains t  a background of u n c e r t a i n t y  r ega rd ing  the a ) ; - I -~~j r i a t e

type of military advice in the American p o l i t i c a l  process , the

United States entered the post World War II era w i t h  new r e E p o n s i —

bilities and interests . National security became of para1: nIi t interest

and concern to the society and , for the first t ime , the mi litary was

to assume a major role over an extensive period in times of peace .

The h i s to r ica l  evo lu t ion  of Uni t ed  S t a t e s  n a t i o n a l  secur i t y policy

since 1945 has been documented count less  t ime s , and l i t t la  purpose

would be served by a de ta i l ed  r e c a p i t u l a t i o n  of i t s  growth  at  th i s

t ime , It is sufficient to note that the United States was catapulted

in to  the center  of a new world e n v ir o nm e n t  wh ich , du C to il i ’-  aL~~.st

immediate pos t—war  h o s t i l i t y  of the U . S .S .R .,  r ap idly became u n s t a b l e

and t h r e a t e n i n g  to Uni ted  S t a t e s  s e c ur i t y  i n t e re~~1s . The - xp a n d i n g

hegemony of the U .S.S.R ., backed by the wor ld ’s l a r g e s t  m i l i t a r y

es tabl ishment  in te rms  of manpower , could only be checked by the  pow-er

of the United States . Despite the monopoly of atomic power possessed

by the Un ited States , American policy—makers had no strategy or policy

objectives aimed at preventing the Soviet expansion . Privatel y and

among themselves , government  o f f i c i a l s  a d m i t t e d  in 1945 that a toughe r

line must be taken against the Soviets . Harriman , Love t t , Mar sh a l l ,

Keenan , and Byrnes were of this persuasion and were instrumental in
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e v e n t u a l l y  e s t a b l i s h i n g  the policy of c o n t a i n m e n t , Halbers tam noted ,

The lesson of history from Munich to Berlin was
basic , they decided : one had to stand up, to be
stern , to be tough .1 -

Toughness was  t hough t  to be f i r m  diplomat ic and economic measures

backed by mil ]Jary potential , and it was soon realized that possession

of the atom ic bomb was not , in itself , sufficient milita ry power . So

there was to be no return to the peacetime tradition of no standing

army . In fac t , within a few years , a separate and third military

department was added and a National Military Establishment was created .

Much as President Truman tried to curb military spending while main-

taining sizable peacetime forces , successive crises ( I r a n , Greece ,

Turkey , Berlin and Korea) initiated the perception on the part of

civilian leade rs that even large r forces would be necessary to keep

the communis ts  in check . So long as communism t h r ea t ened  wha t  was

considered the “free  world , ” the U n i t e d  St a tes  peacet ime m i l i t a r y

arsenal had to at least match the perceived threat ,

I~ rhaps what was not clearly understood was that the pol icy of

containment would permanently divide the world and create the long

term need for• large inilit’ary resources to unde rwrite that policy .

The threat  of pe renn ia l  war , known as the  Cold War , w i tnessed  a

rap idly spiraling arms race bringing with it vas t l y more complex

weapons systems as well  as an unprecedented  growth and d u p li c a t i o n

in military operational missions . In the 1950 ’s, the nuclear s t r a t eg y

of deterrence supported the pol icy of containment . This strategy

required the military to be technically know led gable in new area s of
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mil i ta ry  spec ia l i za t ion  — electronics and compLte.i7q~~ on , space

systems , m issile technology , nucle ar energy and it s e f fec ts , advanced

communica tions , etc. To meet this requiren: nt , the m ilitary establish-

ed and/or sponsored a ne twork of t r a in ing an d educat ion programs to

prepare its non—combatant personnel for over 1500 technical skills.2

In the 1960 ’s, t he concep t of flex ible respon se expanded on th is

s t ra tegy  by incre asing the size of convent ion al forces . The technol-

ogy of conventional me ans of warfare became even more sophisticated

through greater research and development efforts. To function

eff4ctively as a milit ary adviser , a working understanding of this

vas t ly  expanded m i l i t a r y  technology was a prerequisite . This required

at least a pass ing acqu aintance w ith m any ra pid ly deve loping f ields

of specialized technology and sk i l l s .

At the same t ime , the  m i l i t a r y  adv i se r had to become more of a

general is t  as the Uni ted  S ta tes  m i l i t a r y  had become commit ted  to

protect over 40 nations throughout the world . Many of these na t ions

had contras ting cul tural , econom ic , polit ical and military systems .

The large number of overseas bases , the deployment of United States

forces v i r t u a l l y  wor ldwide , the m i l i t a r y  ass i s t ance  and t r a i n i n g

prog rams to fore ign n ations , and the formal milita ry alliances were

all new to the American military experience . Man aging these expan ded

and far—flung forces , programs and base s called for  econom ic and

pol i t ical  sens i t iv i ty  on the part  of m i l i t a r y  e x p e r t s .  Small m i l i t a r y

deci sions and inc idents , particularly in foreign lands , could have

large scale repe rcussions in ma ny noi. -m ilitary areas , Consequently ,
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m i l i t a r y  advisers  had to broaden their perspectives by integrat ii~

the po l i t i ca l  and economic aspects in f o r m u l a t i n g  their military

recommendat ions . -

In yet anothe r major dimension , the post World W a r  II military

adviser was required to expand h is  horizons , This invo lved  re- t  h i i n k i n g

the concept of military victory . The nuclear age brought its own

complexitie s with an expanded fear of nuclear holocaust . Total

victory , if achieved in a total nuclear s-ar , was too staggering a

thought to se riousl y contemplate , and the concept of limited w a r

led to the goal of limited victory . The idea of limited victory sas

not easily assimilated into the conceptual baggage of the military

as was shown by the MacArthur—Truman controve rsy in 1951 , The

achievement of pre—set polit ical goals in a limited war seemed to

prove t l t  there was a substitute for complete milit ary victory (in

the MacArthur sense). But even as late as 1959 , there is evidence

t ha t  the “ir.assive retaliation ” synd rome , in its most crude-form ,

- 
S ~~~ - - - • ~

- • -

was st ill in ex iste nce by~ some members of the JCS.
3 In order for

the mil itary adviser to be credible in this environment of a possible

to ta l  nuclea r wa r, he had to divest himself of many traditional

attitudes regarding military victory and adapt to the new sophist ica—

tion of a limited victory concept . And this called for reeducat ion

regard ing polit ico—military relationships . The basic change in

mil it ary thinking that was required is succic1ti y summed up as follow s,

In total war the objective was identified as the
relat ively fixed factor while the leve l of conflict
necessary to achieve the objective was the major
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var iable . In limited war , on the other hand , the
level of conflict was identified as the relat ively
f ixed f a c t o r , due primarily to the nuclear threat ,
and the objective was the variable . Further ,
objectives are limited as a meaiis of keeping the
conflict short of total war and limitation of
objectives is not an end in i t s e l f .4

Th is reor ien t ation in m il it a ry  th ink ing was to be accompl ished

against  the bac kground of a f a s t  chan ging scena rio. After World War II

there were different requirements for military advice with each change

of administration , there was  an accelera ted ra te of change in weapons

technology and military tactics , the threat varied with changing

alignments in mil itary alliances , the enemy capability periodically

change d in form an d shape , and United States pol icy underwent consider-

able revision , If the principal military experts could have understoxi

the totality of the nature of these changes during their tenure as

adv isers , they may have been more rele’ant than they have bran in

their recommendations . But th is  c r i t i c i sm  is not intended to single

out the mil it a ry as part icular l y unaware group in our society. With

regard to these multi—dimensional change s taking place and the supe r-

charged rate of chan ge , the military was not alone in failing to

comprehend the magnitude of what was taking place . Other groups in

society su f f e r ed  equal ly  un der  the “cr is is  of adapt ion ” as noted by

Alv in Toffler in Future Shock: -

• Many of us have a vague ‘feeling ’ that things are
mov in g f a s ter . Doctors and executive s alike complain
that they cannot keep up wi th the  l a t e s t  developments
in their fields . Hardly a meeting or conference takes
place today without some ritualistic oratory about
‘the challenge of change ’ . . , . The disturbing fact
is that the vast majority of people , i n c l u d i n g  educated
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• and o therwise  sop h i st ica te d people , f i n d ~ idea of
• cfl angr ~o t h r e a t e n i n g  t h a t  they a t t e m p t  t deny i~ ~

exis tence . Lv~~n many  people who  unde r s i  and  i n t e l  T e c —
t u a l l y  t h a t  change is acceicr at  in g ,  have not i n t e r n a l -
ized t h a t  knowledge , /~~id/ do not t ake  t h i ~- cr i t i c a l
fac t  i n t o  account in p l a n n i n g  . . . .~~

So the m i l i t a r y  has not been alone in s t ruggl ing to  pc -x - e cive  the e f f e c t s

of change ; however , in t h a t  the p ro fe s s ional  m i l i t a r y  p l ays  a large

role in the mak ing  of n a t i o n a l  s ecur i t y  pol icy  and t h a t  n a t i o n a l  secur—

i ty  policy has  been the cen te r  of publ ic  d e b at e , the  successes and

l i m i t a t i o n s  of the  m i l i t a r y  have been more open to public scrutiny

t han  most othe r groups in Americ an soc i e t y .  Given the t r a n s f o r m a t i o n

• of mil i t ary  t h i n k i n g  on v ic tory , the kale idoscopic  and acce le ra t ing

background , and the lack of consensus as to t he  proper role f o r  m i l i t ar y

advice in national decision—making , it is r e a d i l y  apparen t  how the

• formulation of military advice became an exceeding ly complex f u n c t i o n .

Before reviewing the e f f e c t iv e n e s s  01 t h a t  advice in the  post w a r  era ,

a discussion of the coptent of m i l i t a r y  adv ir e  is most ge rmane .

Routinely, post—war advice had had three  basic  e l em e n t s :  F i rs t ,

it starts with an assessment of the mili t ary threat to artional secur-

ity; second , it involve s~ a de~~ rmination of the  app rop r i a t e  s t r a t egy

to meet that threat ; and lastly , it concludes with a series of re c ommend—

ations regard ing the force levels and weapons systems to effectively

support that strategy . These are t he  progra mm ed responses expected of

the m i l i t a r y  p ro fe s s ion  and the vast  m a j o r i t y of m i l i t a r y  s t a f f s  in

Washington are c o n t i n u o u s l y  involved in s t r u c t u r i n g  these e lements .

Ove r and above these bas ic  elem - J s , another type of military
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ad vice is f requen t ly  sought by na t iona l  au thor i t i e s , part icularly

when the nation i~ faced with  a secur ity cr is is. In this case , the

mi1it ’~~y is asked to comment on the capability of existing forces to

meet the c risis at hand and , not infrequently, is requested to evalu-

ate the effects of employ ing forces in the context of the situation .

This ad hoc type of advice , in distinction to the basic advice routine-

ly expected , is formulated almost ‘ on the spot .’ It cons ists of

professional judgments concerning the specif ic danger presented to

the nat ion and the an t i c ipa t ed  resul ts  of applying m i l i t a r y  force in

a specific and well—defined situation , There are choices to be made

by nat ional author i t ies not only between weapons  systems and tact ics

but between variable combinations of military and non—military measures

which could be used to counter the threat . Should the emphasis be

placed on mil it ary act ion , or should dip loma tic and /or econom ic

measures be appl ied as the pr im ary means? Cert a in ly to the degree

tha t  one typo of ac tion is em pha si zed , the range of the remaining type

of actions becomes more circumscribed , In othe r words , in order to

react ade qua tely to meet the crisis , but not to ove r reac t  and cause

f u r t h e r  problems , a certain blend of interrelated actions must be

prescribed . In discussing such precise and de l i ca t e  a l t e r n a t i v e

measures, the m ilit ary member in the President ’s advisory council

must be able to understand and evaluate the effects of applying vary-

ing degrees of non—military actions if he is ~o part icipate effectively

as a member of the advisory body . I t is und er these c ircu mstances

primar ily tha t  t he m il it ary profe ssional mu st be educ ated in more than
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the “pure m i l i t a ry r equ i r emen t  .“ The dec is ion  cs to how to respond

to the thr*-at could be crucial and , while it is made unde r the duress

of cr is is , the c r e d i b i l i t y  of the  mil i t a r y  professional is affected by

the qual ity of adv ice  rendered . To a lesser degree , it is affected by

the actual resul ts  of the  measures employed. Robert A. Lovett comment-

ed on the quality and credibil ity of military advice as follows :

M i l i t a r y  advice  is only  one — — although on occasion ,
the most necessa ry  — — type of gu idance  needed today
and the d e c i s i o n — m a k i n g  process involves  a sys tem of
checks and balances in the Executive Branch deliberate-
ly designed to keep any one economic or social group or
any one gove r n m e n t a l  d e p ar t m e n t  f rom becoming dominant .
Therefore , every judgement made at the decisive level
requires a we igh ing  of several o f t e n — c o n f l i c t i n g  and
competing f a c t o r s .

For these rea sons , the abil ity of the milit ary
expert to give wi~ o adv ice — — and to get it l i s t ened
to by pol icy—making officials — — depends in great
measure on his possesaing know-ledge in key non—military
field s and in seel11~ issu~ s in broad perspcctivc ~

6

Returning to the three basic elements of military advice with

which the m i l i t a r y  adviser  is c o n t i n u o u s l y  concerned , we find that

even here it is more than just the pure military requirement which

is needed . In address ing  the f i r s t  of these , it is obvious t h a t  a

threat assessment is a relative thing in several dimensions . Obv ious—

ly,  compar ing a irplane vers us a irplane , ba t ta l ion versus ba t ta l ion ,

or w a r s h i p  versus w a r s h i p  between one ’s own forces  an d those of t he

enemy is a relative thing. (The simple comparisons ment ioned above

should not obscure the f a c t  t h a t  such an assessment  is r a the r  omnibu s

and pervasive in that such things as relative training, morale ,

mobil ity, f irepower , logistics , resources , comm an d and control , etc. ,
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must be orchestrated into the overall evaluation ,) Beyond this ,

however , is another relativity that is even more difficult to grapple

w ith , This is the rel a t ionsh ip be tween enemy capabilit ies and our

nat ional  in te res ts . Does the enemy ’s m ilitai-y capability in a certain

are a of the world d irec tly affect a vital national interest of the

Un ited States? If it does , then it is a bonn f ide  threat which must be

countered wi th  s t r a t egy  and forces , But certainly potential enemies

may have capabilitie s which ne ither bear on United States national

interests nor necessarily impair national objectives . I t should also

be recogn ized tha t th is is never a s ta tic con di t ion since the

dynam ics of the international environment cause our interests and

objectives to change which , in turn , affects the magnitude of the

threat. But in evaluating foreign military capabilities , we f ind that

a p a r t i cu l a r  c~~pab i l i ty  is a th rea t  onl y whe n it relates to ou~ c u i i C l it

na t ional  in teres ts  and objectives . And the basic problem encountered

in this relat ionship is one of recognizing what these national inter-

ests and object ives are at any give n point in t ime .

To many who have not given th i s  problem considerable thought  and
ft

research , it may appear that the military professional has merely to

listen to the pronouncements of our polit ical leaders and these inter-

ests and objectives will become clear. There is considerable controversy

on th is poin t as w itn essed by the follow ing statemen ts from scholars

and former officials who have been immersed in this problem . Writ ing

in 1931, Charles Beard referred to t}’~ bas ic problem of de fin ing t hose

vital nat ional interests when he said ,

69



Nor is the term ‘defense ’ self—explana tory . Defense
of wh at? Defense of the peopl e residing in the
continental Uni t ed  States’? Defense of all the races

• and n a t i o n a l i t i e s  i n h a b i t i ng  Amer ican dependenc ies
In the Caribbean and the f a r  Pac if ic? Defense of
all the American c i t i zens  in China or any other

• country on the globe where disorders are likely to
do damage to their persons and property? Defense
of American me rchan t  vessels on the high seas and
in all the ports  of the wor ld?  Defense of American
investments wherever they may be in danger? Although
a former Secretary of the Navy once declared that the
arms of the Government must be strong enough to hold
all these territories , persons , t h ings , and int angibles
wi th in  t h e i r  embrace , it cannot  be s a i d  as yet t h a t
this  theory has been f o r m a l ly adopted as a national
resolve . If it we re accepted , no th ing  ve ry precise
would be settled , for it covers too many imponderable

• factors . . .

Paul Warnke , in addressing the s ame subject tod ay,  m akes a similar

point : 
-

• In his most recent State of the Un ion Message President
Nixon refer red  to hIs policy as having been ‘care fu l ly
and de l ibera te ly  ad ju s t ed ’ so t h a t  ‘whe re our i n t e r e s t s
or our t rea ty  commitments  are not involved our role
will be l imited . ’ But th i s  ne i the r d e f i n e s  our inter-
ests nor explains when and how they may be pro tec ted
by mil it a ry powe r . It  suggests , moreover , t ha t  our
interests  and our t r ea ty  commitments  are not synonymous .8

On def in ing nat ional secu rity ,  Charles  Schul t ze says ,

Yet , clearly there is a consensus among the Americ an
people , shared by all but the most extreme fringe — —
that in some way or the other the United States has
basic national security interests which extend beyond
the guarantee of our own territorial integrity.
Unfor tuna tely,  from the standpoint of precision and
simpl icity those interes ts revolve pr inc ipall y
around intangibles , uncertainties , and ~i obabilitie s
rather than around concrete threats readil y foresee—
able and easily grasped .9

Apparently ,  the concept of national :-curity is vague enough in
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today ’s world to permit the w idest of interpre tations as shown by

comparing the following two statements made by Morgenthau and Gottlieb

(respect ively) -

The v i t a l  in te res t s  of the U .S., as of any nat ion ,
are twofold : milita ry security from attac k by
other nat ions and security of its domestic insti-
tut ion s, The excel lence and vi t al i ty of a nat ion ’s
domestic i n s t i t u t i o n s  w i l l  ava i l  it little if it is
unable to defend i t se l f  a g a i n s t  foreign aggression ,

• . , I would suggest that in defin ing nat ional
security one criterion must receive top priority ,
In t h i s  age of ove rdeveloped weapons systems and
under—developed social systems , the needs and
aspirations of our people — — good jobs , health
and child care , education , mass transit , and
clean water and air — — can afford to come first.
Otherwise there might not be a viable soc iety to
defend if some nation were so foolish as to
at tack  us .11

The f lavor  of these quot ation s ind ic ate that what one expert cons ider s

the primary threat to national interests ( and therefore a national

security problem) may not be the main  t h r e a t  to another expert . Va rious

in te rp re ta t ions  will continue to abound and whatever the professional

milita ry  adv ances as a tnrea t w ill be met , In all probab il ity ,  with

some amount of c rit ic ism . However , in the absence of more precisely

• define d nat ional intere sts, it would seem tha t  such c r i t i c i sm, of the

mi l i t a ry  can be d imin i shed  by expand ing  the horizons of m i l i t a r y

adv isers so that they are able to consider and astutely evaluate as

many non—m ilitary factors as possible in assessing the threat . Those ‘

who possess a large perspect ive  of t h e i r  env i ronment  are u s u a l l y

credited with the capability of offer-ag better quality advice . The
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proo f of th is l ies in the “statesman ” status accorded to such soldie rs

as Marshal l  and Taylor  who were unique because of their ability to

understand the impact of military issues on contemporary society.

Nonet heless, it appears that a threat evaluation has many political

rami f i ca t ions . It is not a pure ly military subject .

the issue of t h r e a t  percept ion is a ‘p r e— m i l i t a r y ’
matter which at its very core is political , and that
the f i n a l  s t r u c t ur e  of n a t i o n a l  s e c ur i t y  policy is a
balance between the pol i t  ical and m i l i t ar y  elemen t s) -~

If we are to accept this proposit ion , the military cannot produce a

cred ible th reat  assessment unless they are able to grasp  the many

diverse issues involved in n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y .

Also relative to a credible evaluation of the threat is the issue

of “capabi l i t i es  versus  intentions .” Historically, most military

~~~
, 

•
~~

•
~~

-
‘

planne rs feel very uncomfort able w ith eva lua ting the intent ion s of

potent ia l  enemies . If has been claimed that planning for such an

important thing as the security of the nat iofl must he done on a more

concrete basis than what may prove to be the whim of intention . If

a foreign nat ion  has  the c a p a b i l i t y  to endange r U n i t e d  Sta tes  secu r i ty

interests, then it has been assumed t h a t  t h i s  is a d ef i n i t e  t h r e a t

regardless of t ha t  n a t i o n ’s s t a t ed  or implied purposes , p eace fu l  in ten t .

It is largely due to this  f ac t  tha t  c r i t ic s  of the m i l i t a r y  f r e q u e n t l y

charge that the militaty profession pract ices “a la rmism ” a despicable

facet  of m i l i t a ry profess ional ism .13 This practice has also been termed

the “greater  t h a n  expected th rea t ” or “o”erse l l ing  the t h r eat .” Various

reason s are hypo thc~sizec
1 why this pr ctice exists; however , the most
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logical reason centers around the reluctance of the mi1tt~ ry to

evaluate potential enemy ’s intentions . It is suggested here tha t , in

actual pract ice , the m i l i t a r y  does e v a l u a t e  i n t en t ions  — at least

insofar as deciding which nations are potential enemies and which are

not . For example , the British and French nuclear capabilitie s are

not considered a threat whereas the Soviet one is a threat . Is there

not an implicit evaluation regarding the intentions of all three

nat ions in such a d e t e r m i n a t i o n?  (To brush this as ide w ith  the comment

that if we can deter or defend against the Soviet threat we have done

likewise to the others is to miss the point , since we do not plan

against  the poss ibil ity of simultaneous ly mee ting all three threa ts.)

Looking deeper into this reluctance , we f i n d  t h a t  it is only the in ten—

tions of the communis t s  t h a t  the m i l i t a r y  Is r e l u c t a n t  to eva lua te .

This could be cop sidered a m a n i f e s t a t i o n  of the United S ta tes  emphasis

on ant i—communism , but anothe r cons ide ra t ion  t h a t  may be more s ign i f i -

cant is the announced goal of communism to spread its system throughout

the world . Until this intention is denounced , there  are many in the

military (as perhaps elsewhere) who will continue to take the announced

communist intention at face value and cont inue to advocate a wide range

of Un ited State s mil it a ry  responses — f rom nuclear  deterrence to an

adequate war  f ight ing capab i l i t y  aga ins t  the f u l l  spectrum of Sov iet

mil it a ry  capabil ity anyw here in the worl d .

But the f u n d a m e n t a l  question regarding th rea t  assessment remains :

If mil itary analyst s do not attempt to evaluate the probabilities
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invo lved  in enemy i n t e n t i o n s , is i t  not poss ible  t h a t  our s t r a teg y  and

force structure are eithe r greatly mo re than required or grossly less

t h a n  requ i re d f o r  any g i v e n  ix~’riod of t ime? This is the inherently

unanswerab le  quest  ion 01 “110w much is enough? ” Since some observers

feel t h a t  there is l i t t l e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of the Soviets  a t t a c k i n g ,  f o r

example , in Western Europe , our forces there are claimed to be too

large and thus represent ~asted United States resources . General

Goodpaster , the  C o m m a n d e r — i n — C h i e f  of V n i t e d  S t a t es  forces in Europe ,

t e s t i f i e d  before  Congress in 1970 and di sp layed  the eve r—presen t

reluctance to adjudge the enemy intention in initiating such an attack :

The re remains  an open ques t ion  w h e t h e r  they  would
do it , and why would they do it • But t hey h ave
the capability for doing it , and our job is to
provide some kind of guard against an unbalanced
capability of that kind .1-~

The m i l i t a r y  v iew s  the basi  problem as one w h i c h  is grounded in the

f a l l a c y  of assum in g t h a t  enemy ac t ion s  can  ‘uC programmed . If one

assume s he can p r ed ic t  enemy i n t e n t  ions , he may be o~~~r looking the

dynamics  of action , reaction and i n t e r a c t i o n  be tween  adversar ies .

As General Goodpaster stated :

I think what we have to do is recogn ize  the  wide
range of choices that an enemy will have , and
then we have to make suitable provision against
all of the opt ions open to him , ranging from
very smal l up to very large .

If you do not do that , if you leave some option
open to him and he is an intelligent analyst ,

• and leader , and the  Sovie t s  have  those c h a r a c t er -
ist ics , he would shape  h i s  p lans  to t ake  a d v a n t a g e
of your areas of weakness .15 -
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Thus, the emphasis will remain on the capabilit ies aspect rather than

intentions in threat assessment, There are other reasons that this

emphasis should remain . In this day of sophisticated military equip-

ment and long production lead t imes, it Is obvious t ha t  enemy i n t e n t i o n s

may change much more rapidly than can countervailing force structures.

Forces must be s t ructured  more in relat ion to permanent capabilit ies

rathe r than to trans ien t In ten t ions , But it is equall y t rue  that

some evaluation of intention is necessary if the military is to wisely

allocate its resources. The “heating up” and “cooling down” cycles
/ -

tha t  ex isted in the Cold War can be v iewed in the form of trend s. If

such t rends  can be recognized and evaluated in its early stages (such

as the current  “detente ” in Europe ) , defense expend i tu res and resources

may d iminish  somewhate or at least may s tabi l ize . To the extent  that

trends In in ten t ion  can be recognized , the profess ional  mil i t a r y  expert

must be able to in terpret  even t s  which indicate  a na tion ’s intent . At

the very least , some capabil ity to discern events which signal depar-

tures from traditional intent must exist . While some events may be

obviously military in nature (such as force deployment or technologi-

cal developme n t ) , many such events  lie outs ide the t ra di t ional realm

of m il ita ry  con siderat ions — suc h as increased trade , more frequent

cont acts through c u l t u r a l  programs and tour i sm , revised pol it ical

alignments , new fore ign pol icy object ives , a greater  w ill ingness to

negot ia te  d i f fe rences, etc . The military expert , if he is to att a in

cred ibil i ty ,  must take cognizance of these non—military factors and

assimilate them into  his f inal  recommendat ions . Not to do so , or to
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at tempt  to f o r m u l a t e  m i l i t a r y  policy without first analyzing these

fac tors , would most l i ke ly  produce nar row and unrea l ist ic advice

s u f f e r i n g  f rom the single factor fallacy . So it appears t h a t  the

basis of threat assessment is not an e i ther /o r  s i t ua tion  but a

judicious combin a t ion  of c a p a b i l i t i e s  and intentions whene ver possible .

But the re can be l i t t l e  doubt t ha t  the emphasis should be on capabili-

t ies if a low degree of r isk is to be m a i n t a i n e d .

Turning to the second basic element of military advice , t ha t  of

determining the strategy to meet the threat , we f ind that in the years

Inunediately fol low ing Wo rld War I I , military policy and strategy were

in a state of flux . As the United States emerged from the war , each

service was anx ious to carve out a role and miss ion  for  i tself  compat-

ible wi th  the overal l  s t r a t egy . In the late 1940 ’s, conta inment

emerged as the basic foreign policy goal . But before the Korean War

“the goal of containment had been pursued primarily by econom ic and

diplomat ic  me n.is , not by m i l i t ar y  ones .”1- 6 The Soviet Union was

“pressured ” by the West to withdraw occupat ion forces from northern

I ran  in 194 6 , the Truman Doctr ine sent economic aid to Greece and

Turkey in 1947, the Marshal l  Plan was inaug~ rated in 1948 to rebuild

Western Europe and re inforce it agains t  communism , and the United

States supported the e s t ab l i shmen t  of pol i t ica l  organs such as the

Counc il of Euro pe and the Western European Union . The f i r s t  post—

war sign of what is now called the mil itarization of American foreign

policy was a d irect result of the Berlin Blockade in 1949. This

dram atic event was met not by a direct mil itary retaliat ion , but by
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an attempt to defeat the purposes of the Blockade by non—violent

means . However , the lea ders of the West saw in t he Berl in Blockade

tha t  communist in t rans igence included resort to mil i t a ry  ac t ions . The

reaction of the West was to form a military alliance for the North

Atlant ic community. Un ited States membersh ip in NATO marke d the f i rs t

time in American history t ha t  the Uni ted  States entered a m i l i t a r y

alliance in peacetime . But the t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  of Ame rican con ta inme nt

policy to one of heavy reliance on military means was not yet complete ,

for NATO was considered a polit ical organizat ion as much as it was a

mil itary one . Events in As ia wereto he ighten the real izat ion t h a t  a

serious military threat was be ing mounted by the forces of communism .

The ideological threat of communism was progressive ly becom ing more

and more a m i l i t a r y  threa t . The mi l i t a ry v ic tory  of Mao Tse-.Thng on .

the Chinese mainland in 1949 gave testimony to this , But it was the

Korean War , Initi at ed by an aggressive communist invas ion of Sou th

Korea, which was the f in al impetus lead ing to the m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  of

American policy . Prior to this war , economic and diplomatic efforts

on the part of the West were evidently effective enough to contain

commun ism and , if they were to continue to actively pursue their

objectives of convert ing the world to communism , the Soviet and

Chinese leaders were forced to resort to milit ary means. Reluc tan t ly ,

the West re sponded in k ind . The alternative , it was felt , was to

surrender territory and people to communism at the point of a bayonet .

The consequence of th is tr a in of events int ensif ied t he Cold War
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and maci c m i l i t a r y  policy and s t r a t egy  the backbone of Uni ted States

na t iona l  s ecur i t y  policy since 1950 , The s t ra teg ic  f u n c t ions of

cont a inment in the Cold War became massive r e t a l i a t ion (deterrence) ,

defense of Western Europe ,  c o n t i n e n t a l  defense , p repara t ion  for

l imited wars , and bu i ld ing a general  w a r  mobi l iza t ion base .’7 From

1950 on , the f o r m u l a t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  s t r a t egy  became of param oun t

concern to nat ional le aders • As the numbe r one issue in public policy ,

mil i tary  s t r a t egy  ga ined  the a t t e n t i o n  of many segments of the

Americ an soc i e t y,  The m i l i t a r y  profess ion , in the years  prior to

1950 , found i tself  re ad jus t ing  to in te rna l  events  of major  proport ions .

The “u n i f i c a t i o n” of the services produced f a r — r e a c h i n g  o rgan i za t i ona l

changes and d is rupted  the cus tomary  channe l s  of communic ation and

inf luence , the sh r ink ing  de fense  budget c rea ted  in tense  interservice

competi t ion , and the r evo lu t iona ry  advances  in technology s t r a i n e d

the traditional patterns of mil itary thinking . Therefore , as a result

of these in t e rna l  a d j u s t m e n t s  going on w i t h  the m i l i t a r y  and the

n o n — m i l i t a r y  emphasis  of American pol icy , the m i l i t a r y  profession was

ne i ther  prepared nor was it required to p lay a role of major  s i g n i f icance ,

in nat ional decisions until after 1950.

The suddenness of the arrival of the Korean War propelled military

advice onto cen ter  s tage . Howeve r , viewed h i s t o r i c a l ly ,  t h i s  demand

was far more significant than the cus tomary  Uni t ed  S t a t e s  re l iance  on

the m i l i t ar y  d u r i n g  w a r t i m e  in t h a t  it was now recognized t ha t  there

would be a long t e rm requ i rement  for  r i l i t a r y  ex pert ise in d e a l i n g  wi th

the p er s i s t en t  and blobal communist  ex p an s i o n . And in placing this
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new requirement on the m i l i t a r y , c i v i l i an  leaders may well have been

asking the m i l i t a r y  to assum e a role it ne i ther  f u l l y  understood nor

was adequately  prepared to f i l l . I t  is also f a i r  to say tha t  perhaps

• the civilian leaders were somewhat unsure  of the d i r e c t i o n  United

States policy should take despi te  the apparent  c o m m i t m e n t  to  contain-

ment . N a t u r a l ly ,  t h i s  crea ted  f u r t h e r obs tac les  to f o r m u l a t i n g

m i l i t ary  advice , The T r u m a n — M a c A r t h u r  cont roversy  dur ing  the Korean

War lends credence to t h i s  in t h a t  the policy of conta inment  seemed to

have been temporarily abandoned after the forces of the United Nations

Command successfully defended South Kore a and proceeded to push north

towards the Yalu R iver .

At the same time Washington announced its intention
to e s t ab l i sh  a u n i f i e d  Korean s ta te . The war , in
short was  no longe r be ing fought  for  the l imi ted
goal of res tor ing  the s t a t u s  an te  quo . The new
policy was  t a n t a m o u n t  to ‘ rol l ing  b a c k ’  communism
rathe r than  me re ly  ‘c o n t a i n i n g ’ it . . . . u t
was not u n t i l  l a t e r  t h a t /  America  concluded tha t
it had been a m i s t a k e  to  t r y  to u n i f y  all  of Kore a
and qu ietly abandoned the  goal of ‘ l ibe ra t ion . ’18

General MacAr thur , be l iev ing  tha t  the revised policy of liberation

was better than the original one of containment , carried his case to

the public after containment was reestablished as the policy goal and ,

fo r  th is re ason , was relieved of his command by the President , There

were further such inc idents where announced revisions of foreign

pol icy goals could have been m i s l e a d i n g .  The Eisenhower—Dulles

pronouncements  e n c o u r a g i n g  l ibe ra t ion movements  among the  “cap t ive

na t ions ” of Eas te rn  Europe in the mid 1950 ’s is anothe r example . There

was widespre ad be l ief t h a t  the Uni ted  S ta tes  would provide support for
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rol l ing back communism in th i s  f ach i on . Y e t , no t a n g i b l e  U n i t e d

States support was given d u r i n g  the r iot s  and m i n o r  re vo l t s  in E a s t e r n

Eu rope d u r i n g  the 1950 ’s nor was  any m i l i t a r y  aid o f f e r e d  when the

Hungarian Revolt was brutall y supressed by the Soviets in 1956 . A g a i n

in the 1960 ’s , a f t e r  the Korean exper ience  produced a s t rong  publ ic

aversion towards  l i mit e d  wars , the  o f f i c i a l  policy was  to avoid such

e n t a n g l e m e n t s  in the f u t u r e . This w a s  t rue p a r t i c u l a r l y  in As ia

where it was  ax ioma t i c  t h a t  the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  could ne i the r  a f f o r d  to

f i g h t  nor expect  to w i n  in a land w a r  on t h a t  c o n t i n e n t.  Yet the

prolonged United States e n t a n g l e m e n t  in V i e t n a m  c o n t r a d i c t e d  both of

these polic ies . Ag a in st such a back ground of i ncons i s t ency  in policy

pronouncements , it was most d i f f i c u l t  to forge  a s pec i f i c  m i l i t a r y

• s t r a t egy  to support national security policy . Accordingly, the

m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y  t h a t  evolved was  not t a i l o r e d  to a s pec i f i c  n a t i o n a l

goal , but  became an “umbre l la ” type of s t r a t e g y  which  could accommodate

a va r i e ty  of na t  ional  secur i ty  pol icy  goals . The “two and - o n e — h a l f

war ” strategy of the 1960 ’s was the product . The United States was

tQ have the military capability to fight a major war in Europe , a

major  w a r  in t \ sia , and a l i m i t e d  c o n f l i c t  e lsewhere . But m i l i t a r y

s trategy was  eve n more omnibus t h a t  the 2~ w a r  s t r a t egy  ind icates

since the s t r a t e g i c  c a p a b i l i t i e s  in c luded mass ive  n u c l e a r  r e t a l i a t i o n ,

nuclear and conventional limited w a r , c o n t i n e n t a l  de f e n s e , i n d u s t r i a l

mob il izat ion plans , stockpiling of strategic resources , military

sales , training and assistance to foreign nations , defense of Western

Europe with in—place forces , a worldw ide presence of U n i t e d  S t a t e s
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m i l i t a r y  powe r , and m il it ary commitm en ts to help defend over 40

nat ions

To the extent that military professionals were responsible for

th i s  omnibus m i l i t ar y  s t r a t e g y , it is fair to say tha t  they a t tempted

to respond as best they could to the policy pronouncements of

successive a d m i n i s t r a t i o n s . Howe ver , it would appear that since

1950 the United States has simply added capability upon capability

to its original military strategy in the attempt to reduce the risks

inherent in the many dive rgent t h r e a t s  presented by communist nations .

In advising the national authorit ies what strategies were appropriate

to meet the perceived threats , the military professionals were acting

w i t h i n  the i r  own are a of competence . But when the na t iona l  au thor i t ies

were less than  expl ici t  in clar ify ing the pol icy goals and nat ion al

interests which were to be protected , the m i l i t a r y  expert  war required

to ma ke his own assumptions on national policy and interests . They

were not adequately prepared to do this nor were they unanimous in

believing that this was t he i r  l e g i t i m a t e  role . Wal te r  M i l l i s  c i ted

this as a weak point of the JCS.

Afte r  1947 , the n a t i o n  looked to the JCS to provide
m i l i t a r i l y  sound answers  fo r  two broad and basic
questions : How much of the nation ’s tot al re sources
should be devoted to military preparation? how
should the determined amount be a l loca t ed  among the
services , the  v a r i o u s  weapons  s y s t e m s , the rival
strategic theories? These questions were inherently
u n a n s w e r a b l e  . . . . It is ask ing  too much of any 

-

- m i l i t a r y  body to r e tu rn  t e c h n i c a l l y  ‘ sound ’ replies
to ques t ions  such as these ; it was certainly asking
too much of JCS.19

The JCS h ave no t been able to ar sw er these questions to the
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s a t i s f a c t i o n  0 national authoritie s, In the h ouse Committee on

Appropriation Report on Defense Appropriations for FY 1960 , the follow-

ing indictment is made :

it is obvious from the testimony of the
respective members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and other military officers t h r o u g h o u t  th c  hear-
ings , p rev ious ly quoted , t h a t  t he re  is cons ide r—
able d i f f e rence of op in ion  (on the  proper  ba lance
between general wat’ and limited capabilities) .

D if f e rence s of opin ion  are na t :u ra l  and u n d e r s t a n d —
able , but the  t e s t i m o n y  c l ea r ly  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t
the re is someth ing  wrong  in our present  m i l i t a r y
p l a n n i n g .  I t  seems quite apparent in this regard
the Joint Chiefs of Staff , as corporate  body ,
is not providing the kind of advice and leader-
ship which t h i s  n a t i o n  requir es .20

The general ly  unknown c h a r a c t e r  of n u c l e a r  w a r f a r e  f u r t h e r  que s-

t ioned the relevance of traditional milita ry experience . This opened

the door for civilians , who felt at least equally qualif ied as the

JCS to examine strategic implications of nuclear warfare and de ter rence ,

to en te r  the  blossoming d i s c i p l i n e  of s t r a t e g y . The f a c t  t ha t  the

defense e s t a b l i s hm e n t  itself  c o n t r a c t e d  “ t h i n k  t a n k s ” to wh ich  it

could f a rm out the complex imponderables of nat ional security and

s t ra tegy f u r t h e r leg i t imized  the c i v i l i a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l  intrusion into

military strategy and diminished the stature of the military professional .21

The cost of huge resources required for modern defense and warfare

brought about public debate and caused othe r civilians to examine the

defense posture and the stated military requirements .

What came into question was not merely the wisd om of -

m i l i t a r y  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s , but the ve ry f o u n d a t i o n  upon
which  those i -econ imend at  ions r e s to~ I — — the  ( m i li t a r y )
claim to sole possession of the ~ility to determine
wha t f o r ces we re necessary  f o r  n. l i tar y  secu r i ty .22
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Thus , the “scholar ’s debouch Into strategy ” began — — and it cont inues

unabated today ,23 No longer was strategy the special preserve of

m i l i t a r y  profess iona ls, and the cause was largely laid to m i l i t a r y

un respons iveness (o r inab il ity)  to probe an d analyze the challenges

of modern defense in a sys temat i c  or rou t in ized way . U n f o r t u n a t e ly ,

the m i l i t a r y  did not respond prior  to 1960 with enough vigor to dispel

the d isparag ing  idea “ t h a t  m i l i t a r y  judgement  is esoteric and deserves

a privileged posit ion in the mar ke t  place of ideas ,”24 -

Thus , the m i l i t ar y  advice o f fe red  on m i l i t a r y  s t r a t egy  has been

inadequate since World War II  and the military profession must accept

some of the blame . Inconsistency and poor definition of pol icy goals

by nat ional au tho r i t i e s  should also take  some of the blam e . While

heavy demands were placed upon the m i l i t a r y , they simply did not

respond as they were expected . The strategy recommendations which

were o f fe red  tended to emphasize some ma jo r  miss ion  fo r  each of the

four  services i a t h e r than  a cohe rent  and i n t e g r a t e d  plan to u t i l i z e

m i l i t a r y  forces w i t h  maximum effectiveness . Over and above t he problems

• caused by the i n a b i l i t y  to fe rre t out r e a l i s t i c  n a t i o n a l  policy and

interests, the m i l i t a r y  rl’rofession was not ph i losophica l ly  or iented

nor organ izationally staffed to deal with the non—military world

around them . And without such a capability the military cannot provide

sound answers to the civilian leadership. But the national authoritie s

wil l  cont inue to ask t hese ques tions on m il i t a ry  st ra tegy and the

mil itary profession must prepare itself to respond in better fashion

t han  it has . Given the d i f f ic u l t y  in i n t e r p r e t i n g  s pec i f i c  na t i ona l
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object ives , the revolutionary developments in weapons technology ,

and the close r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween  n i i l it a i ’y  p rograms  and f o r e i g n  and

economic pol icy since 1945 , t he  modern m i l i t a r y  adv i s e r  must be made

to rise above na r row service pa roch ia l i sm and t r ea t  s t r a t e g i c  issues

with a broad perspective of the many f a c t o r s  wh ich  c o n s i t i t u t e  n a t i o n a l

security. Not to do so w i l l  c o n t i n u e  the  r e l a t i v e ly poor p er f o r m a n c e

of the past w i t h  respect  to advice  on m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y .

The final basic element of mi l  i t ar y  advice require s a ser ies

of recommendat ions  conce rn ing  force  s tr u c t u r e  and weapons  sys tems  to

implement the adopted military strategy . In that the strategy since

1945 has been l i t t l e  more t han  an amorphous g a t h e r i n g  of the m i l i t a r y

roles and missions of the several services , the advice on weapons

selection has  tended to augment or expand e a c h  service ’s c a p a b i l i t y

to pe rform i ts  m i ss io n , The t o t a l  e t ie c t  has  been t h a t  each serv ice

has received most  of the forces  and weapons asked for , but many

duplications have occurred in both of these areas since the re exists

no one in the military profession who can play the role of final

arb i t e r  f o r  a l l  the services . Despi te  the a t t e m p t s  of a strong
S

Secretary of Defense (MacNamara) determined to eliminate duplicat ion

among the services , d u p l i c a t i o n  r e m a i n s .  Today , the U n i t e d  S t a t e s

mil itary is composed of four separate air forces , two naval organiza-

tions and two gound fi ghting services , each with proprietary interests
-L  ~

in their own independently developed weapons systems . This fac t by

I tself  speaks  volume s about the adequacy of military advice r e g a r d i n g

both force structure and weapons selection .
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In reaction to the nat ional insecurity caused by what was

considered a massive Soviet nuc lea r  and conven t iona l  t h r e a t  in the

1950 ’s, the procu reme n t of weapons for  the Un ited States milit a ry

proceeded at a he ad lon g pace . The affluence of America was perhaps

nowhe re more obv ious than in the hu ge amoun ts of weapon ry and the

ever—growing si-i-c of the defense establishment (particularly after

1960) . In pursuing the domest ic  goals embodied in the “Great Society”

and in prosecut ing an escalatory war half—way around the globe , the

United Sta tes  was apparen t l y capable of procuring both guns and

butter . The central question was , however , how long coul d this

continue? The bountiful resources of America gave the illusion that

they were limitless . Today , the illusion has been destroyed and it

has become obvious that hard and responsible choices should have been

made (and must ‘still be made ) in the a l l oca t ion  of these resources ,

These choices , of course , are not to  be made by the m i l i t a r y  — just

as the choice between -“guns or bu t t e r ” and “guns and bu t t e r” are not

m i l i t a r y  choices . However , it is necessary fo r  the m i l i t a r y  advise r

to be well  informed regard ing  the many n a t i o n a l  issues wh ich l ie

outs ide the nar row realm of his p rofess iona l  exper t i se . He can no

longer rema in unconcerned regarding the cost of forces and weapons ,

while  championing  the cause of m i l i t a r y  security . The needs and

goals of the domes tic soc iety are very much interrela ted w ith m il it ary

policy . The Depar tment  of Defense is very-unique as a government

agency . While its actions arc direct~~ to the international environ-

ment , the resources from which it draw s its strength tome from the
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domestic arena. It has a foot in both camps .25 And the strength of

the military depends on the strength of both material , economic and

human resou rces at home , Therefore , the professional who recommends

what  m i l i t a r y  c a p a b i l i t y  is requi red  must  keep his eye on his  sources

of s t r eng th . If he is to make respons ib le  and credible  m i l i t a r y

recommendat ions , he must understand the context of the situation and

as well as the specific issue upon which his advice is sought . For

a m i l i t a r y  advise r to  do o t h e r v i s e  i n v i t e s  i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e s u l t i ng

in waste which may in fact degrade rathe r than enhance future national

security. The requirement of military men to be aware of the effects

of their recommendations for force levels and to consider these effects

in mak ing  r ecommenda t ions  was broug ht out c lear ly  in the  fo l lowing

exchange between Senator  Fulbr ight  and General  Du r c h i n a l  (Deputy

Commander in Chief of U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Forces in Europe ) when the  l a t t e r

was questioned on Uni t ed  S t a t e s  force  levels  in Europe .

Senator FULBRIG}IT. . . . In m a k i n g  you r  a n a l y s i s
and recommendations with regard  to k e e p i ng  our
troops in Eu rope , is the effect upon our  economic
situation here at home taken into consideration?
Gene ral BUR CHIN A L . Yes, sir . All commanders
in Europe have been ve ry f i r m l y impressed w i t h
the requirement for absolute economy in our
operat ions in Euro pe , and I think you could
characterize our command structure and our
forces in Europe today  as be ing t o t a l l y  cost -

conscious because of the  economic problems
the United States is having .

Senator FU LBR IG H T . . . . I jus t  wonder j u s t
how thoroughly you do feel you r responsibility -

to make a judgment  as to the effects on the
economy of these  e x pen d i t u r e s .

I was  a l i t t l e  su rpr i sed  t h ~ you said  you
did . I thought the  a t t i t u d e , yc i’ a t t i t u d e
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would be that was for the political leaders to

make that judgement ,
General  BURCH IN A L , I don ’t agree with that ,
sir , I feel t h a t  we in the  m i l i t a r y  share
that responsibility . -

Senator FULBR1 GHT . . . . But do you t h i nk
t h a t  the c o n t i n u e d  support of Western  Eu rope ,
even t hough they  are in be t t e r  shape to pay
fo r  it than  we are at the  present  t ime is
necessary and overrid ing even to the detriment
of our domestic economy which is now threaten-
ed with collapse .
General  BURCH IN AL , I canno t  make t ha t  u l t i m a t e
d e t e r m i n a t i o n . I do know t h a t  our commitment  in
Western Europe is important . I know that it is
glue in the a l l i ance  — — is what  keeps the
a l l i ance  the cohesive and in tegra ted  M i l i t a r y
Establishment that it is.
Senator FULBR I GJ IT . If you don ’ t make t h a t
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  who do you t h i n k  should .

- 
General BURCHIN A L . I would assume it would
be done here in Washington , sir , through
the Department of Defense , I)epartment of
State , and the Congress reviewing the risks
tha t  are involved The decis ion
belongs in Washington . I can make recommenda-
tions from my vantage point in view of my
responsibilities there .26

S
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CHAPTE R V

EX 1~~CTA’1’ 1 DNS VER~ I S  P ERFORM AN CE I N  WOFESS IO N AL MILITARY ADVICE

Since 19-15 the ii~~t ant  s t a t e  of f lux  in the in te rna t ional  environ-

ment has not ob.— c u r e d  t h e  fac t t h a t  a d e f i n i t e  e v o l u t i o n a r y  p a t t e r n  has

eme rged in t ;n i t ed  ~-;t~~i ~ national security p o l i c y .  This is t rue despite

the fac t that rather large fluctuations have occurred in actions and

attitude s on the part of the major powers on foreign policy issues .

This Is to say that there has been an identitiable pattern of inter-

national events which has produced a corresponding pattern in the

evolution of United States national security policy . In substance ,

nat ional s e c u r i t y  policy is merel y a reaction to world events and

can be thou ght of as a mirror image of t he  con tempora ry  i n t e r n a t i o n a l

environment . Of courso , that mirro~- i!~agc m~y ~i~ ve some distort ions

in it due to imperfections of the i- v flector . National authorities may

misinterpret events , may neglect or fail to see significance in some ,

or may erron eously re act to others . In this respect they would  corres-

pond to a mirror with imperfections . Nonetheless , the civilian

leaders will strive to keep national policy aligned with their

perceptions of the evo lv ing  wor ld  scene . If  t h e i r  percept ions are

accurate , a r a t i o n a l  policy c9n be s a id  to e x i s t . Howeve r , if they

are not , the direction of the nation ’s secur ity pol icy  may be grossly

out of touch with reality.

If there  is one o v e r r i d i n g  f ace t  of tnited States post war

secu r i t y  pol icy , it is the stress that has been placed on communication .
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And this emphasis seems to have come about by deliberate a t tempt

rather than by acc ident . What is meant is that the United States has

persis tent ly t r ied to publ ic ly  communicate the na tu re  of i ts  inte rests

and objectives to the world , Dist ill ing the major errors leading to

both World Wars , the Un ited Sta tes has con sisten t ly acted w ith resolve

not to repeat them . Had Kaise r Germany been clearly informed that not

only Brita in but also t he Un ited St ates would wi ll ingly f ight to

preve nt single nat ion dom inat ion of Wes te rn Europe , Germany may have

been less w i l l i n g  to m i l i t a r i l y  u n d e r w r i t e  the ra ther  wanton  Aus t r i an

adventur ism . And had Hi t le r  Ge rm any been une qu ivocally informed that

the Br itish , Russ ians and Ame r ic ans would comb ine the ir m il itary

e f fo r t s  to deny Hit ler  h is war  a ims, there is cause to bel ieve that

Ge rmany may have been deterred from military aggression in 1939. The

post war experience of Kore a has furthe r reinforced this notion but

in a negative way . The Korean invasion occurred six months after

Secretary of State Acheson announced that South Korea was of little

s t ra teg ic  impor tance to Un ited State s security interests . Natu ra l ly ,

the re are many who feel t hat th is ann ouncemen t in e f f ec t  told the

communists that all of Korea could be theirs if they so desired.

The question remains , howeve r, whether the canmunist Invasion would

have occurred at all had the United States announced its intention

to defend Korea. Judging by United S t a t e s  foreign policy responses

to international events since that t ime , the United States has clearly

answe red t h a t  quest ion w i t h  a stron g nega tive . Apparently United

States leaders were convinced that other nations were listening and
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reacting to clearly announced policy. The rapid accretion of public

commitments  to defend othe r societies , the obvious  openness in Dullus

policy called “br inleaanship, ” the announcement  of the mass ive  r e t a l i a -

t ion pol icy,  the creation of anothe r NATO-type organ in Southeast Asia ,

the resolute pronouncements of intent to defend Formosa and the

Pescadores — all these responses were intended to clearly indicate

Uni t ed  S ta tes  i n t e n t i o n s . Misca l cu l a t ion of i n t e n t  had to be m i n i m i z e d

if war  was to be prevented . Public acknowledgement  of Un i t ed  S ta tes

interests became a vital part of national security policy . I t bec ame

obvious that only through a clear understanding on the part of

potential aggressors of how the United States would react to inter-

national initiat ives could war with the United States be avoided .

Aside from this overriding facet of clear communication of

intent in United States national security pol icy , the evolut ionary

p a t t e r n  of the pol icy since 1945 can be i d e n t i fi e d . It  inv oj ves fou r

sequential generations each of which c an  be accounted  for  ch rono log ica l ly ,

They were not policy shifts that occurred gradually but they were defi-

nite shifts as we transited from one generation to another . They also

correspond in a genera l  ~ ay to change s in administration . The period
~ 

j _ , ,  .- -. - ‘— (~~~ _~ 
_ _- ,_ _ s _ _ ,

1945 to 1951 marks the first generation which was one of increasing
>1 

- - - ‘ -  -

awareness of communist intransigence marked by mutual ideological

propaganda , economic initiatives , andi worldwide political and diplo-

mat ic realignments . Containment was the keynote of Western policy

and the atom bomb represented the m i l i t a i y  p o t en t i a l  backing  t h i s

policy but the major United States re p~ nses we re economic , ideol og ical
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and d iplomat ic measures. The years from 1951 to 1961 mark the next

generat ion. ContaInment remained as the fundamental policy ; however ,

after the Soviets developed their own atomic and hydrogen weapons ,

this pol icy was backed by the  concept of massive re ta l ia t ion . Slowl y
- ‘~— 

- - -. -~ ~~~~~~~~~ 1~c-t~i-~ Ithis concept became mode rated and gave way to,nuclear de ter rence as

the decade wore on bu t the Un ited States response w as increas ingly

mi l i t a ry  force or the threa t  of i ts use . This second genera t ion

witnessed large variations in overall relat ions between East and

West : From the hot war  in Korea to the de tent e of the mid 1950 ’s

to a reheat ing of the Cold War as the nuclear arms race between the

United State s and U .S .S.R . accelerated . The third period , 1961 — 1968 ,

found the Un ited Sta tes ex pand ing its dete rrence pol icy to include

deter r ing  convent ional , as well  as nuc lea r , conf l icts . This policy

expansion was in d i rec t  response to the Soviet aanaunccmcr,t in 1960

that  wars  of na ti onal libe rat ion we re a legit imate means to spre ad

communism . United States  m i l i t a r y  en t ry  into  the e sca l a t i ng  Vie tnam

war was the u l t i m a t e  proof of United States resolve to prevent all

manne r of communist expansion . Nat ional security plann ing was based

on the mil i t a ry  concept tha t  two and one-hal f  wars  may have to be

fought simultaneously. If the United States did not prepare herself

for this eventual ity, then it was thought that there would exist a

high degree of risk to national security. The final period of 1969 to

the present has been a per iod of de ten te mar ked by the tln 4ted States

in it i a t ive to negoti ate d if f erences by the recogn it ion tha t  commu nism

was no longer monolithic , by the reduct ion of Un ited States war
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fighting capability f rom 2~ t o  1~ w a r s , by t he  g r adua l  d rawdow n

of United S t a t e s  f o r c e s  wor ldw k i t - , a nd by the d o w n w a r d  r ev i s ion  of

the degree of U n i t e d  S t a t e s  suppor t  g iven t o  the defense of other

na t ions  as represented by the Nixon  1)octrine .

Breaking down overall United States n a t i o n a l  s ecu r i ty  policy into

these fou r gene ra t i ons  s i nce  19-15 has obvious i m p l ica t i o n s  f o r  the role

of p rofess iona l  m i l i t a r y  advice , W i t h o u t  m a k i n g  judg c]nent  on the accu-

racy ,  r e a l i t y  or e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of n a t i o n a l  Se c u r i ty  pol icy  i t se l f , but

t a k i n g  these g e n e r a t i o n s  of pol icy as the d i rec t ion consciously intend-

ed by n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i es , it is of c e n t r a l  i m p o r t a n c e  to e v a l u a t e

whethe r p rofess iona l  m i l i t a r y  ex p e r t s  pi’~ t er r ed  adv ice  which  was

relevan t to the se ma jo r  d i r e c t i o n s  of s ecu r i t y  po l icy.  If  they have ,

then the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  m i l i t ary p r o f e s s i o n a l  has p e r f o r m e d  well,; If

they have not , then the re are s eve ra l  su~Test ions t h ~~1 should be made

to make t h i s  advice more r e l e v a n t  to the needs  of n a t  ional  aut h o r i t  ies .

By rev iewing  the succession of c r i ses  w h i ch  has  c h a ll en g e d i  U n i t e d

St ates secur i ty  since 194 5 in r e l a t  ion to  t h e  p a r a m e t e r s  and d i rec t  ion

of the e x i s t a n t  g e n e r a t i o n  of n a t i o n a l  security policy under w h i c h  the

United S ta tes  was o p e r a t i n g ,  we can  hope to  e v a l u a te  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s

of m i l i t a r y  advice .

Continuing the practice of World War I I  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between

the m i l i t a r y  and n a t  iona l  auth orit ies , the niH it ary  was  c o n t i n u o u s l y

included in top leve l policy making aft er 19-IS . This is t rue even

before the N a t i o n a l  S e c u r i t y  Act of 19-17 formalized the inclusion of

the mu it ary  In formulat ing 1r i t ~1r l eve l  poi icy in the  N a t i o n a l  S e c u r i t y
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Counc il (NSC) . The mission of Generals Marshall and Wedemeyer to

china in 1945—47 was to stop the c iv i l  w a r  and e f f e c t  a compromise

between Chiang ’s Nationalists and Mao ’s Commun ists , The decision to

force the two p a r t i e s  into compromising  t he i r  d i f f e r ences  was  ma de by

the State Department and t l i~ President . Marshall recommended with-

ho ld ing  Uni ted  S ta tes  aid to Ch iang in an e f f o r t  to coerce him to

n e g o t i a t e  w i t h  Mao . But his opinion was  tha t  the problem was basical-

ly “unsolvable ” since “we cannot  a f f o r d  to wi thd r aw en t i r e ly f rom our

support of the Chiang Kai-shek government and neither can afford to be

( drawn in on an unending drain on our  resources .”1 General  Wedemeyer ,

as Ma rsh all ’s successor as the Presidential envoy to China in 1946,

emerged from the Orient challenging the State Department objective

of forging a coalition government composed of Nationalists and

Communis ts . Wedeir r~yer

informed M a r s h a l l  i mm e d i a t e l y  t h a t  such an ob jec t ive
was impossible of a t t a i n m e n t  because of t he  comple t e ly
d i f f e r i n g  n a t u r e  of the  t ’~o o r g a n i / a t i o n s  and the
fundamental fallacy of assuming that the re could be
political as soc i at ion w i t h  any Commun ist group w i t h o u t
u l t i m a t e  absorp t ion  by it , 2

Both of these genera l s  wore requi red  to make policy recommendat ions

tha t  had l i t t l e  to do w i t h  pure military requirements . National

security considerations were , of course , invo lved . But t h e i r  d u t i e s

carried them f a r  a f i e l d  f rom t h r e a t  assessment , m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y ,

and force and we apons advice , S i m i l a r l y ,  the three  genera l s  who

administered the occupation forces in Germany , A u s t r i a  and Japan

(Clay , Clark  and M a c A r t h u r )  v c re  h e a v i l y  involved in m a k i n g  ~o 1icy

decisions that sr d re outside the realm of normal milit ary matters .
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M a t t e r s  such as the  p rogr am of r l e — N a z i i  i c ;r t i en , s e t t i n g up ha~~Ic

econom ic systems , e s t a b l i s h i n g  d e m o c r a t i c  socia l  reforms and the

supervision of the drafting of new c on s i t i t u i o n s  h ave  l i t t l e  obvious

r e l a t i on  to  o v e r a l l  m i l i t a r y  e x p e r t i s e . Their  jobs were b a s i c a l l y

ones of h igh leve l c i v i l  a d m i n i s t ra t i o r s . The p o in t  t o  be made is

that professional military men have been d i r e c t e d  to perform wide—

ranging advisory functions which have t-equired them to evaluate a

myriad of non—military factors in making their policy judgments ,

Here , then
1
Is anothe r testimony to the range of expectations most

national authorities had of military advisers d u r i n g  the  period

1945—51 . C e r t a i n l y  Truman had such e x p e c t a t ions of them . Yet the re

is evidence that he also feared that the i i r i l i t a r y  m i g h t  have pl ayed

too large a role in policy—making. Some have commented t h a t  h is

acceptance of the NSC system was based on this fear for he saw the

NSC as a means to con t ro l  the  h i g h l y  p op id a r  gei~or~ds  a nd a d m i r a l s

and that it would formalize m i l i t a r y  i n p u t s  t~~ n a t i o n a l  d e c i s i o n —

making.3 - 
- ,

The number of top mil italy officers holding important government

posts in the 1945—51 t ime frame can be par tly attributed to the fact

t h a t  the Uni ted  States lacked a senior  c iv i l  serv ice  w i t h  p r e s t i g e

and competence in defense problems . The U n i t e d  S t a t e s  had many

c i v i l i a n  l eade r s  who were  ve ry knowled geable  in domes tic  ma t  t er s  as

a result of their service during t he  depress ion ; however , t h ey  \t e re

not yet at ease in dea l  ing w i t h  n a t  iona l  e r - c u r  l i v  problems . As

America t r a v e l e d  f rom i s o l a t i o n i s m  to -~l o br 1 i s m  d u r i n g  the war y e a r s ,
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it was the military leaders who benef ited most in broadening their

perspectives. Therefore , they were frequently called upon to serve

in positions requiring an acim ixture(of’ domestic , International and

military expertise during periods of crisis . Radway explains it this

Way :

It was easier to win support for the proposition
that generals and adm irals required a broad
knowledge of world affairs than that diplomats
needed information about new weapons and war
plans.4

óA t,.ctiJ
The appointment , and congressional acceptance,of Marshall as Secretary

of State (and later as Secretary of Defense) bears this out .

Shortly after the close of World War II , General Ridgway was

assigned as the United States representat ive to both the Milit ary

Staff Committee and the Atomic Energy Commission of the United Nat ions.

After he observed Soviet initiatives in these U.N . bodies for  ten

months , he submitted a written memorandum to his superiors which

evaluated the Soviet objectives in pressing jor United States abandon-

ment of atom ic weapons , for general d isarm ament , and fo r an inequ itable

formula for contributing national peacekeeping forces to the U.N .

Security Council. In hi~ conclus ion , he stated :

In short , the Russians were sponsoring a plan for
unilateral d isarmament of the United States , under
the guise of a plea for general regulation and
reduction of araments by all nations . It was a
plan to strip us df our present technological and
scientific superiority and to elevate the USSR
to the position of dominant military power in the
world . . . /by reducing/ all the world ’s armamen ts
to those assigned to the United Nations /which were
to be predom inantly Russian forc~ s/.

5
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This report was submit ted  to General  E i senhower  (Ch ier of S t a f f) ,

then forw arded through the Secre tary  of the Army to the Secretary of

Sta te , General Marshall , who gave it h i s  f u l l  approval . Ridgway was

later informed by Marshall in 1947 (which was later reaffirmed by

Under Secretary Dean Acheson) that this document became basic guidance

in the f o r m u l a t i o n  of Un i t ed  S ta tes  policy .6 These examples c l ea r ly

i l l u s t r a t e  the w i d e — r a n g i n g  s i g n i f ic a n c e  of advice  given n a t i o n a l

au thor i t ies  by m i l i t a r y  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  and w h a t  was  expected  of them

by national  aut hor i t i es  in the 1945—1951 t ime f r ame .

The next generation of security policy resulted from the Korean

exper ience,~ ’hich .ind icated communist  e x p an s i o n ; a i tms  included resort
. 5 ’ . .

to m i l i t ary  aggressiveness. This brought  about a change in policy at

the end of 5 the Truman a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . I t  was decided t h a t  the pol icy

of conta inment  should become more m i l i t a n t . This is precisely wha t

the m i l i t a r y  leaders , as wel l  as the  S t a t e  Depar tment , had aske d fo r  in

an earl ier  s t u d y .  In January  1950 , Truman au t h o r i z e d  the S ta te  and
I~...) , ..

Defense Departments to study an overall review of American foreign and

defense policy . This study was prompted by the Chinese takeove r on

the ma in lan d an d by the Soviet development of the atomic bomb . Within

three months this was comple ted , sent to the National Security Counc il ,

and ent itled NSC 68. It was considered one of the first comprehensive

statements of national strategy and called for

an immediate and large scale build up in our military
and general strength and that of our a l l i e s  w i t h  the
i n t en t ion  of r i g h t i n g  the  powe r b alaice  and in the
hope t h a t  t h r o u g h  means o the r th~’.~ a l l — o u t  w a r  we
could induce a change in the nat . of the Soviet
system .7
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However , Truman shelved this study calling for a defense budget of

$35 billion (vice the $15 billion then approved) until the communist

invasion of Korea. Then it was brought out of the f i les  and implemented ,

which marked the inaugura t ion  of a new mi l i t ancy  in American pol icy .8

Nat ional security policy was en te r ing  its second generat ion .

The Eisenhower administration continued the build up of United

States military strength while ending the Korean conflict. But the

Eisenhower emphasis revolved around strategic nuclear forces as

announced in the strategy of massive retaliat ion. No doubt United

States nuclear weapons were the biggest advantage over the Soviets;

however , the growing defense budget was also of major concern to

Eisenhower and nuclear forces represented more “bang for the buck .”

The implementat ion of the massive retaliation strategy required the
r .~

~~~~ biild up of strategic airpowe r , resulting in most of the defense

budge t going to the Air Force . The sirategie emphasis was nuclear

and the force structure reflected the dom inance of strate gic airpower

tQ the general  neglect . of convent ional  land and nava l  forces d u r i n g  th is

generat ion of national security policy . It should be noted t ha t  in

contrast to the Truman administration , dur ing the Eisenhower presidency

there was a marked decl ine in the numbe r of professional m ilita ry

leaders whG were appointed to top policy posts . Truman had Marshall ,

Bradley , Clark , Wedemeye r , MacArthur and Clay in top policy making

posts . Eisenhower relegated his top m i l i t a r y  leaders to the more

restricted role of pure m i l i t a r y  techn icians . He did not a t tempt  to

curry favor  wi th  the m i l i t a r y  ne i the r did he wan t  independent (or 

_~~~~~~~~~~_ ... ~~~~~~~~~ :..



dive rgent ) opinions from the JCS . His s ty le  was to expect his

m i l i t a r y  advisers to bring pure m i l i t a r y  advice to the council table —

a throwback to the  “suba l te rn ” approach . And he used the NSC system

extensively to forge policy recommendations . With this as an overview

of policy and polit ical sty le , we can examine the nature of military

advice offered during the period of 1952-1960.

Following the Korean armistice in 1953, the Eisenhower administra-

t ion found itself involved in yet anothe r major decision regard ing

m i l i t a r y  action in As i a .  The Uni ted S t a t e s  gave the French more than

$1.2 bi l l ion in aid , suppl ied hundreds of mechanic s and t echn ic ians,

and provided airlift for troops to help preserve their colonies in

Indo—Ch ina during l95O—54.~ in August  of 1953 , the NSC decided

American policy was  tha t  “the loss of In doch ina  would be cri t ical to

the secur i ty  of the Uni ted  S ta tes .”1° Al though t h i s  policy was

never o f f i c i a l l y  revised by the NSC , the  Un i t ed  S ta tes  refused French

requests fo r  Uni ted  S ta tes  i n t e r v e n t i o n  on t he i r  beha l f  in Apr i l ,

1954 . EIsenhower decided , at t h a t  t ime , he would not in tervene wi th-

out both support from the British and anproval by the Congress . He

received neither . So the
e 
United States (l id not go to France ‘s aid

despite the critical military situation at Dien Bien Phu , the NSC ’s

opinion that the whole of Southeast Asia would follow the fate of

Indo—China , and the political importance of preventn~g a French defeat

on the eve of the Geneva Conference . After the fall of Dien Bien Phu

to the communist forces on May 7th and after the start of the Geneva ‘

Conference (convened on May 12th to r e s to re  peace to In d o c h i n a ) ,
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Eisenhower again seriously considered United States intervention but ,

for the second t i r  decided against it . The professional mil itary

advice Eisenhower rec \eved on this subject came on May 20th. The JCS

said that :

Indochina is devoid of decisive military objectives
and allocation of more than token (J .S . arme d forces
to that area would be a serious diversion of limited
U.S. capabilities.~~

If the President were .4o—deci.de.. to intervene on political grounds ,

the military experts were prepared to advise him . They lined up as

follows : Adm iral Radford (Chairman , JCS) and Adm iral Carney (Chief

of Naval Operations) both favored carrier air strikes (as did Dulles);

General Twining (Air Force Chief of Staff) agreed and went so far as

to suggest dropping one or two atomic bombs around Dien Bien Phu ;

and General Ridgway (Army Chief of Staff) strongly opposed any

intervention because of his f e a r  of being drawn into a groun~.. war in

Asia . Thus , only the Army advis~xI against ma’:ing the policy dec ision

to attempt to rescue Indochina through military action .’2 This was

conflicting advice among the President ’s m ilitary experts but it was ,

above all , based on Ind ividual decisions that involved only military

considerations. Recall tha t  the JCS overall  assessment was t h a t

Indochina was not m i l i t a r i l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  to United States securi ty

interests and that  any In te rvent ion  should be l imited in scope .

Their disagreement only surfaces  when they we re required to comment

on how best to achieve United Sta tes  i n t e rven t ion  if t ha t  was what

the President orde red . While the Arm’ disagreed that  in te rvent ion
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should occur , Ridgway ’s disagreement was based on the purely m i l i t a r y

considerat ion that the United States could not afford to get involved

in a land war in Asia. Due to his most recent experiences as the

Commander of U .N . Forces in Korea, as well as to the demonstr ated

American di s ta~;te  for  such l imi ted  c o n f l i c t s  as in Korea , the “no land

war in Asia ” be l ie f  was widely supported both w i t h i n  and outs ide the

m i l i t a r y  profession .

But the central fac t established in the Indochina crisis is this :

In the first major presidential decision on the use of military forces

In response to i n t e rna t i ona l  events  of the Eisenhower a d m i n i s t r a t ion ,

the mi l i t a ry  advisers  did not venture  very f a r  in to  n o n — m i l i t a r y  areas

in formulat ing t he i r  advice . This was to be a t r ademark  of t h i s
5
’

generat ion of nat ional security pol icy under Eisenhower . His political

style d ic ta ted  th i s  paramete r  of f o r m u l a t i n g  m i l i t a ry advice and the

professional  mi l i t a ry responded accordingly , i t  was Eisenhowe r ’s

expec ta t ion  th~ t each member of his  ad v isory counc i l  speak f rom the

pure expertise they represent : economic advisers should talk of

t rade , finances, monetary and fiscal matters ; military advisers should

deal wi th  assessment of th rea t , combat s i t u a t i o n s  and force r eq u i r em e n t s ;

diplomats  should address themselves to s t r i c t ly po l i t i c a l  mat ters ; etc .

When these d i f f e r i n g  i n s c i t u t ional op in ions  we re presented in NSC
\. \

del ibera t ions, the f i n a l  a r b i t e r  was in the person of the PrO sident .

Very clear and perhaps  na r row  d e f i n i t i o n s  of r e spons ib i l i t i es on the

part of his advise rs marked the Eisenhowe r a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . Some have

considered th is  s t a f f  o r g a n i z a t ion e x ce s s i v e ly  r ig id . Yet t h i s  was
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the method of control  used fo r  this period — each department was given

a large degree of independence and autonomy in developing the i r

respective (and  perhaps parochial) v iewpoints . And from their presenta-

tions in the i~~ C , the a l t e r n a t i v e  choices of policy responses would be

made available to the President for his decision .

In one case , Ridgway refused to have his m i l i t a r y  advice colored

by “playing po l i t i c s” as he called it . in his autobiography,  Ridgw ay

states :

As a combat soldie r I have been shot at f rom ambush ,
and bombed by planes which I thought to be friendly,
both of which are experiences that are momentarily
unsettling. I do not recall , however , tha t I eve r
felt a greater sense of surprise and shock t han  when
I read in President Eisenhower ’s State of the Union
message in 1954 tha t :

‘The defense program recommended for 1955 .
Is based on a new m ilitary program unan imous ly
recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff .’

As one member of the  Joint Chiefs of Staff who
most emphatically had not concurred in the 1955
mil itary program as it was presented to the people ,
I was nonp iused by this st a temen t . The fac t  is the
1955 budget was  a ‘directed verd ict ’, as were the
Army budgets for 1956 and ‘57 . The force levels
provided in all three were not primarily based on
military needs. They were not based on the freely
reached conclu sions ‘of the Joint Chiefs of Staff .
They were squeezed between the framework of
arbitrary manpowe r and fiscal limits , a comple te
inversion of the normal process)~

3

The s ign i f i cance  of Ridgw ay ’s comments is tha t  he f e l t  the proper

way to s t ruc tu re  “the m i l i t a r y  program ” (forces  and s t r a t egy)  was on

the basis of “freely re ached conclusions by the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f .”

What is not def ined , of course , is exac t ly wha t  is meant  by “freely
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reached conclusions .” However , it is obvious t h a t  in his opinion the

JCS were not to consider manpower and fiscal limit ations . And from

his comments , one must assume Ridgway thought that if he did so, it

would be “playing polit ics .” Perh aps in R idgw ay ’s v iew only pu rely

mil i t ary  cons idera t ions  cons t i t u t ed  the proper basis  for  JCS advice .

If this is so , the m i l i t a r y  can f r equ en t l y expect to have their advice

rejected as it was  in th is  case • In t h a t  n a t i on a l  securi ty is a

relative th ing , the re must be a ba lance  between what  is m i l i t a r i ly

desired and what is politically and economically feasible . To neglect

considering the pol it ical , econom ic , or even social , sides of the

equation is to place the adviser on a different fre quency or wave

.5

length than the recipient of the advice and to court rejection by

the recipien t . As will be seen in both the Eisenhower and the

Kennedy a d m i n i s t r a t i o n s, when th i s  happens  the PresiCent will move

quickly to repl~ ce the advisers  who l ack  such basic  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .

Indeed , Ridgway was  not selected for the customary second term as

Army Chie f of S t a f f . And when General Taylor  was  nominated to replace

him , he was in te rv iewed  by both the President  and the Secretary of

Defense on his loya l ty  to c i v i l i a n  leadersh ip .14

This idea of loyalty was also noted in Ridgway ’s book in t h a t

he, as Army Ch ief of Sta f f , was ca l led on to/p ub l icly suppor t the

Pre sident ’s decision on force structure even though he disagreed

with these dec isions. Again referring to the military program of

1955 , Rid gway comments as fo l l ows
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Later , the efforts of the Secretary of Defense and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs were directed
toward securing the unan imous assent of the country ’s
top military men to these pre—set plans .

• . . . For I say in all earnestness and sincerity
that throughout my two years as Chief of Staff 1
felt I was being called upon to tear down , rather
than to build up , the ult1ni~ tely decisive element
in a properly proport ioned f i g h t ing force on which
the world could rest In its hopes for maintaining
the peace , or , if t he c a t a s t rophe of war came , for
enforc ing its will upon those who broke that peace.

Repeatedly , I w as called upon to take actions
and advocate policies , which , if continued , might
eventually so weaken the United States Army It
could no longer stand , strong in its pride and free
to fulfill its rolm as an effective instrument of
nat iona l  pol icy alongs ide of it s sister  services.
If these pol ic ies were no t arrested , it could no
longer fulfill its commitments  around the world ,15

—
- . Apparently, E isenhower and h is  Secretary of Defense ex pected the

mil i t a ry  to be doc ile “subal terns.” Whether  the President agreed

with  or rejected the advice of his mil i t ary  cxp er t s  was of small

consequence to the President during this period since the image he

projected was that of the nation ’s foremost military expert . Perhaps

for  this  reason , Eisenhower expected his military advisers to

publicly endorse the adequacy of whatever force structure had been

decided through the polit ical dec is ion—making  process . And while

those mil it a ry profess ionals  who served the Pre s ident dur ing  this

period acted in accordance w i t h  t ha t  approach fo r  the most part , it

is obvious many  did so onl y w ith great frustr ation . Ridgway was not

alone in f a c i n g  the dilemm a of present ing a p rofess iona l  d i s sen t ing

opin ion to the President  yet be ing du ty—bound  to obey and support
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the President ‘s decision since he is the Commander—in—Ch ie f . But

how f a r  should a profess ional  o f f i c e r go in c a r r y i ng  his case to the

public? Frequent ly ,  he has l i t t l e  choice  when Congress o f f i c i a l l y

requests his professional opinion in legislat ive hearings . In such

cases , he may change his opin ion — pe rhaps p ros t i tu t ing  it — or

openly disagree wi th  the President . Of course , some o f f i c e r s  may

use the vehicle of Congressional t e s t i m o n y  to plead the i r  case in

the hope that the public debate  thus  generated may change the

President ’s decision . Other choices the professional officer may

make are represented in the actions of Generals Taylor and Gavin .

General Taylor , a f t e r  serv ing as Army Ch ief of St aff , l e f t  the

service and recorded his protest to the cu r ren t  military policy and

s t ra tegy in his book The Uncer t a in  Trumpe t, General Gavin chose

to resign in outright protest over the diminished Army role in

nat ional strategy . It is interesting to reflect that all three

men were from the Army — the service t h a t  was least  benef i t ed  by

the nuclear massive retaliation policy . One may be tempted to reach

the conclusion that parochial service interests dictated their

disagreements with the a~hninistration over military forces and

strategy . Many have claimed t h a t  such pa roch i a l i sm  in the recent

past has discredited the military professional and lowered their

prest ige at the highest  levels . Major General Dale Smith , who

retired from the A ir Force, wrote the following on t h i s  subject .

Justice Ol iver Wendell  Holmes once remarked : ‘A
man is bound to be parochia l  in hi~ practice , and
to give his life and , if necessary , his death for
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the place he has h is roots .’ it should strike
nobody as odd that Army , Navy and A ir Force
officers cannot agree on the way a future war
should be wa g ed or how the Depa rtment L Defense
should be organize d . Members of o ther  profes—
S10n3 tend to regard the world in the light of
their profess tonal  learn ing  and hab i ts . Why
should one expect  mi l i t a ry men to behave d i f fe r -
en t ly 9 /Is i t /  any wonder t ha t  a
m i l i t a r y  man of a c e r t a in  school - Army , Navy
or Air Force — considers the ma jo r  peace—keeping
or war—w inn ing  force to be t ha t  force which he
u n d e r s t a n d s  best and which he has been s tudy ing
for most of his professional life? These
d i f f e rences of view are not hypocr i t ica l .
They are sincerely and f i r m l y held ; just  as
are the views of the phys ic ian , the business-
man , the lawyer , the adver t i ser  and the diplomat )-6

General Smith not only a t t empts  to explain the causes of

parochia l ism but in the above remarks , he goes on to jus t i f y

parochial ism . To many , the ex plan at ion por tion can be eas ily

d igested but the j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of narrow minded parochia l ism may

appear to be excessive . It would be a fine goal to attempt to

min imize the in te l lec tua l ly  honest , but service oriented , disagree-

ments which arise . However , recognizing t ha t  we live in an imperfect

world , the procedures of the JCS have been fashioned in an at tempt

to accommodate the advoc~ cy system th at exis ts. And in all advocacy

systems , there will be winners and losers — the problem of how to

deal with the loser would seem to be of considerable importance .

Since 1945, a l i t t l e  ref lect ion po ints  out th at t here have been

no long term losers among the military services . Each has had its

zenith and each its nadir . The system has the appearance of

self—ad justment . But the most significant point to be made regard ing
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service disharmony is the injury th at .  is don e to the credibility of

military advice when disagreements are stifled and unanimity is

enforced on the JCS. Attempting to force the JCS to harmonize their

views into a s ingle m i l i ta r y  pos i t i on  before fo rward ing  them to

nat ional authorities fails to consider

the d i f f e r i n g  e n v i r o n m e n t s , expe r iences and
o p e r a t i o n a l  requ i rements  of I n h l i L a r y  profession-
als in the many suborganizations involved .

Therefore effort s to create such a position lead
to low—quality, least common denominator solutions
which have been the typical product of JCS plan-
ning procedures . These ‘solutions ’ will seldom ,
If ever , be accepted fully by top strategists .

The system designed to secure unanimit y
produces papers of such dubious substance as
to almost ensure the r e j ec t i on  of t h e i r  (JCS)
policy recommendations on important strategy
Issues)-7

M i l i t a r y  advice  suffered also from a political stigmatism which

came to be assoc iated with the JCS. In revising United States military

s t ra tegy  upon t a k i n g  o f f i c e , E i senhower  thou~,h t  a c lean  break  was

necessary w ith the Trtunan m i l i t a r y  pol icy . One r a t h e r  momentous action

taken upon his assumpt ion of office was his wholesale replacement of

t he four princ ipal members of the JCS . General Taylor explains two

e f f ec t s  of this ac tion:

Whatever the justific at ion f o r  the mass
exodus of the Joint Chiefs of Staff , this event
was profoundly disturbing to most professional
mil itary men . It suggested that the Joint Chiefs
belonged to the Administration in power and were 

-
expected to be the spo l<e sm an f o r  i t s  m i l i t a r y
policy . This concept of role was  q u i t e  d i l f er en t
from that previously accepted . Y ‘r e t of o r e  t h e
Joint Chiefs had been regarded a a nonpol i t  ical
body charged with giving profess .~~nai advice to
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the Secretary of Defense , to the N . t  ional Security
Counc il , and to the President . It had been
thought that they should give their advice with
l imi ted , if any , a t t e n t i o n  to p o l i t i c a l  or
economic factors , since these components o the
nat ional strategy had qualified spokesmen else-
where in the governmental structure )-8

The two effects are (1) the politicizing of the JCS and (2) the

requirement for the JCS to expand the parameters of military advice

- to inc lude considera t ion of non—mil i t a ry  f ac to r s . In regard to t he

l a t t e r  point , the basic JCS vehicle used to t r ansmi t  the ir wr i t t en

advice was the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) . This was

submitted annually to the Secretary of Defense and consisted of

Volume I on Strategy and Volume II on Forces. In formulat ing the

JSOP, the trad itional method was to first make assumpt ions (in the

absence of any clear definit ion) regarding national interests and

objectives . Reflecting such judgments in Volume I, t he JCS would

structure the forces in Volume II which they fe l t were requ ired to

implem~”~ the strategy . No economic or domestic factors were consider-

ed and fo r  th is  reason the JSOP has been called the m i l i t a r y  “wish

list ” or “shopping list .” Afte.~ submitting the JSOP to national

authori t ies, f i s c a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  on the defense  budge t we re given t he

JCS wh ich , as would be expected , invariably diminished the forces

recommended in the JSOP. And during the Eisenhower years , these

fiscal constr aints were rigidly applied . Since the nat ional economy

was of primary concern to the President , he would , t h rough his

Secretary of h:fense , impose a percentage of the budget to each

service to insure not only that the budget was not exceeded but that
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the services could support the cur ren t  s t ra t e g y  w i t h  a prope r mix

of forces . The usual  f i gu re s  fo r  the  Eisenhowe r a d m i n i s tr a t i o n  was

around $40 b i l l ion  to ta l  budget , w i t h  the approximate  sp l i t  of 46%

for  the Air Force , 28% fo r  the Navy and 23% for  the Army )-9 But

these f igures  were not in c o n f o r m i t y  w i t h  the pure m i l i t a r y  advice

rendered by the JCS through the JSOP. Obviously, then , the military

advice given was not realistic , or at least did not meet the expecta-

tions of national authorit ies.

In overview , the large discrepancy between the JSOP force

recommendations and the forces actually given the military , the

polit ical use of the JCS by the administrat ion , the heated parochial

arguments between the services over strategy and forces , and the

m i l i t ary  recommendations to in te rvene  in In d o c h i n a  in 1954 al l

indicate that th~ pure military advic  given during th ’ l~~~ 2—6O

time period was of little importance or rele~.~incy to national

aut horit ies .

The next generation of national s~-cur ity policy covers the

period 1961—68 . It is distinctive due to a quantum jump which

occurred in m i l i t a r y  s t ra tegy  and c a p a b i l i t y .  The s t r a t e g y  of

flexible response officially replaced massive retaliation . While

the strategic nuclear capability retained its forme r emphasis , it

did so under the concept of deterrence . It was recognized that

massive retaliat ion only de te r red  n u c l e a r  w a r  and the United States

had no de te r ren t  c a p a b i l i t y  fo r  convcr ~ tona l  wa r s • The Kenne dy

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  remedied t h i s  by en l n rg ng c o n v e n t i o n a l  ground forces
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and tact ical air forces , increasing tactical airlift , and converting

the Army ’s Special Forces (Green Berets) to an expanded counter - -

Insurgency role . All th is was in general conformity w ith General

Taylor ’s concept of flexible response . The Un ited States was to have

the capability to deal with any aggression at whatever level it

occurred , whether it be insurgency, limited conventional war, of any

escalat ion of it to the ultimate strategic nuclear response .

Fol low ing the E isenhower pract ice , Kennedy replaced the princ ipal

members of the JCS ; howeve r , he did it in more gradual  fashion by

repl acing them as the i r  terms expired .  This act ion was  not a b l a t a n t

political move since the President relied more on a strong Secretary

of Defense to keep the JCS in line . Kennedy ’s expectations of the

JCS is indicated by his statement in 1961 :

I regard the Joint Chiefs of Staff as my
pr inc ipa l  m i l i t a r y  advisor . . . . I ex pec t
their  advice to come to me direct and unfilter-
ed . . . . Wh ile I look to the Chiefs to
present th~ military factor without reservation
or hesitat ion , I regard them to be more than
m i l i t a r y  men and expect t h e i r  help in f i t t i ng
military .~equ irements into the overall context
of any situation , recognizing that the most

- difficult problem in government is to combine
al l assets in a uni f .ied , effective pattern .20

For the period of the 1960’s then , “military advice” was consider-

ed to include much more than pure military factors . Military leaders

were expected to have a part in the orchestration of all aspects of

nat ional security policy , These aspects embraced national objectives ,

m i l i t a r y  s t r a t egy , force requirements , and n a t i o n a l  resources .

Howeve r , Kennedy ’s opinion of the JCS as his  p r i nc ipa l  mi l i t a ry
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advisers is indicated  by his  appointment  of General  Taylor to the

Whi te  House as a Special M i l i t ar y  A s s i s t a n t  in 1961 . Taylor was ,

in e f f e c t , interposed be tween the Presiden t and t he JCS . Subsequently,

Taylor came out of retirement to become Chairman of the JCS. His

views corresponded more to those held by the President regard ing both

strategy and military advice . Taylor said the

stream of advice stems from the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and flows upward also ( s i c )  to the Secretary
of Defense , and in some eases to higher authority .

The matters which flow in this stream are usually of
multi—service rather than uni—service interest . They
bear on such broad subjects as the objectives of our
national and military strategy ; the requirements in
mil itary forces of all arms to support the national
strategy ; and the use of our national resources to
create and maintain these forces ,2]-

There is a certain imprecision in the use of the phrase “bear on such

broad subjects  as . . . .“ But it is clear that the principal military

advisor in the 1960’s considered his jnh to extend beyond the ~trict

confines of military matters .

A true perspective of the effectiveness ot m ilit ary advice iii

the period 1961—68 can be shown best by a review of the phenomena

called the “McNamara Revolution .” With the investment of the Kennedy

Administration came the most complete renovation of military advice in

this century — — both substantively and procedurally . Frequen t ly

referred to as the “McNamara Revolution ,” the new Secretary of Defense

consol idated authority and centralized his power over the military

establishment. This is in marked contrast to the rather weak -

Secretaries who served under Eisenhower . Presiden t Kennedy , an d late r
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President Johnson , had full conf idence in McNamara and gave him

full power to refashion the Department of Defense . This required no

new grants of authority , only the full implementation of the accumu-

lated (but largely dormant) powers existing in his office . The basic

McNamara conception of m ilitary advice was tha t  all JCS recommendations

should be formulated in much the same way as business recommend ations

were developed in private industry — — that is, defense recommendations

should be based on reproducable , analy t ical techn iques ra ther than

on intuit ive and psychological arguments as they had been so frequently

in the past.22

McNamara ’s initial contacts with the JCS conf irmed his suspicions

of traditional forms of mil itary advice . In response to one of his

earliest requests for extensive studies by military agenc ies, he

found :

First , each document tended to reflect the institu-
tional perspective of the office drafting it , and
second , most seemed to rely on verbal , convent ional
wisdom instead of hard , fresh analys is.23

Similarly , McNamara ’s first meeting with the President and the five

me~mbers of the JCS produced added reservat ions . All were summoned

to the White House to discuss the deteriorat ing situat ion in Laos

in early 1961.

On that occas ion , the President found himself exposed -

to five divergent but vigorously defended mil itary
• points of view . This unsettling experience followed

short ly af ter the Bay of Pigs ep isode , which began to
- 

engender some loss of conf idence in the JCS on the
part of the President and his defense secretary .24
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In reviewing the confluence these events and critic isms as

McNamara took off ice , one Is cert ainly impressed t h a t  some change s we re

needed in the formulation of professional military advice if the

mil itary was to retain public confidence and credibility . The new

secretary in s t i ga t ed  changes “which w idened the part ic ipat ion of

o f f i c i a l s  in the development of military polic ies by denying to certain

professional m i l i t a r y  groups the p r iv i l ege  of deciding without explain-

ing’:25 The DOD offic ials who were cent ra l  to t h i s  w idening pa r t i c ipa’-

tion in decision—making under llcNamara we re the DO!) Compt roller , a

systems analysis expert (later to be appointed Assistant Secretary),

the Assistant Secretary for International Srcurity Affairs (ISA) , and

the Director for Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) .26 The

confidence which the Secretary placed in the men holding these posi-

t ions n a t u r a l l y  d i lu ted  (if not negated) the advice he received from

the JCS. Furtherm o re , from the large pooi of civilian intellectuals

(social anu physical scieii!. i~,is , ~~on~aa;i3ts and hist~~rians~ ‘‘bo were

most anxious to contribute their ideas and talents to defense policy-

making, many found thei r way into DOD it self , DOD contractual “think—

tanks” ( IDA , RAND , CNA , RAC , etc .), or ac ademic research centers

(Wash ington Cen ter of Fore ign Pol icy Research , MIT , Harvard , Princeton ,

Ch icago , Stanford , Columbia). To the extent that these individuals

were employed or their products utilized by McNamara , the st atus  of

the JCS was diminished in regard to their role as strategists and

defense policy—makers .

Essent ially, McNama ra , by the force of his personality and his

112



r •

~~~~~~

•-

~~

-

executive competence , was determined to gain control over the defense

establishment. Given the proclivities for parochial ism by the Service

Chiefs in regard to progr ams , priorities and resources , the new

secretary did not feel the JCS was prepared to advise him with the

kind of informat ion he needed to discharge the responsibilit ies assign-

ed to him by publ ic law . With only m inor organ ization changes , he

est ablished management  tools which could give him the degree of control

he needed to fulfill his du t i e s , These manage ment tools were “systems

analys is” and t he “planning, programming and budgeting system” (PPBS).

It is not my purpose to analyze these two management techniques in

detail at this time , However, in that they were new method s used to

formulate military advice , the following capsule descriptions are

provided to ind icate the i r . impact on the na tu re  of m i l i t a r y  advice .

Systems ana lys i s  is a dec i s ion—making  technique tha t  operates in

a broader area requiring human judgment. It contributes to decision—

making in the economic d imension . Calcul ations m ay be prec ise , but the

results of an analys is m ay be erroneous because it is too narrow or

too broad in scope , it is based on the wrong assumpt ion , or it is

addressed to the wrong qttpstion, This thumbnail descript ion is

borrowed from Wesley Posvar :

in the economic d imens ion , it becomes necessary
to evaluate a whole panoply of possible ‘sy stems , ‘ in
the form of missions, progr am s and weapons , according
to their ‘cost—effectiveness .’ The resources for
defense . . . must then be distributed among these
systems . . . , So systems ana]ysis for national
defense may be d e f i n e d  as the  s tudy  of m a j o r  s ecur i ty
programs , or ‘systems , ’ . . , in order to facilitate
the allocat ion of resources among those systems .27
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The PPBS is a device to m a r r y  b u d g e t i n g  and m i l i t ary  p l a n n i ng .

Defense budget ing before 1961 consisted essentially of a presidential

imposit ion of a dollar figure for the m ilita ry establ ishment. I t

remained for the defense secretary to alloca te this figure among the

three services , each of wh ich normal ly asked f o r  more than its

allotted share . Thus, the defense sec ret ary found himself in the

posit ion where he had “to make major decisions on forces  and programs

without adequate information and all within a few weeks allocated to

his budge t review .”28 The inadequacy  of t h i s  budge t ing system was

also recognized by General Taylor who told Congress in 1960:

If we are called upon to fight , we will not be
interested in the services as such . We wi ll be
interested rather in task forces /unified commands!,
those comb inations of Army , Navy , and A i r  Force
which are functional in nature . . . . But the
point is we Jo not keep our budget in these terms .
Hence it is not an exaggeration to say that we do
not know what kind and how much de fense  we are
buying with any specific budget .29

The PPBS comb ined the existing budgetary and military planning functions

through the veh icle of programming. Basically , programming is best

viewed as a series of military—economic stud ies: a methodical costing

out of alternat ive ways (‘basicall y weapon system s and force pos tu res)

to achieve m ilitary support fo r  nati onal  object ives. The tool used in

performing these military—economic stud ies is systems analysis .

Typically the PPBS worked as follows: JCS milita ry requirements were

forwarded to DOD In the form of the JSOP, DOD applied the programm ing

function to the JSOP to determine cost ef.ectiveness o~ the various

and somet imes overlapping force requ i .~nents , the Secreta ry reviewed
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the recommended forces and programs and issued a five year force

structure financ ial program which was binding on the Services. To

provide flex ibil ity in the PPBS procedure , reclamas from the services

to DOD were allowed , but the ultimate decision of the Secretary was

f inal .30

These changes to defense p l a n n i n g  have been widely acclaimed

as ext raord ina rily useful procedures in that they have ra tional ized

the processes of defense decision—making and have contributed to

better  qua l i ty  mi l i t a ry advice in some areas . However , the PPBS which

incorporates system analysis has def in ite lim itat ions : it is far

from infall ible and it certa inly should not be considered a panacea

regarding e l i m i n a t i n g  controve rs ie s w i t h i n  DOD . Ove r and above

mechanical erroz-swhich may result from faulty data , inaccurate

predictions on performance and erroneous cost est imates ; -it ls ’ ctll l

possible for two system analysis agencies , using the same data and

analyzing the same problem , to arrive at contradictory conclusions .

D i f f e r i n g  underly ing  assumpt ions and v a r y i n g  parameters  regarding

t ime , scope or mission a l l o c a t i o n  arc severa l reasons which may

account fo r  these opposir ’g r esu l t s . Any such d iv i s iveness  between

DOD and the services (or for  t h a t  m a t t e r , between the services) may

be considered a further detr iment to the cred ibility of m ilitary

advice . Thus , any c la im s t h a t  are made r ega rd ing  the sa lu tory  e f f e c t

of systems analysis upon military advice must be carefully prescribed

and well defined.

Perhaps more significant to the role of milita ry advice is the
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fact that these new procedures do not assist in any di rect way

in selecting the “best” or “a winning” mi lit ary strategy — — nor

do they contribu te substantively to the myriad of defense “pol icy ”

decisions — — both of wh ich are centr al to the type of mil it ary advice

required since the 1960 ’s. Systems analysis , as an econom ic techn ique ,

is neutral to war subjective policy decisions as well as toward the

purposes to which the technique is appl ied . The--need-for intuitive

judgments based on professional experience is still required . Even

if the most imaginative utilizat ion of systems analysis were assured ,

many very import ant decisions ~would not be subjected to ma themat i ca l

or other verifiable methods.31- Moreover , the systems analys t  in

comparing two weapons systems possessing similar capabil ities for

destruct ion but d i f f e r i n g  opera t ional  lim itat ions (e.g., surface—to—

surface missile versus aircraft), m ay select one on the bas is of

marginal cost . However, in his preoccupat ion with economy , he may

have knowingly or unknow ingly selected the system which narrows the

range of strategy options .32

In review ing the renovations instituted by McNamara and his

successors in the 1960 ’s, it becomes clear that the role of the JCS

in rendering m i l i t ary  advice was changed in t ha t  they were requ i red

to render two types of m i l i t ary  advice : pu re m i l i t a r y  advice regard ing

the cons t i tu t ion  of the nation ’s m ilitary force structure and a

broader type of advice concerning the complex relationship between

nat ional objectives and military strategy . Divergent JCS views in

the former category were minim ized (or resolved when apparent ly
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irreconciliable) by a strong Secretary of Defense using economic

analysis. In the latte r category , divergent views were more difficult

to overcome for several reasons . First , views regard ing the “proper”

strategy for the nation were (and are still) largely judgmental and

not readily subject to quantification or rigorous analytical examina-

t ion . Second , the divergenc ies of views emanated from basic philoso-

phical differences among intellectually honest m ilitary professionals

as to the best means to accomplish varying degrees of nation al security.

And l as t ly , each view could be readily supported by any number of

c ivi l ian defense experts  in the scholarly commun i ty .

In specif ics , the impact of the McNamara Revolution was rather

large on the first category of pure m il it ary advice and somewhat

ind irect regard ing the broader type of m ilitary adv ice . An indirect

impact , however , is by no means obscure f or it is clear that if the

means (military forces) at one ’s dispos al is lim ited or rearranged ,

the range of actions (strategies) which can cc effectively pursued

is, by consequence , limited or changed .

• The last generation of national security policy was ushered in

with the Nixon adm inistr~
’tion . One of the first tasks  of the new

President was to revitalize the NSC (which had fal len into general

disuse dur ing  the Kennedy— Johnson years)  and order an extensive

reexamina t ion  of our international comm i tments (National Security

Study Memorandum #3) w i t h  a view to reevalua te  Uni ted  States  military

pol icy and adjus t  accord ingly . He assumed off ice w ith the pled ge of

extricating United States forces froir Vietnam and w i t h  the  commitment
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to replace confrontation between East and West with an “Era of

Negot ia t ion .” He immedia te ly  de—esca l a t ed  in V ietnam and commenced

bui ld ing  bridges to ford the chasms of m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g  or h o s t i l i t y

which cha rac t e r i z ed  forme r Uni ted  S t a t e s  r e l a t i ons  wit h communis t

n a t i o n s . The tesult of these assorted efforts on United States

secur i ty  policy was c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by the provis ions  of the N ixon

Doctr ine which  announced t h a t  wh i l e  the  Uni ted  States would honor

its t r e a t y  commitments , it would no longer automatically commit its

m anpowe r to the defense of other na tions if they were -tQ:be a t tacked .

Henceforth , United States policy would be to help strengthen ind igenous

forces and give all the requ ired material aid to counter such attacks .

This new direction , coupled with the reevaluation of commitments ,

signalled the end of the m i l i t a n t  c o n t a i n m e n t  policy which , in t u r n ,

had a large impact on m i l i t a r y  s t r a t egy : The Un i t ed  States revised

its military planning from the capability to fighL two and o n e — h a l f

wars to one and one—half wars , But the p r imary  emphas i s  on deterrence ,

both nuclear and conventional , was retained in the overall strategy .

The maintenance of this deterrent was  also justified as a “bargaining

ch ip” in the era of negotiation . The motto of national security

pol icy was : Negotiate  f rom a pos iti on of strengt h .

The posit ion of the JCS in the new a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  had changed

in a major way . No longer was a strong Secretary of Defense -enforc ing

unan im ity upon the professional m il itary leaders and no longer were

the views of the JCS modified or diluted before reaching the White

House. The formal ist ic use of the NSC system assured the JCS a
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voice in major national security deliberations . It would be a

gross exaggerat ion to say t ha t  the  JCS replaced the powerful  c i v i l i a n

McNamara team as the principal defense spokesman for national security

mat ters , but it is fair to acknowledge that the JCS did regain some

of their former routine access to d iscussions at the White House level.

That the JCS did not assert i tself  more s t rongly than it did at this

t ime can be traced to the fac t that the former power center focused

in McNamara ’s systems analysis office was not completely disbanded

with the change in administrations . The systems analysis office

continued to function , albeit with less emphasis than before , but

many forme r systems ana lysts  were tr ansformed to the NSC s t a f f  and

other posit ions within the White House staff . Therefore , the locus

of power on defense issues shifted towards the White House with the

change in administrations . But the re was a renaissance of the JCS .

Coloncl Donovan commented :

In cont ras t  to the pract ices  of the  M cN am n ~i ra
regime in the Pentagon , Secretary Laird is
reportedly giving considerably more weight to
the advice and judgment 01 the Chiols 01 Staff .
The c i v i l i a n  defense  a n a l y s t s  and “whi z k id s ”
have e i the r been downgraded or replaced . The
Nat iona l  Secur i ty  Council  mach ine ry , r e v i t a l i z -
ed and managed by Dr . Henry A . Kissinger , now
provides a formal channel for the Joint Chiefs
to express their own views to the White House .
Under M cNamara , m i l i t a r y  advice t h a t  reached
the White House was usua l ly and “agreed ”
Pentagon position reflecting the views of the
Secretary and his c i v i l i a n  a n a l y s t s .33

After eight years under the McNamara system , the JCS had learned

that in order to be cred ible in their adv ice , they had to ju s t i f y  all
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their recom m endations on milita ry strategy , for ~ e structures and

weapons systems with analytical techniques t h a t  were v a l i d a t e d  by

the civilian hierarchy . In order to do so , each of the services had

created a systems ana ly s i s  o f f i c e  of t h e i r  owii to counter McNamara ’s

burgeoning s t a f f .  The cummula t iv e  e f f e c t  of this was to improve the

data and analytical methodology for service and JCS decision—making .

And whe n the new Secretary of Defense under Nixon de—emphas ized  his

systems anal ysis  office , the services wore better prepared and were

able to pick up the  s l a c k .

A f i n e  example of the new and more credible  methodology for

making  m i l i t a r y  recommendations was  given in the Ai r  Force ’s test i—

mony in Congress by .Major General Dray in 1971 . In comment ing on

how the Air  Force determines the precise number of fighter squadrons

which are needed to f i g h t  a NATO w ar , Gene ral Dray f i r s t  l isted

three t r a d i t i o n a l  methods of determining force structure , which all

we re e s sen t i a l ly  s t a t i c  measurements . The f i r s t  m ethod  was  “m a t c h i n g

capabilit ies ’~ which  considers numbers of a i rp l ane s , sort ie ra tes ,

pay loads , range and other static factors in relation to the target

objec tives . The second method , called “generating sorties ,” tries

to determine the requ irement for the numbe r of sorties required in

the major funct ional areas such as close air support , interd iction

and counter—air , escort , etc . By apply ing  p l an n i n g  f a c t o r s  (which

are established by experience gained in previous operations and

exercises) to each of these areas , the number of sorties needed in

each funct ional are a are est abl ished , The t o t a l  numbe r of sor ti es
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~~ e then t r a n s l a t e d  into  squadrons w h i c h  the n c on s t i t u t e  the require-

ment . The t h i r d  me t hod , “m a t c h i n g  a i r f r a m e s , ” is an ex tens ion  of the

f i r s t  method by making s u b s t a n t i v e  judgmen t s  as to how the enemy will

al locate  his forces .

In m a t c h i n g  of a i r f r a m e s  you go through
the same sort of s t a t i c  measurement , measu r ing  the
c a pa b i l i t ic s  and nu~.b e r s  of the  d i f f e r e n t  a i r c r a f t ,
and then  you make j u d gm e n t s  as to how the enemy and
yourself will allocate your force .

You wi l l  m ake an arbitrary judgment that his
first priority is , for example , attacks against
airfields , and you sort of carry that judgment all
the way t h r o u g h  the I inie period t h a t  you are analyz-
ing. You make judgments as to what  s t r a t e g y  and
t a c t i c s  the enemy is u s i ng ,  and you make your  own
decision then  as to how you wi l l  employ your force ,
and f rom t h i s , come out w i t h  a r equ i rement  f o r
numbers of a i r f r a m e s  required to meet the enemny
t h r ea t .

Now , aga in , the re are d e f i c i e n c i e s  in t h a t
procedure , in t h a t  it has you a p p ly i n g  what you
th ink  the enemy is going to do with no .-a y of
enforc ing wha t  he in f a c t  is going to do.  And
if you guess wrong, you r results are going to be
substantially wrong.34

Not ing that defic ienceis existed in all three methodologies , a

fourth and more sophisticated , reproducible technique was devised :

We do have a t echnique , a compute r  war
game which  we ca l l  a TAC Contender , in which we
establish the effectiveness of air forces , enemy
versus f r i e n d l y ,  in the  a i r  b a t t l e  s i t u a t i o n .

What we have tried to do is take it on a
day—to— day , two—person , dynam ic—war—game situation ,
and say in those c i r c u m s t a n c e s  w i t h  his numbers ,
wha t  the s i t  uat  ion is , w h a t  would  be the  opt imumn
strategy fo r  him to employ today  and what would
be our u l t i m a t e  s t r a t e g y  in dep l o y i ng  fo rces ,
How many aircraft on counter air , how m a n y  on
close a ir su ppor t , how many  on i n t e r d i c t i o n .

121



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

How you a l locate  the for ces  de r ives  c o m p l e t e l y
from the range of success of your forces  in the
various allocation configurations . This sort
of ana lys i s  is the f i r s t  we have eve r done .

It  is a vas t  improvement  in our view , and
we can run d i f f e r e n t  w a rn i n g  t imes ; whethe r we
have had 7 da~- .s ’ war n i ng  or 23 days ’ warning ,
we can vary the sortie rate generations relative
to the enemy ’s. We can allow him to mass his
forces on one day toward a part icular allocat ion
and see how we would respond .

We don ’t know if he would——but ~ e m esc r ibe
th is  omi a d a y — t o — d ay bas is  as being the  opt imum
strategy . II he deviates from that , we can
take advan tage  of it , supposedl y ,  if v u  a re
smart enough and if our judgment fac tom - s are
quick enough to respond and improve the  s t a t u s
of our forces .

in other words , we a t tem p t  to
remove the s t a n d a r d  judgment f a c t o r  in m a t c h i n g
overall airframes and vary  the a l l oca t ion  of
forces day by day as the s i t u a t i o n  should have
dic tated to the enemy ai-m d ou rse lves .

And you can do these w i th  computer  runs
to see which is t ime  best “ -n y ; t h a t  is , w h a t  is
the best way he can al io c a l e  his  force  to get
the best results out of it .

Now , again , t h i s  is wha t  we t h i n k  is the
best , the most soph i s t i c a t ed  way yet  of mak ing
force— structure analysis . And right after I
have said t h a t , we w i l l  c e r t a i n l y  admi t  it is
not the emm d , itself . There are recognized
defic iencies in it . And there are still judg-
ments that have to be applied .35

In th i s  same Congress ional  h e a r i n g ,  the A rmy re la ted sim il a r

computerized and sophisticated war gaming techniques in developing

force s t ruc tu res . The po in t to be m ade r e l evan t  to m il itary adv ice

in all th is  is t h a t  the m i l i t a r y  p ro fe s s ion  no longe r s take s i ts

claim to expertise simpl y on the basis of accumulated experience in
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operational mat ters . Professional judgment tod ay consists of a

judic ious blend of techn ical competence , sophis t ica ted a n a l y t i c a l

techniques and subjective judgments based on operational experience

regard ing the most effective way to employ forces. These are the

military skills v.Sich are developed throughout a service career .

During the first term of the Nixon administration , the military

services had the opportunity to demonstrate their professional

expertise and regain some of their credibility, Howeve r, the serv ices

~- -7 ~
. - -

have also shown an increased awareness  regarding n o n — m i l i t a r y  f ac tors

impinge on military advice , Under the present NSC system , the

individual services are required to review the basic NSC document

which precedes presidential decisions , This document , ca l led the

Nat iona l  Securi ty  Study M emorandum (NSSM) , is normally authored by

the NSC s t a f f  and is i n i t i a t e d  in response to any m a t t e r  w h i c h  requires

a pres ident ial dec ision . The document  is a comprehensive study , usual-

ly requiring many redrafts to include the v iewpoin ts  of a l l  the review—

im~~agencies . Subjects of such studies will have significant economic ,

political and diplomatic ramificat ions in addit ion to the military

aspec ts. Typical  subject s would incl ude t he reversion of Okinawa to

Japanese cont rol , the question of making available military equipmim t ,

or products  wi th m il it ary val ue , to various allied and non—allied

nat ions (particularly significant under the Nixon i)octrine), the

eff e c t s  of base closures in fore ign l a nds , the policy implications

with regard to storage of nuclea r weapons abroad , t he polit ical e f f e c t s

of Un ited States dominance in the NATO milit ary command structure ,
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compar~, t ive  costs and savings  involved in redeploying NATO committed

forces to the United States , etc . There can be no doubt that  the

man ifold non—military overtones which emerge in all such nat ional

security stud ies must be analyzed , weighed ar’d commented upon by

= m i l i t a r y  reviewers . Therefore , under  the present system , the

ind iv idua l  service s t a f f s  must  view Uni ted  S t a t e s  m i l i t a r y  secur i ty

agains t  a background of o the r  cons iderat ions . If l i t t l e  or no

regard would be shown for the se othe r considerations in their review

of the NSSM , c e r t a i n ly the military recommendations made would have

l i t t l e  impact . The evidence suggests  t h a t , under  the Nixon adminis t ra-

t ion , the profess ional  m i l i t a r y  has displayed a more universal

approach in the ir  m i l i t a r y  advice  as is suggested by the i r  g radua l ,

bu t percept ible , increase in prest ige ,

I n c’.’e rv iew , the  pe r fo rmance  of pr o f e s s i on a l  r n i !it a ry  ad’.’iser s

du r ing  the fou r p o s t — w a r  g e n e r a t i o n s  of national security policy

ind icates a u n d u l a t ing and i n c o n si s t e n t  p a t t e r n . The successive

g e n e r a t i o n s  s t a r t e d  w i t h  the  a l l — i n c l u s iv e  type of m i l i t a r y  advice

by h igh ly  respected World W a r  I I  m i l i t a r y  leaders on a wide v a r i e t y

of n a t i o n a l  secur i ty  issues which  con f ron t ed  Truman . Next , under

Eisenhower who was  considered the n a t i o n ’s foremost m i l i t a r y  expert~

the substance of advice was  expected to be purely mi l it a r y  and the

advisers were encouraged ( i f  not requ i red) to give u nq u a l i f i e d

support to the p o l i t i c a l  decis ions  made . But the m i l i t a r y  profess ion

i tself  was  incons is ten t  in i ts  approach to advice . On the one hand ,

some m i l i t a r y  advisers  wi thd rew to t h .  h i s t o r i c a l ly p reva i l ing
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concept of the “suba l t e rn ” approach by t h i n k i ng  it improper to

consider n o n — m i l i t a r y  aspects  of n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  issue s . On the

other hand , these same ad v i so r s  (e .g . ,  R i d g w a y , ( javin and Taylor)

disagreed r a t h e r  vehemnent ly  w i th  the  p o l i tic a l  decis ions macic On

n a t i o n a l  s ecu r i t y . It  appears , t h en , t h a t  the m i l i ta r y  f o r f e ited

the i r  r i gh t  to object on the  grounds  t h a t  they a d m i t t e d l y  would not

e v a l u a t e  or recognize n o n — m i l i t a r y  f a c t o r s  whic h a f f ec t e d , and

pe rhaps determined overall  m i l i t ar y  pol icy . ‘i’he substance of

advice under  these c i rcum stances  could hard ly be re levant  to the

needs of na t i ona l  s e c u r i t y .  The third g e n e r a t i o n  found m i l i t a r y

advisers  genera l ly unprepared  fo r  r ende r ing  the advice expected

( w i t h  the except ion of Taylor who at t h i s  t ime expanded the found a-

t ion of his adv i ce) .  The Kennedy e x p e ct a t i o n  fo r  m i l i t a r y  advice

was i n i t i a l l y  t h a t  of the “s e l f — d e t e r m i n i s t ’ approach . ‘,ViwO he
2

found the m i l i t a r y  n~ t ’~capable  of p r o v i d i n g  w e l l — r o u n d e d  advice ,

the JCS went i n to  almost to t a l  ecl ipse behind the M cNa m nara  regime .

Johnson ’s actions appeared to endorse and perpetuate this treatment

of the professional  m i li t a r y , M i l i t a r y  advice  w a s  downgraded under

a storm of c r i t i c i sm and the defense  i n t e l l e c t u a l s  stepped in to  the

breach . Not mee t ing  the  expec ta t ions  of n a t i o n a l  au thor i t ies , m i l i t a r y

advice was  not re levant . The las t  gene ra t i on  unde r  Nixon has shown

an inc reased awareness  by the p r o f e s s i o na l  m i l i t a r y  of the complex ,

i n t e r—re la t ed  and multi—d imensional n a t u r e  of military ad v ice. A f-tC1~

being given a l a rger  voice in n a t i o nr ~ s ecu r i t y  policy for mula tion ,

the m i l i t a r y  has  once aga in  made i ts  adv ice  more r e levan t  to the  fl~~’’ ~~

of n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i e s .
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Ch AFfER V I

CONCLUSION

Military advice , regar d less of whe the r it  was  accepted by

n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i e s, was  held to be of central import ance in formu-

l a t i n g  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  policy since 1945. As noted previously,

- - Radway said  t ha t  because he was  “engrossed in the quest for  s e c u r i t y ,

the United Sta tes  s h i f t e d  f rom economic to mil i t a ry  in s t rumen t s  of

policy ” by 1950 .1 Ad am Y ar m o l in s k y  adds to th is  point  by s t a t i n g :

It is hard to conceive , under the circumstances ,
how reasonable men in the execut ive  b ranch  could
have developed or espoused any pol icies other
than those emphas iz ing  m i l i t a r y  s e c u r i t y ,  enemy
capabi l i t ies and readiness  f o r  wors t  cont ingen-
cie s . . . . I t  is f a i r  to  say t h a t  if American

• f o re ign  policy became p a r t i a l l y  m i l i t a r i z e d , the
bl ame should not be laid p r i m a r i l y  on the m i l i t a r y
estab l ish ,~,er.t but  on Pres idents , ci v i l i a n  pol icy
makers  . . . and on the s i t u a t i o n  in which  they
f ound  themselves .2

- Stephen Ambrose also po in t s  out th a t  whi le  n a t i o n a l  secur i ty  pol icy

has become mil i t a r i z ed , it has not done so because of the  advice

given by m i l i t a r y  p ro fe ss iona l s . He c i te s  the  d i f f e r e n t  responses

by two p res iden t s  in the two similar situations of Ber l in  and V i e t n a m .

In the cases of Ber l in  and V i e t n am , each
President could pick and choose f rom d l vj d e d
m i l i t a r y  advice . That  Kenned y was  a c t iv e , eve n
belligerent , w h i l e  Eisenhowe r was  peaceful , eve n
passive , r e f l e c t e d  t h e i r  own s t y l es  amid the
interest  groups they  responded to , not the i n f ] u —
ence of the  m i l i t a r y . Eisenhowe r ( 11( 1 not  USC

m i l i t ary  force to oppose Cas t ro , wh i le Kennedy
in te rvened  in Cub a twice , but a i th o r ac t ed  -

solely, or even m a i n l y ,  on mi1~ ~ry adv ice .3
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Richard Barnct similarly acknowletiges the militari zation of American

pol icy but takes a much larger step in stating that the American

society it self ( and the dominan t  values it espouses) is predisposed

to war  and t h a t  ne i the r  the m i l i ta r y  adviser:;  not the c iv i l i an  pol icy

makers  are solely to blame fo r  wha t  he ternms the “pe rmanent  war ” tha t

the United S t a t e s  has known since 19-10 , He s t a t e s  t ha t  the roots of a

generation of war are buried in the “drive s nithin our soc iety that

impe l us towards  des t ruc t ion .”4

All four  of the commenta to r s  quoted above admit  to one cen t r a l

f a c t  and tha t  is the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  has , whe the r  mot ivated by some kind

of inevitable de te rmin i sm or by purpose fu l  conv ic t ion , been drawn i n t o

greater  dependence on violence as a means  of a t t e m p t i n g  to cope w i t h  a

succession of w i d e — r a n g i n g  i n t e r nat  ional  problems . But at the same

t ime , those ir American socie ty  who have been most  concerned w i t h

and most d i r e c t l y  af f e c t e d  by the ‘ m a n a g e m e n t  of violence ” — the

profess ional  m i l i t a r y  — s t e a di l y dec l ined  in s t a t u s  and prestige d u r i n g

most of the pos t— war  period . Samuel h u n t i n g t o n  correct ly  noted in

1963 tha t :

Mil i t a ry  leaders and m i l i t a r y  institutions were less
powerful  in t~;c Tru man  a d m i n i s t r a t  ion than they we re
dur ing  World War 11 .  ‘Ihoy were less po ser fu l  under
Eisenhower t han  they  were u n d er  ‘rrum ~mm m . They are
less power fu l  now u n d er  Kennedy t h a n  they  were under
Eisenhowe r . This con st  an t  (j ( c  1 j~~ j~ ~~~~ r and
in f luence  of the  m i l i t a r y  Iw o i e s s io n  is t h e  s ingle
most imp ort  an t  t r en d  in c i v i l — m l it ary m - lat i ons  in 

-

the past 15 year s .~

How can one account fo r  t h i s  d i ch o t o m ~ ? I t  is genera l l y conceded as

a t ru i sm tha t  when a p a r t  i cu l ar  pr o l c  -sion  r i se s  in import ance or
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increases its activity within the society it serves , its members are

accorded a large r voice and more prest ige . That profession is genera l ly

considered to be the beneficiary of such grea t e r  soc ie ta l  involvement .

Yet we can see c lea r ly  t h a t  t h i s  has not been the ease w i t h  the m i l i t a r y

profession . The m i l it a r y  has been con tinuous ly  downgraded w h i le  the

role of m i l i t a r y  advice in f o r m u l a t i n g  n a t i o n a l  s ecu r i ty  pol icy seems

not to have been less impor tan t , but increas ing ly  more v i t a l , d u r i n g

the last  28 years . it  would he prudent  to assume t h a t  its role of

mi l i t a ry  advice canno t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d im i n i s h  in the highly arme d and

nuclear environment  in which we wil l  cont inue to l ive . The question

is who is to render the f u t u r e  m i l i t a r y  advice — the  m i l i t a r y  profession

or othe rs?

The fundamen ta l  na ture  of m i l i t a r y  advice has changed d r a s t ic a l l y

since 19-15. M i l i t a r y  mmmcm are Imow aske d to cons ider  n o n — m i l i t a r y  f ac to r s

in defense pol icy de li be r a t i ons . Even when LhCy were not specif ical ly

required to do so by nat ional a u t h o r i t i e s  (as  under  the Eisenhower

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n) , they were roundly c r i t i c i z e d  by the scholarly and

defense i n t e l l e c tua l  groups f o r  not do ing  so . The consequent expansion

of the foundat ion of m i l i t a r y  advice has , quite naturally , a l te red the

nature  of advice give n . This can be seen in  several  d imnensions . With

re spect to f o r m u l a t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  s t r a t eg y , highe r levels of abs t r ac t i on

have been produced by the  scholar ly communi ty  due to the obscur i t ies

presented in c o n c e p t u a l i z i n g  the scenar ios  of a war  in the nuc lea r  age .

Witness He rman Kahn ’s e s c a l a t i o n  l ack~ r with some 44 rungs rang ing

from “os tens ible  c r i s i s” to a nuc lear  “spasm , ”6 The~ c kinds  of
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considerat ions differ markedly in complex ity and sophistication for

the pre—1945 ruminations regarding military strategy . On the other

hand , the use of systems a n a l y s i s  has had the e f f ec t  of s i m p l i f y i n g

the processes of selecting weapons systems and force structure s, at

least insofar as economic considerations ~ere concerned . However ,

the weapons and forces selected caused a “re verse f le - ” e f f e c t

impacting on the strategies , if not determining them . So in e f f ec t ,

the nature el military advice has been s i m p l i f i e d  regard ing  economic

choices in ha rdware  and forces but has become more complex regarding

decisions on military strategies , policies and objectives.

From this analysis it can be readily seem that the nature  of

mil i t ary  advice has assumed proport ions which  require add i t iona l

special skills to be possessed by the advise r, namely economic an alys is ,

conceptualization of var i e d  defen se  sce n a r i o s  for the future , a~~1 a

keen u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of domest ic needs , social attitudes and resources .

To meet these new challenges , two new constituencies were added to the

primary defense policy—making body of the JCS. As was shown , these

constituenc ies were civilian social scientists , econom ists and defense

intellectuals employed by DOD. Granting the argument that systems

analys is  is me rely a tool which  s t i ll  requires  p ro fes s iona l  judgment

in its appl ication , a fundamental question is which of these groups

should render the i n t u i t i v e  j u d g m e n t s  which  are const an t ly requ ired

regarding all aspects of the multi—dimen sional nature of modern mili-

tary adv ice? If these groups arc not mutually exclusive , pe rhaps the

question is which group should be thc most influential in rendering

m i l i t a r y  advice?
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Until the military profession can develop, within itself , a

consensus on the expanded na tu re  of mil i t a ry  advice , the re is l i t t l e

hope of mak ing their advice more relevant to the needs of our society .

Certainly the military experts are professionally competent in the

techn ical sense and are most influential in developing tactical

military policy . However , it is equally obvious that the military as

a group have not had an identifiable intellectual tradition to handle

i n t e r r e l a t ionsh ips  of m i l i t a r y / p o l i t i c a l  problems , i t  is g e n e r a l l y

conceded that mil itary professionals are men of act ion rathe r than

theory , and it fol low s t h a t  whi le  they are well prepared to advise

on what  can be done , they ostensibley have had a limited capability

to advise on what should be done .7

It has been a strongly held belief within the military that when

any civilian leader regularly and f requen tl y overrmiir~ m ilitary advice

from his profess ional  experts , there is something grossly wrong and

the advisers  should resign or be replaced . General Tay lor feels ,

however , t h a t  the m i l i t a r y  element in n a t i o n a l  secur i ty  is so i m p o r t a n t

as to continuously require the responsible voice of a professional

m il it a ry  spokesman .8 The logic of this is brought out clearly in the

follow ing statement .

The military man spends a lifetime managing the
means of w a r f a r e . He is c o n s t a n t l y  exposed to

- problems unique  to his profess ion  — — nmanagemcnt
of personnel and materiel , mobility , mechanics
of the use of force control , etc . He gains a
sense (both an alytic and intuitive ) of wha t  is
possible and what is not possible in given situa-
tions ; and — — although he can be grossly wrong — —
he will normally have a better idea about strict
operational feasibilities than will his civilian
strategy teammates.9
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The failures of the military to provide relevant advice has been

dealt w i t h  in preced ing chapte rs. In br ief recap, the reasons for

these failures relate to the following problems : (1) the difficulties

in i d e n t i f y i ng  na t iona l  in teres ts  and object ives , (2) the d i vergencies

of profess ional  opinion w i th i n  the JCS on how to cope w i t h  various

secur i ty  problems , (3) the de grad ing of credible m i l i t a r y  advice when

unan imi ty  is imposed upon the JCS , (4) the lack of consensus w i t h i n

the military profession of what should legitimately be the content  of

mi l i t a ry  advice , (5) the i n a b i l i t y  of the JCS to conceptual ly deal

with the complex domestic and in t e r n a t i o n a l  polit ical r a m i f i c a t i o n s

of war  in the nuclear  environment , (6) the d i lemma of loya l ty  to the

Commander—in—Chief  ve rsus professional i n t eg r i t y  in advocat ing a

dissent ing opinion , (7) the t i m e — l a g  in developing profess ional

technique s of arialy~~is to suppui~ oiiitary recomai~endat tons , (8) the

inadequate  capab i l i t y  to cons ider  domest ic  needs , a t t i t u d e s  and

resources and to e v a l u a t e  t h e i r  impact on m i l i t a r y  programs , and (9)  the

lack of perception and flexibility by the military which is needed to

correct ly in te rpre t  and meet the d i ff e r i n g  requi rements  of new administra-

t ions . While it has been noted th a t  in the most recent generat ion of

na t iona l  secur i ty  policy the m i l i t a r y  profess ion  has a t t empted  to solve

or e l i m i n a t e  some of these problems , there  are some which seem incapable

of solution . This should not be interpreted as saying  improvements

are impossible , for these problems can be m i n i m i z e d  th rough  a c lear

recogni t ion of t he i r  ex i s tence . One such problem appears inna te  in

the human experience and is i l l u min a t e d  by the  f o l l o w i n g  eommnent :
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The slowness of social a d a p t a t i o n
in the m m idst of rapid technolog ical chan ge  poses
one of the most serious threats to cjvjlj~ atjOfl.
This is a problem inheren t  in government  and
indeed in all  hunmati organization . The t i m e —
c o n s u m i ng  process mE & - d u c a t  ion and exper ience
peo~)x .  mus t  go throug h to become capable  of
mak ing  J u i g m ~~~i~~s ( a r r i e s  them in t o  a s t r an g e
new world  in w h i c t ~ t b -  lessons are a l r e a d y
obsole te . To a c e r t a i n  cX t ~~n( , conceptua l  lag
is inherent in the human c o n d i ti o n  10

Pe rhaps the most omnnibus conc lus ion  t h a t  c an be d rawn is t h a t

the m i l i t a r y  profess ion  has not prepared i t se l f  to produce the type

of profess ional  which  is required f o r  the role of adv i se r  at the

highest  counci ls  of g o v e r n m e n t .  Pe rhaps due to the “ inherent

conceptual  lag ” mentio imed above , there is no assurance  t h a t  previous

t r a i n i n g ,  educa t ion  and experience can adequa te ly  prepare  p ro fess iona l s

to meet the r ap id ly  chang ing  re qu i remen t s  of a d e m a n d i n g  profess ion .

And perhaps the cca~acnt of Forrest r~g1’m on G en er a l  M a r s h a l l  ‘s

preparat ion for high level professional duties is s t i l l  operat ive

today :

He had a t t e n d e d  m i l i t ar y  schools which fitted him
to be a l i e u t e n a n t  or colonel but  the re was no way
then — and perhaps not now — to t r a i n  a gcii~~ra l  or
Chie f of S t a f f . Ne i the r s p e c i f i e d  courses nor years
of apprenticiship were enough f o r  t h a t . 1- 1

It is true that at the turn of the century , no institution (civilian

or military ) provided the proper education in international relations ,

soc ial values , psychology of leadership or cCC’flflmi ( ~mn a l ysis required

for high staff and command duti es . Therefore , ~ am s h ~m 1] prepared himself

in the following way :
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Lacking such i n s t r u c t i o n , the o f f i c e r  of an
e a r l i e r  e ra  had to t r a i n  h imse l f . And f o r
this he needed a be l ief in himself , an intense
desire to know , the capacity t o grow t he t ra i t
of s e l f — d i sc i p l i n e  and a com pulsion  to excel
in his chosen field .12

But this is personal and individual effort . T!~~re shou’d be some

institutional method of preparation .

It  is not suggested t h a t  there has  been no progress recent ly  in

repairing the situat ion regarding adequa t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  f o r  p ro fess iona l

advice at the highest  level . C e r t a i n l y  the c o n t i n u i n g  m o d e r n i z i ng  of

the curr icula  at all three m i l i t a r y  academie s and se rvice war  colleges

has resul ted in a vas t ly  broadened educa t ion , the c rea t ion  of  such

professional  educa t i ona l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  such as the National \,ar College ,

the widening of the recruitment base for officers from a broad spectrum

of acadcmic disc~ pl~ ne~ from the nation ’s univo r~ it1 ~~ (sunnorted by

the ROTC D i s t i ngu i shed  Gradua t e  regular  commiss ion ing  program) , the

es tab l i shment  of a large post g r a d uat e  program f o r  the o f f i c e r  corps ,

and the expanded oppor tun i t i e s  fo r  o f f i c e r s  to apply f o r  ac ademic

sabbat ica l  leaves for  i n — d e p t h  s t u d i e s  in spec ia l ized  f i e l d s . In

add i t ion  to these expanded e d u cat i o n a l  o p p o r t un i t i e s , the personnel

polic ies of the several services have created other opportunities

fo r  career b r o a d e n i ng .  These inc lude  the Fore ign  Are a Spec ia l i s t

Training program (FAST) in the Army and their counterpart programs

in the Navy and A i r  Force ; the  ca reer  b r o a d e n i ng  ass ignment  policy of

selected officers taking on dut~ ’ s with the State Department , White

House Sta ff , NSC , and Department of I)efenSe ; the exchange tours with
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foreign military services; and tours of duty on international stafis

such as NATO and the U .N . These improvements  represent  a no tewor thy

attempt by the military to stay abreast of the expanded requirements

for military advice . Howe ve r, the question remains : Was it too

l i t t l e, too l a t e ?  I t  may be tha t  a g - ner a t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  leaders

will hold top advisory posit ions before the improved educational

programs w i l l  macic i t s  f u l l  impact f e l t . It  may also he t h a t  the

advances  ma le , impress ive as they are , are not keeping apace of the

more rap id ly  changing  eu iv i ronrn ent . This is a case of a lways  p lay ing

catch up — the conceptual t ime lag — and never truly getting on top

of events in the making, let alone anticipating and planning for

future events . An i n t e r e s t i n g  i n i t i a t i v e  w h i c h  could prove useful

fo r  the m i l i t a r y  to pioneer  would be the ideas of Alvin Toffler in

his  discourse on “The S t r a t egy  of F’utu reness  Some smal l  steps

have been taken along these l ines in forecasting alternative military

futures and strategies; however , a bolder step may be re quired :

The men who rise in m a n a g e m e n t  are expected , w i t h
each successive promotion , to concern themselves
with events f u r t h e r  in the future . . . . /ye t
in our e d u c a t i o n a l  sys te rn/  the s t u den t  is focused
backward ins tead  of f o r w a r d . The future , baii necl
as it were f rom the c lassroom , is banned f rom his
consc iousness as well . .

If the contemporary individual is going to have to
cope with the equ iva l en t  of m i l l e n n i a  of change  -

w i t h i n  the compressed span of a s i ng l e  l i f et i ~ e ,
- he must  c a r r y  w i t h i n  his sku l l  reasonabl y a c c u rat e

(even if gross) images of the  future .14

In the same vein T o f f l e r  t a l k s  of games w h i c h

introduce the p l a y e r s  to va r i o u s  t e ch n o lo~~ical
and social a l t e r n a t iv e s  of  the f u t u r e  and forces
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them to choose among them . It reveals how
technological and social events are linked to
one anothe r , encourage s the Player to think in
p’obabilistic terms , and , with various modific a-
t ions can help clarify the role of values in
d e c i s i o n — mak i n g  J5

Such an a d d i t i o n  in p rofess iona l  m i l i t a r y  e d u c a t i o n  may produce

great  advan tage s fo r  f u t u r e  m i l it a r y  advisers  by a l l o w i n g  them to

feel  more comlortable  w i t h  f u t u r i s t i c  events  when they occur , and

giving them the recognized b e n e f i t s  of improved performance when

the i n d i v i d u a l  has some no t ion  of w h a t  may come nex t . I f in the

past some emphasis had been placed on the s t a g n a t i o n  in m i l i t a r y

th ink ing  upon en t ry  in to  the nuclear  age may have been precluded .

But th is  suggestion would be he lp fu l  in remedying only some of the

identified problem areas of m i l i t a r y  adv ice .

Another suggestion to elim inate the unwanted excesses of

parochial ism would be to d i m i n i s h  the separa ten ess  of the m i l i t a r y

academie s , One method of do ing  so would be the e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of a

three year National Security Academy to be attended in lieu of the

f i r s t  two yea rs  at the service academies . The Depa r tmen t s  of S ta te

and De fense , the CIA , and o ther  s e c u r i t y  agenc ies could also send

its f u t u r e  employees to th i s  Academy , and upon g r a d u a t i o n  all agencies

could send t he i r  f u t u r e  employees to an appropr ia te  school for

specialization (West Point, Annapolis and Air Force Academy for the

military branches).16 The effect of this may be to cause the students

to t h i n k  along government , or overall , national security l ines  r a t h er

than  along nar row service l ines .
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And when sonic of these students become our future
generals , admirals , and senior diplomats , these
same three years  of s tudy  migh t  enhance t h a t  broad
outlook t h a t  they w i l l  have to have to work wel l
together in the best in te res t s  of our na t i o n .-~

7

Regarding the c e n t r a l  quest ion of who is to provide the major

portion of military advice , all membe rs of the milit ary profession

should feel the urgency of reestablishing their place in the center

of the st age . An alytical techniques employed by civilian intellectuals

of all descript ions obviousl y have a role to be played . Respect should

be accorded to theory and q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  and the c reden t ia l s  and motives

of those who use them. But respect should also be acknowledged for

professional insight and intuition gleaned from years of association

wi th  the part icular  profession . Despite wha t  many scholars and

sc ient i s t s  say , too much ob jec t iv i ty  may be bad because only

a certain amount of subjective interest can call
i n t u i t i o n  into play , and i n t u i t i on  can f u r n i s h
leads to more understanding .1-8

Bec ause of the pervas iveness  of the m i l i t a r y  in American society and

its profound economic and po l i t i ca l  impact , the military profession

will remain as a central issue of publ ic debate , and the p ro fes s ion

cannot afford to let thai debate go unnoticed . Professional judgmen ts

on mil it a ry a f f a irs , and the defense and ad vocacy of these j u d g m e n t s

wi th in our soc iety , w ill continue to be requ ired . Who should prepare

themselves to be be t t e r  q u a l i f i e d  to render  such judgments .

A judgment is an express ion of b e l i ef  based on
one ’s e n t i r e  t r a i n i n g  and expe r i en ce  and is
inev i t ab ly  both  ‘moral ’ and ‘ a n a l y t i ca l , ’
‘technic al ’ and ‘pol itical , ’ ‘subjective ’ and
‘object ive . ‘19
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