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The organizational charts of the executive department do not aceurafely reflect
the patterns of power and influence among the various ageneles and subdivisions
included in that department. These patterns are, in focl, dependent upon the
incumbent President, his style, and his method of operation. In this article Dr.
Vincent Davis secks to analyze recent trends in the decisionmaking process of the
eveculive department, espeeially during the first year of the Nizon administration.
This year has continued the trend toward greater eeniralization of authority within

the White House siaff.

AMERICAN MILITARY POLICY:
DECISIONMAKING IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

An article prepared
by
Dr. Vincent Davis
adapled from a lecture given hy him at the
Naval War College

Senior military  officers have an For example, | might begin by tick-

immediale and praclical inleresl in
gludying the process of making Ameri-
can security policy beeause Lhey ire-
quently (ind themselves involved in the
process. Scholars in  Lthe hehavioral
seienees, in conlrasl, are more Llypically
interested in Irying to idenlily long-
range pallerns and trends, My purpose
here is Lo tey to meel both of these sels
ol requirements, by deseribing the pro-
cess as il scems to have unfolded in
Washinglon over Lhe past year hul by
placing Lhis in the canlext of a broader
and longer range perspeelive. yen for
the military officer who may find him-
self direetly involved in Lhe process, it
may be uselul Lo understand Lthe longer
run historical palterns and trends so as
Lo avoid the error of assuming Lhal the
mosl tecenl examples of Lhese old Len-
dencies are altogether new and allo-
gether a function of a peculiar set of
currenl eircumstances.

mg off a list of Lhings that have hap-
pened during or after every American
war or suslained warlike crists, This is
one way of predicting that these same
things will now happen again in the
carly 1970°s il onc assumes thal the
Viclnam war is in the process of being
terminated. Indeed, some of lhe hap-
penings Lthal 1 will list here are already
beginning Lo take place.

Tfirsl, the military budgel will he cul
rather sharply, and force levels will be
correspondingly  reduced.  Therefore,
there will be al least a de facto redue-
lion In overseas ecommilmenls, even il
publie rhetoric Lrics to disguise il. The
new postwar Armed I'orces will refleet a
deemphasis on ground units, meaning
especially sharp culs for the Army and
the Marines and a relative enhaneemenl
ol the Nayy and the Air Ioree. For a
eomplicaled set of rcasons that I will
nol lry Lo presenl here, my guess is that
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the Navy will receive greater emphasis
than the Air Foree, meaning thal the
Navy is likely to emerge in the 1970% as
the most prominent clement in the
United  States  post-Vielnam  Armed
Forees no maller how well or how
badly the Navy itsell should try to
promote this evenluality. This will place
a special burden and responsibility on
navitl officers Lo think their way clearly
through a comphliealed set ol strategic
queslions,

Continuing  with  these simple ex-
trapolations from past American his-
tory, we can expecl a renewed emphasis
on domestic concerns and a corre-
sponding reduclion in concerns over
foreign problems in the United States in
the 1970%. Some military men and
units will be subjected to great public
crilicism, in some cases as seapegoals for
failures of civilian leadership at higher
levels, but in some cases deservedly,
And, finally, we can expeet the overall
.5, Military  Establishment, including
policymaking  procedures, to he over
hauled.  We  always  reorganize  our
policymaking  procedures and  Armed
Forces after every war. Parenthetically,
one thing that happened afler all past
U5, wars which will probably not hap-
pen now is Lhe emergence of greal,
acelaimed military heroes. This is a clue
lo one way in which the Yietnam war
has differed from past American wars
and perhaps a clue to basic ehanges in
American values. But it also suggests
that the Armed Forees may be in for
even rougher sledding now than after
carlier wars hecause there will be (ew, if
any, greal heroes o offsel the bad
publicity and reduced status of the
military profession resulling rom eriti-
cism ol military men. AL this point,
however, | should turn from these gen-
eral introductory remarks and gel into
my main lheme: the aneient American
labil of reorganizing the U8, Military
Establishment lollowing every war or
sustained warlike erisis.

There are some  deepl inr%ruinml
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-
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American  characleristics  which  may
help to explain this overall trend, bul
there are some special new  circum-
slances, first emerging around the tuen
ol the century, which | think are par-
ticutarly significant. 1 would emnphasize
three major events  during  the
1805-1905 decade: The first was the
1.5, defeal of Spain; the second was the
Japanese defeat of Russia; and the third
was the invention of the airplane.

The LS, victory over Spain and the
Japanese victory over Russia meant thal
a power in the Western Ilemisphere and
a power in Asia were suddenly major
powers on the world seene. World poli-
ties, therefore, were never again lo be
merely an extension of international
quarrels within Furope. And this true
globalization of world politics  that
ocenrred  at about the turn of the
century began adding major new eom-
plieations Lo inlernational politics which
are slill unfolding and whieh we do not
yel elearly understand.

The invention of Lhe airplane, how-
ever, was in my jodgmenl al least as
significant in eompliealing the nature of
international polities as was the ener-
genee of the United States and Japan on
the world seene. It foreshadowed the
eritical role played by science and tech-
nology in altering the importance of all
ather lactors in inlernational polities for
the remainder of this century and pre-
sumahly inlo Lhe next eentury. We can
alimost say thal scienee and technology
can now be regarded as an independent
worldwide variable, reducing all other
factors Lo dependent variables. In some
ways Lhe invention of the airplane was
more revolulionary than the invenlion
of nuelear weapons a hatf century later.
I'or example, the organization of mili-
tary [orces i all countries, for thon-
sunds of years prior Lo about 1900, was
nuainly based on one very simple prin-
ciple. If a military force fought on the
land side of a eoastline, it was called an
army, and if it Tought on the sea side of
a coaslline, it was ealled a navy. But the

view/vol23/iss5/3
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invenlion of the airplane crased Lhis
ancient use of the coastline as Lthe hasic
organizing principle of all armed forees
cverywhere. Now, 70 years later, we are
still groping for some new ideal and
widely accepted principle 1o guide us in
organizing armed forces.

Irom the point of view of Ameri-
cans, however, the lurn of Lhe century
marked the emergence of the United
Slates as a major and, in many respeels,
cventually the major world power. This
was accompanied by a gradually grow-
ing awareness Lthal the military and the
nonmilitary aspeets of U.S, loreign
policy were, or al lcast oughl lo be,
coordinated parts of a single orches
lrated whole. The [lirsl step around
1900 was an efforl Lo creale bheLter
coordination within and belween the
Armed Forces Lhemselves, In 1900 the
Navy’s General Board was ercaled. In
1903 the Army’s General Staff system
was inlroduced. Also, in 1903, the Joint
Army-Navy DBoard was ereated, the
direel preeursor and forerunner of Lhe
Joint Chicts of Staff. Many other re-
organizalions also then oceurred be-
tween and wilhin the armed services
after the 1900-1905 period, as well as
some parallel organizational efforts to
coordinate the State Department with
the military establishment.

There have been six or seven of Lthese
sinee the Lurn of the eentury that are
probably worth noting. In 1910 Presi-
denl Wilson erealed an ageney called the
Council of National Delense on the cve
of U.5. entry into World War L It
however, hecame moribund almost from
the starl as Presidenl Wilson leaned
more and more heavily on the military
offieers in [ighting the American parl of
World War 1, primarily on General
Pershing.

In 1938, on the eve ol another world
war, President Roosevelt created Lhe
Standing liaison Commillee, consisting
of the Chicf of Naval Operations, Chicf
of Staff of the Army, and Under Secre-
tary of State Sumner Welles who

chaired this three-man  group. The
Standing Liaison Committee can claim a
few accomplishments. It made some
progress in readying our Latin American
allies for parlieipation wilh the Uniled
States in Western llemispherie defense
preliminary  to U8, involvement in
World War LL Bul once again, as we gol
into the war, this device lor co-
ordinaling military policy and foreign
policy fell into disuse.

ln 1944 President Roosevell created
a new device, the Stale-War-Navy Co-
ordinaling Commillee or SWNCC
(pronounced “SWINK™), primarily de-
signed Lo help forge U.S, foreign policy
for the post-World War Il period, espe-
elally with respeel to mallers such as
the United Nations, Bul il was nol as
effective as many people had hoped il
would be.

The major reorganizational develop-
ment after World War 11 was Lhe Na-
tional Securily Act of 1947 which
crealed the National Seeurily Council,
undoubledly the one mosl imporlanl
device thus far invenled Lo coordinale
the military and the nonmililary aspects
of U.S. foreign policy. Bul, as we will
note 4 little later hiere, Lhere have been a
greal many changes and some cvolu-
Lionary circumslances surrounding Lhe
National Sccurily Council, including
some rather reeent efforls Lo modify or
supplement it. En 1960, lor example,
NSAM 341 was originaled and written
by  General Maxwell Taylor, This
erealed the so-called SIG/IRG system, a
Senior Inlerdepartmental Group supple-
menled by five or six Lnterdepartmental
Regional Groups. The S1G/IRG system
didn’t have an opporlunily Lo gel very
far before the end of Lhe Johnson
administralion bul, as | diseuss later,
there have been inleresting changes Lhat
have flowed from the SIG/IRG innova-
Lion.

Alongside these rather lormal agen-
cies and commiltees the informal groups
have come and gone, some on an ad hoc
basis, in an effort lo coordinate military

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970 3
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and nonmilitary aspeets  of foreign
policy. To nole just some that have
taken place in relatively reeent years: [n
196103 President Kennedy created a
thing called the Special Group (CI). Cl
stood for counlerinsurgency. This was
the group chaired by the President’s
younger brother, Robert Kennedy. It
was designed Lo try Lo formulate Ameri-
can policy wilh respect Lo involvements
sueh as the one we were on the verge of
gelting into in Vietnam.

In the 1965-06 period, President
Johnson created the Contingeney Coor-
dinating Commitlee, Triple €, or CCC.
[L did a hittle elfective wark lor a few
years and Lhen passed oul of existence.

Probably the best-known  informal
group in recenl years was President
Johnson’s so-called Tuesday Lunch. It
was inlroduced in ahout 1960 and really
took Lhe place of the National Securily
GCouneil as the most importanl ageney at
a very high level in the American Gov-
ernment in making overall American
{oreign policy during the last few years
of the Johnson administralion,

Having now brielly reviewed this
carlier and more recent history, 1 will
reverl lo my tendency as a scholar Lo
look for patterns, 1'wo patlerns, or Lwo
general conelusions, can be drawn from
this history of reorganizations over the
pasl 75 years,

The Tirst of these pallerns is sleady
centralization.  Faeh unit and  com-
ponent ol the military and forecign
poliey establishmenl of the US. Gov-
ernment has tended to gradually lose
responsibility and authorily to some
unit or component at a higher level, As
another implication of science and Lech-
nology, modern  communicalions
tempted higher levels of authority to try
to manage o broader and broader spee-
trum ol miltary and loreign  policy
planning, programing, and operations,

The second of the two major trends
sometimes may seem to work against
the centralizationr trend bul never very

ellegtively or Tor very long. 1 am speak-
https://(lilglta fcommons.usfvlwc.eHTl/n v
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ing of the role of personality, capecially
the President’s personal style. Jusl as
buying a scorecard when you get to the
ball park will not tell you who is going
to win the game, neither will a lormal
organization chart, such as the kind you
see on Government offices every where,
tell you how the game is played down in
Washington. No law and no directive
can foree the President ol the United
Slates Lo use an agency or group in any
particular way, even il the Congress has
crealed an ageney presumably for the
President’s benefit. For that matter, any
executive, whether he e the President
of the United States or a Cabinet-leyel
secrelary or a military commander must
lead in terms of his own personal needs
and style as long as he is not in clear
overl violation of major directives,

I think, as a scholar, that | could
diseern two broadly general styles of
decisionmaking in Presidential leader-
ship here. One we could call the orderly
method, the other  the  disorderly
method. The disorderly method  was
probably best typilied by Franklin 1.
Roosevell and, 1o some extent, by John
", Kennedy. The advantage of the dis-
orderly style is that it is supposed Lo
imercase  the channels of adviee and
information to the leader but at the
expense of coordination and carefully
slalfed solutions. The other or orderly
style, ax dypified by lisenhower, is
supposed Lo produce betler coordina-
tion and statfing but al the expense of a
witlened range of options and innovative
ideas. Parenthetically, one inleresting
aspeel of  Secretary  of efense Me-
Namara is that he appeared to he eloser
Lo the orderly model although working
for lwo Presidents who were closer Lo
the disorderly exlreme.

It is now appropriate to turn Lo a
detatled look al the eentralization trend
within the U.S. Military 1ostaldishment
Following World War 11 11 is besl ex-
emplified by Tour major legislative en-
actiments. Miest, the all-imporlant Na-
tiopal Sceurity Acl of 1947 ercated not

wc-review/vol23/iss5/3
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only the position of Secrclary of De-
fense but also the Central Intelligenee
Agency and the National Seeurity Coun-
eil, all of which were major e¢entralizing
steps. Next, the 1949 amendments Lo
the Nationat Sceurily Ael provided the
Seerclary of Delense wilh a Department
of Delense—for the first 2 years he had
no department -and also provided him
with major stalf supporl in ereating the
posilions of Depuly Sceretary and scv-
cral Assistunl Seccrelaries of Delense.
The third picce of imporlant legislalion
was Lhe 1953 set of revisions Lo the
National Seenrily Act, which removed
the Joinl Chiels of Staff from Lhe ehain
of command while Turther enhancing
the powers of 0S1) and the Chairman of
the Joint Chicfs. 1'ourth, the highly
significanl 1958 revisions greally added
lo Lthe powers of the Office ol the
Secrelary ol Delense and particulacly
the Secretary lamself in his role in the
chain of command immediately below
Lhe President as Commander in Chief,
Thomas S. Gales, Jr. was Lhe firsl
Defense Seerelary to serve under the
provisions of the 1958 legislation, and
he Lock some imporlant steps in accor-
dance with iL. The period of almost 8
years in the 1960°s under Scerclary
MeNamara’s Leuure, however, produced
the most cevealing signs of Lhe great
growth in Lhe activitics and powers of
OS1) as suggested by the 1958 enact-
menl. For example, the number of
prolessional civilian personnel in OSD
shops increased from aboul 1,300 Lo
about 2,300 during this period, close Lo
doubling, The wilitary personnel as-
signed lo OSD) shops iucreased from
about 400 to about 800 over Lhe same
span, almosl precisely doubling. AL the
gsame lime, lhere was an inerease [rom
3 to over 40 people who carried the
Litle or rank of Depuly Assistanl Seere-
Lty of Defense, each wilth bis own
faitly substantial staff. Ironically or-as
some eritics allege—inlentionally, M-
Namara lailed Lo implement centroliza-
Lion in Lhe spiril of the 1958 legislation

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970

on the military side of the Pentagon
within the eontext of the JCS shops and
the joint specificd and unified com-
mands al the same time Lhal he was so
vigorously and vastly inereasing Lhe een-
tralized powers on  Lhe civilian side
within the conlext of the various pro-
liferating OSD shops.

The same basic eenlealizalion Lrend
was also al work al higher lovels, espe-
ciglly in the White llouse, following
World War 1. Most studies of the
National Security Council Ltend Lo focus
on Lthe organizational machinery while
ineluding stulistics on how oflen the
NSC mel or how many limes il mel
during a specified period and how many
policy papers it handled during the
period. A more meaningful index of
eentralizotion al the White ouse level
with respeel lo defense and military
alfairs mighl be a count of the number
of people under suceessive Presidents
who have worked full lime on these
mallers direelly for the President or for
the Natioual Securily Couneil and
whose offiees were actnally iu the While
[Mouse or the Exceulive Office Bnilding
or related ucachy spaces and who were
on the President’s payroll—in contrasl
lo people who worked only oceasionally
on Llhese malters or who represcuted
other departments aud agencies or who
were on loan from other departments
and agencies or who were on payrolls
other than the While House payroll and
whose oflfices were localed elsewhere
around Washiuglon. Unforlunately,
precise figures ou the number of people
in Lhe calogory deseribed here are not
casy Lo obloin. Neverlheless, some gen-
cralized estimales or guesslimales are
possible.

Starting wilh the firsl oceupant of
the While Ilouse lo operale under the
provisions ol the NSA of 1947, Presi-
denl Trumnan had scrious rescrvalious
about the utility of the Natioual Se-
eurity Council. Although be gradually
made more use ol i, especially during
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the Korcan war, he tended Lo rely
heavily on his main Cabinet-level agen-
cies especially the State and Delense
Departments and on a variety ol indi-
vidual advisers and  consullants, in-
cluding a number of senior military
officers. Tlis personal White House stafl
on national sceurity and foreign policy
matters was largely confined to Lhe
lixecutive Secretarial of the National
Seeurity Couneil, and it s a reasonable
guess Lhat Lhis group never numbered
more  than  perhaps o dozen profes-
sionals,

The overall size and scope and elabo-
ralion of the National Security Council
apparatus and related machinery were
greatly expanded during the Eisenhower
years in the 19507, bul it is a reason-
able guess that the total number of
full-time  professional stall people as-
sociated with this range ol activities on
the Presidential or Fxeculive Office
budget did not exceed 20 or perhaps 25
people.

President Kennedy moved into the
White [louge in 1961 with a determina-
tion lo cut back sharply on the NSC
apparatus and associated organizational
machinery. He gracually modified this
position somewhat, and President John-
son modilied it further. One knowledge-
able observer onee referred Lo the “hali-
dozen people on MceGeorge Bundy’s
staff” when Mr. Bundy was the Special
Assistant Tor National Security Affuairs
during the Kennedy administration.
Actually, a hetler estimate would he a
total of from 12 to 20 full-time profes-
sional people closely associated with the
Bundy operation in the White louse
during most of the 196[-66 period, and
a [ligure close to 20 when Dr. Wall
Rostow replaced Mr. Bundy during the
1966-69 perioil. Therefore, although
President Kennedy wanled lo reduce
the size of the White House statf work-
ing [or the President on military and
foreign policy matlers, and although
President  Johnson lended o reverl
somewhat Lo President T'ruman’s (and

MILITARY POLICY 9

also President Fisenhower’s) tendency
to lean heavily on his Seerelarics of
State md Defense and  their depart-
mental people, the actual size of the
Bundy-Rostow slalfs during the 1960
did not ultimately appear to represent a
sigrificant reduelion in the sive of coun-
terpart groups in the Fisenhower White
House of the 1050°s, In summary, Lhen,
there seems to have been a gradual but
steady increase from pechaps 12 up to
pechaps 20 1o 25 lull-time White House
prolessional stafl people elosely and
direetly concerned  with military  and
loreign policy mallers beginning with
the enactment of the NSA in 1947 and
ending with President Johnson’s depar-
ture (rom Lthe White House in 1969,

This gradual but steady growlh was
no longer graduoal after Mr. Nixon
moved into the While House in early
1969, Dr. Henry Kissinger assumed the
position of Special Assistant (or simply
Assistanl) for National Security Affairs
and promplly started Lo assemble and
organize a large and complex stalf, By |
year later, in carly 1970, competenl
estimades pul the size ol thal stalf ab 45
to 50 full-time professional people.
Some estimales ranged as high as 70,
and one eslimale even suggested a figure
ol 1440,

The problem with all such estimates,
ol course, is the decision on whom to
count and whom lo omil, Take, for
example, the fact that the Director of
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobili-
zation was made a statutory member of
the National Security Couneil in the
original 1947 legislation. The name ol
that ageney was later changed o the
Oftice ol Fmergenecy Plimning and then
again Lo the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness, bul its direclor has always
remained a slatulory NSC member. In
the [900°s the OFY Director uwsually
appeaced o be a palronage political
appoinlee such  as lormer Tennessce
Governor  Bulord  Ellington, and  he
seemed  mainly  concerned  with eiyil
disasters such as lloods. But the OLP

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss5/3
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Dircetor in the Nixon administralion is
retired Army Gen. G.A. Lincoln, a man
with highly distinguished credentials as
a military poliey specialist. Moreover,
Lincoln’s own OLP stafl includes several
aclive and velived military officers with
impressive repulalions as military policy
specialists, Insofar as Lincoln himself is
a slatulory memher of the NSC, the
question then hecomes whether to in-
clude his OEP stafl members as part of
the fulltime While House group con-
cerned with military policy matlers,

Similar queslions arise when deciding
whether 1o counl cerlain people iu
carlier administralions who were Lech-
nically on loan from or represenliug
other Governmenl  departments  and
ageneies bul who quickly appeared Lo
be working personally and exclusively
for the Presidenl primarily on military
poliey issues. Such people included Gen,
Andrew Goodpaster in the Fisenhower
administralion and Gen. Maxwell Taylor
and GV, Clifton in the Keunedy White
llouse and the stalfs who worked di-
reelly for these officers while Lhey
worked for Lthe Presidentl. Nevertheless,
il scems clear by any standard ol mea-
sare that the number of full-time profes-
sional people primarily concerned with
military and forcign policy qnestions
wilhin Lhe overall conlext of the While
[Touse and lixeculive Office stafls has
taken a very sharp jump upward in the
Nixon administralion compared Lo Lhe
sradual inerease in earlier post-World
War 11 administrations. In summary, the
trend loward centralization al the While
House level was slow and steady from
aboul 1947 to 1969 hut rapidly ac-
celeraled in Lhe first Nixon year.

AL Lhis point | will digress from the
scholar’s inclination Lo look for long-
lerm Lrends and will tuen Lo something
similar Lo a journalisl’s role in providing
the kind of delailed report on specific
developments wilhin the Penlagon, the
White House, and clsewhere in Washing-
Lon during the first year of the Nixon
administration, on Lhe assumplion Lhal

these ave the kinds of details likely to he
of grealest inlerest to an audience of
senior military men.

Two warnings should be introduced.
First, several high-level boards and com-
mitlees were created during 1969 with
Lthe task of reviewing some or all aspeels
of U.S. military and/or floreign policy
including the policymaking machinery.
Changes could conceivably result from
the recommendalions of Lhese groups
which  would significantly aller any
trends appurently evident in President
Nixon's firal ycar. Sccond, many ob-
servers Teel that domeslic polilies in the
United States and in many other nations
were entering a period of high insta-
bility aud flux in the late 1960 carry-
iug over inlo the 19708, Various kinds
of radical chunge heeame at least con-
ceivable and  perhaps  probable. Any
such changes in the internal and ex-
Llernal policymaking environmenls could
produce radical chauges in auy trends
apparcatly evident iu  the firsl 12
months of the Nixon administration. In
sumimary, auy commenlarics on these
carly Lrends, including the commeulary
here, are likely to be highly premature.
But, with these caveals on the record, it
is possible Lo proceed wilh the coinmen-
Lary.

If 2 person likes to think in terms of
winners and losers and if Lhe Pentagon is
looked at first, then some gross simplifi-
calions can be suggested. The Penlagon
winuers in the first Nixon year, in
conlrasl lo whal took place during the
preceding 8 years, gencrally included
the scparate services (cspecially  the
service Scerelavies, in Lhe eyes of some
observers) as well as the colleetive
Armed l'orces as represenled by the JCS
Chairman and the Joinl Chicls of Staff
a8 a whole. The Department of Defense
Comptroller, Mr. Robert €. Mool, re-
cenlly issued a new nine-slep budgel
process giving Lhe services the major role
in originating and preparing the defense
budget based on guidance from Secre-
lary of Deflense Laied. Laird’s guidance
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will, in turn, he heavily based on the
Joint Strategie Objectives Plan (JS0P),
This is ulmost a direct reversal of what
tended o occur in McNamara'’s Penta-
gon where the OAS) civilians, primarily
those in the shops of the Comptroller
and Systems Analysis and Inlernational
Security Afflairs, did almost all of the
originating  which  resullted  in Me-
Namara’s Drafl Presidential Memoranda
(DPM’s), To the small extent that the
military people parlicipated in Lhis pro-
cess, iU was al Loo lale a stage Lo make
much difference. The JSOP was regu-
larly produecd  throughout the Ale-
Namara period, but it hecaine a rather
esoleric documenl for the record wilh-
oul much significant impacl on policy-
making or policy. The new procedures
oullined by Mr. Moot, which were well
reporled in The New York Times (hy
William Beecher, 29 Seplember 1904)
and the Army-Navy Journal and olher
periodicals, appeared  to represenl a
dramatic change. In summary, the Na-
lion’s uniformed military leaders andd
the separale HETVICeS re now suppnsutl
to have substantial involvement and
heavy responsibilities for preparing Lthe
defense budgel from the beginning 1o
the end of the annual eycle,

Those who have losl anthorily aml
responsibility in Laird’s Penlagon in
contrast Lo Ltheir more powerlul roles in
MeNamara’s DO obviously inelude the
OASD shops previeusly noted: Comp-
troller, Systems Analysis (SA) and Inter-
nalional Securily Affairs (ISA). The
Complroller has reverled, apparently, Lo
the more Lraditional role of chief budget
officer but with a much diminished
voice on the substantive side of policy
issues, Recenl press reporls suggested
that Mr, Laird found SA Lo he a more
uselul group than he had indicated in
stringenl criticisms Dbefore he became
Delense Secrelary, bul thal he nonethe-
less reduced SA Lo the role of analyzing
various policy oplions rather than the
role of forcing Lhe Seerctary’s prelerred
oplion,  [SA, called  the

somelines
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Pentagon’s “Little State Department,”
clearly played a reduced role in the first
Nixon year, although some observers
lelt that the [SA role could gradually
increase again il ISA acquired more
talented personnel and a few more ifs
such us the question whether the State
Department would play a more efflective
andl stronger role or a weak and lurther
reduced role.

11 one looked al the Defense Depart-
menl alongside the Stale Department
and asked the question aboul winners
and losers, the Stale Department elearly
scemed Lo be a resurgent part of the
policymaking process. This does nol
mean Lhat DOD was therelore a net
loser, hecause in some respects the
developments of 1969 looked like a
more cffeclive new alliance belween
State and Defense with State simply
playing a stronger role Lhan before.
Furthermore, the polieymaking process
is nol necessarily a eonstanl-sum {(or
rero-sum) game in which every winner
musl he offset by an equivalent loser.
There were several apparent reasons for
the resurgence of Stale in the first
Nixon year, some ol which will be
snggested a few paragraphs bater in the
discussion ol changes al the While
House level, bul one obwvious reason wus
the emergence of more Lalented person-
nel. Seeretary of State Rogers gradually
wan respeel in Washington in 1909, hul
even more signilicant perhaps was the
almost instanl  and  universally high
respeel won by Under Secretary Elliol
Richardson from the moment he took
office in eary 1969, Richardson thas
became one of those rare men who was
greatly liked and well regarded simul-
Laneously within his own ageney, within
all agencies and parts ol Government
doing business with his agency, wilhin
the press, within academic cireles, and
wilhin foreign cireles, A lower levels in
the Stale Departnent, the so-called
“Young Turks™ among the Foreign
Service ollicers, who had taken control
of  the American  Foreign  Serviee
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Association 2 years  earlicr, were
pressing for internal eeforms in Stale
and were winning whal appeared Lo be a
sympalhetic  audienee  in Sccretary
Rogers, lUnder Seerelary Richardson,
and in many other uscful cireles, Those
internal reforms, if Tully implemented,
scemed cerlain Lo make the State De-
partment a stronger and much more
effcclive participanl in making Ameri-
can foreign poliey.

It would he uscful at this point Lo
shifl the focus Lo the While Tlouse level,
hecsuse many of the changes in the
roles of the Defense Department, the
Swte Department, and other parliei-
panls in making overall American (or-
cign policy can he apprecialed only by
an effort to understand changes al the
White [louse level i the fivst Nixon
year. IMiest, as noled a few pages carlier
here, the National Security Council and
all of the machinery related to it is far
larger than ever before. lronically, Presi-
dent Nixon issued in eady 1970 a
confidential and Loughly worded new
dircctive, according o some press re-
ports, which called for massive person-
nel culs throughoul the Government,
but in 1909 he had already ercated the
largest payroll and the largest staff
wilthin the White [louse and the Exeen-
Live Office in the history of the Presi-
dency.

The National Sccurity Council, ils
stall, and related machinery were nol
only the largest in history by the end of
1969 bul they were also parts of Lhe
most complex, elaborale, and hierarchi-
cally structured governmenlal organiza-
tion al that level in history. This overall
apparalus consisled of al leasl four
components under the Dircelor of the
NSC Stafl (aned also the Presidential
Assislanl for National Sceurity Alfairs),
Dr. Henry Kissinger. First is the NSC
Review Group chaired by Dr. Kissinger,
It has the allimportant task of deciding
which papers shonld go to the NSC
itsell and how those papers should he
wrilten. Second is the so-called Under

Secretary’s Commillee which is chaired
by the Under Secretary of Stale and
whieh greatly resembles the SIG of
President  Johnson’s SIG/IRG  syslem
except that the Under Seeretary’s Com-
mittee (USC) is now [ormally a part of
the NSC apparatus, The USC Lends to
deal with papers relerred Lo it by Lhe
Review Group cither beeanse those
papers are nol quite importlant enough
lo go to the full NSC itsell or hecause
the papers deal more wilh operalional
matters Lhan policy issues, Third, there
are Lhe six interdepartmental Groups, or
[G’s, euch headed by Lhe appropriate
Assislanl Seerctary of Stale. Five of the
six correspond to Lhe State Depart-
menl’s regional bureaus (Furope, Middle
liaal, Alrica, Ifast Asia, and lalin
America) while Lhe sixth is the fune-
lional Political-Military Group corre-
sponding to PMG in State. (If ISA is the
Defense  Department’s  “Little  Stale
Department,” PMG has somelimes been
referred to as the State Department’s
“Little Defense Department.™) These
six 1G’s are the direet successors Lo the
IRGs of the Johnson administration’s
SIG/IRG system, excepl that the [G’s
are now formally a part of the NSC
apparalus. The 1G’s are ordinarily the
souree of mosl of the working papers
cireulating through the overall NSC
machinery, The 1Gs may originate
papers and studies on their own initia-
Live or at the suggestion of the President
or Dr. Kissinger or others. The lourth
organizalional ¢omponent consisls of
the NSC Ad llee Groups, which are
formed Lo prepare sindies and papers
when such an arrangement scems more
appropriate than assigning the task Lo
one of the six G, The Ad lloe Gronps
therelore supplement Lhe 1Gs,

Dr. Kissinger’s own slaf{ is also large,
complex, and elabarately structured. 11
includes the nsual retinue of military
and administrative assistants. (A nole-
worlhy feature is that the senior mili-
lary officer assigned as a policy adviser
to Lhe While House now works direetly
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for Dr. Kissinger, in contrast to an
carlier period when- -for example—Gen.
Maxwell Taylor had the title of Military
Representative and worked direetly for
President Kennedy although in close
liaison with Mr, McGeorge Bundy in the
role similar Lo Dr, Kissinger’s role in the
Nixen White House) Dr. Kissinger's
own Lleam also includes an Operations
Staff with regional and funclional spe-
cialists, a Planning Staff, a Program
Review Staff, an Assistanl for Special
Projects, and an Assislant for Long-
Range Plans. [ is this group working
dircetly for Dr. Kissinger that was eon-
setvalively said to number somewhere
between 45 and 50 professional people
a8 of the end ol 1969,

There are also some new names for
White llouse doeuments. Almosl every
new administration seems Lo leel that it
should change the names of lots of
things. Americans  lend o confuse
change with improvement, and people
therelore give the President the henefit
of the doubl if he changes names on Lthe
assumption that these changes represent
improvements.  One  (ormalized new
picee of paper that hegan to cireulale in
the Nixon White House in 1969 was the
National Security Study Memorandum,
or NSSM. These documents ean be
signed cither by the President or Dr.
Kissinger and are ordinarily used to start
the ball rolling by asking one of the 1G’s
or some other group lo start thinking
and writing uboul some problem. After
everybody has wrillen his paper on this
problem or s hacked away al some-
body else’s paper, and after the deci-
sionmaking wheels have eranked around
a few revolulions, and after the Presi-
dent is thus ready to make a decision,
the new picee of paper which floats oul
is called n Nalional Security Decision
Memorandum, or NSDM, The NSDM
seems Lo have replaced the NSAM, or
National Security Action Memorandum,
of an carlier period. In any case, the
NSDM’s are: used Lo reporl Presidential
decisions  whether  they  resull  (rom
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deliberations within the NSC context or
from any other process.

At this point it then becomes neces
gary lo say a few words aboul a brand
new group which was created by resi-
dent Nixon only at the end of 1909 and
which appears lo he part of the overall
National Security Couneil apparatus.
This new group illustrales the hazards
thal 1 warned ol a [ew pages earlier- -the
dangers of premature judgments aboul
Nixons White House and his NSC. |
know of one scholar who wrole an
arlicle in the late summer of 1969
ceriticizing Nixon’s NSC hut, before the
article appeared in print, this lalest new
component of the NSC machinery was
ercated ond appears Lo meel one of this
professor’s main eriticisms,

This latest and newest component
erealed in November 1969 is called the
Defense Policy Review Commiltee, or
DPRC, it is premature lo comment on
lire overall Nixen NSC machinery after
only 1 year, it is obviously all the nore
premalure Lo commenl on a new com-
ponent in exislence for less than 2
months. Yet, the DPRC has crealed so
much comment in Washington, and is
potentially such a powerful and signili-
canl group, thal some diseussion of it
seems warranled,

The DPRC was brought into exis-
lence, according to one observer, he-
cause some relalively minor little for-
cign policy problem was ercated [or the
President by the unexamined eonse-
quences of one force reduction which
had been ordered earlier. Another ol-
server stated that the DPRC was erealed
al the suggestion ol Seerctary ol De-
fense Laird, who felt that he could nol
provide adequale guidanee within the
Pentagon on the matter of the defense
budget unless he knew how delense
niatlers were regarded in terms of priori-
tics within the entire Federal budgel
context. But, whatever the origins of
the DPRC sdea, its Tunctions aud nis-
sions are truly staggering. [ts main task
15 o try lo anticipale all possible
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political and economie and soeial impli-
cations, hoth foreign and domestie, re-
sulling from any changes in defense
spending, budgeting, loree levels, and
refaled consideralions, leying Lo assess
trade-ofls helween domestic and loreign
programs. This really goes Lo the hearl
of everything, down Lo bedrock. "This is
big governmenl’s biggest proldem -the
question of overall priorities, 1T DPRC
works as il is apparenlly designed lo
work, iL will be the first lime in Ameri-
can history Lhal any person or group
shorl of the President himsell has heen
assigned the tusk of looking al el policy
problems of the United Stales ranging
across Lhe whole spectrum from domes-
Lic o loreign,

The membership of DPRC is nole-
worlhy, The echairman ig Th. lleney
Kissinger, who thus added a dramalic
new increment of polenlial power Lo a
sel ol roles already pulling him astride
key crosseoads al the highest levels of
governmenL. 'The other five members are
the Depuly Secrclary ol Defense, the
Under Seeretary ol State, the Chairman
ol the JCS, the Direelor of the Burcau
ol the Budgel, and the Chairman of the
President’s Couneil of Feonomic Ad-
visers.

Most powerful new unils of govern-
menl  arouse  resenlmenls in cerlain
quarlers but, oddly, none ol Lhe groups
represented in the DPROC appears Lo be
unhappy about it with the possible
exceplion of the Budget Bureau. Dr.
[Cissinger does nol seem displeased to
gain another critical lever on behall of
the President. The Delense Department
Secrelarial  appears  pleased  beeause
DON s provided wilth Lwo representa-
lives (some people say iL should be
three, counting D Kissinger) against
only one for cach of several other
ageneies. This Taclor, i is said, should
give 1JOD a uselul arena in which Lo
fight againsl any proposed cuols in the
defense budget, The uniformed leaders
of the Armed VForces are said o be
happy aboul having the JCS Chainnan

sitting on DPRC, thus giving the JS
Chairman a second membership on a
very highlevel decisionmaking  hody
within the White 1Touse context (he also
gits on Lthe NSC Under Seerctary’s Com-
miltee). The State Department is said Lo
be happy about DPRC, because Siote
thus gains for the first Lime a stralegic
loothold in making the DOD budgel at
a erilical carly stage before the annual
budgel eycle even begins, (1L remains Lo
be seen how the work of DPRE will
inlluence the new nine-step budget-mak-
ing process outlined for DO hy Comp-
troller Mool, as deseribed carlier here))
The Burcau ol the Budgel is said o he
happy about DPRC hecause it is pro-
vided with a powerful arena in which Lo
allack DOD budgel proposals, perhaps
with the Council ol Economic Advisers
as an ally, althongh other people have
suid thal the Bureau of the Budgel is
uol pleased Lo be merely represented at
a Lable presided over by Dr, Kissinger on
mallers perlaining Lo budgelary ques-
lions, The Couneil of Feonomic Ad-
visers clearly has no reason Lo be dis-
pleascd ahoul a move which places it
more nearly in a line rather than an
advisory staff position. And the P'resi-
dent limself is said to be pleased aboul
DPRC becanse i gives him a deviee lor
lrying lo keep evervhody and every-
body’s budgel under control at the
carlicsl policymaking atuge rather than
al the later stages where the Burean of
the Budget has tried Lo play this role for
the President,

The DPRC will presumahbly have an
opporlunily to make some impacl on
the budget for I'Y 72 in the eycele that
has alecady started, bul its [irst [nll
opporlunily {or influence will be Lhe
hudget for Y 74 in the eyele beginning
in the fall of 1970, Until at least
another vear has elapsed, it will Lhere-
fore he Loo early Lo say anything defini-
live aboul the DPRC, exeepl that on
paper it al least seems Lo have Lhe
polential for heing the one most cru-
cially imporlanl organizational
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innovation of the Nixon administration.

This ceview of the formal com-
ponents of Lhe policymaking process in
the area of forcign affairs in the first
Nixon year would be incomplete with-
out at least a few speculative remarks
concerning the intelligence community.
FFor olvious reasons, it is hard 1o gel
reliable reports on this subject, but
some things can be suggested. Mirst, it is
said that the intelligence agencies are
the only groups in the entire delense
amil foreign polieymaking machiuery in
Washington which retain independent
aceess Lo the President, through chan-
nels separate (rom Lhe eclaborale ma-
chinery presided over largely by Dr.
Kissinger. Of course, Lhe intelligence
communily is represented within that
‘machinery too; for example, the Diree-
tor of Central Intelligence is a slatutory
member of the Nalional Security Coun-
cil. But, with referenee o the intelli-
genee community’s separate channels,
some observers have suggested Lhat it
could perhaps aequire more power in
the fulure a3 a kind of halance wheel
among the other participating govern-
mental agencies,  These  intelligence
agencics have been perceplive enough Lo
detect President Nixon’s desire for more
analysis and interpretation on top of the
bare facts of intelligence gathering, and
the agencies are Uierefore (rying to
provide this greater degree ol inlerpreta-
tive analysis for him. This could also
mean, incidentally and speculatively, an
enhanced role lor the interprelative and
analytical components of the intelli-
genee communily such as the Office of
National Estimates within CIA,

Having completed this quick review
of the lormal organizational com-
ponents of Lthe overall National Security
Couneil apparalus, it is now uppropriale
to take a look at informal procedures
and individuals, As suggested  cardier
here, a person can learn a few things by
studying Lhe scorecard, bul soaner or
later it is necessary Lo go to Lhe hall
game and take a look alt what actually

5, Art. 3
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happens— including a look at the individ-
ual players. What actually happens in
government seldom bears a close re-
semblance to what one would goess
from looking at the lormal organization
charts.

As for informal procedures, it can he
reported that almost all pieces of the
machinery within the overall National
Security Council apparatus have been
very busy, with the NSC itself having
ordimarily met at least once a week
during the first Nixon year, However,
many people Lhink that the Kissinger
stalf is more important than all other
parts ol the machinery, because first of
all this staflf decides what the NSC itself
will see and in what form and language
it will see it. But, wholly aside from the
relalive influence of various parts of the
lormal machinery, informal proecdures
had begun Lo emerge by the end of
1969, One keen observer with a sccond-
row seal in the Executive Office Build-
ing and with the background o under-
stand  whal he secs privately reported
the following:

Only a few of the issues are
reviewed by the foll NSC itself.
AMore often, the President, Dr.
Kissinger and one of two princi-
pals from the NSC stalf will dis-
cuss these issues, but outside of
the formal NSC.  |Emphasis
added. | LFurthermore, these dis-
eussions may he very informal and
may extend over a period of tine.
11 iy safe Lo say Lhat many of the
most  important  and  sensilive
issues now heing addressed by this
Administration are being handled
in this way. Vielnam, for ex-
ample, has been handled this way,

Other evidenee tends Lo support this
suggeslion concerning the importance of
informal procedures, For example, re-
cenl reporls in the press stated that Dr.
Kissinger and Under Secrctary of Stale
Richardson wmeet  for  lunch  every
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Thursday. As far as is known, this is the
only kind of regular lunch meeting
scheduled by Kissinger or others at high
White Llonse levels. 11 conld conceivably
serye as the nucleus for o tater develop-
meul along the lines of President John-
son’s ““Tnesday Lunch.” 1L conld also
mean a growing role for the Department
of State, perhaps offsctting the fact that
DOD/]CS has more representation than
Stale in such gronps as the Under
Seeretary’s Committee aud the Defense
Policy Review Commillee. Liooked at in
broader perspeclive, there may be the
makings within the Nixon administra-
tion of a curions marriage belween Lhe
claborale staff inclinations of the Fisen-
hower period and the {reewhecling ad
hoc  inclinations of the Kennedy-
Johnson period. The overall NSC ma-
chinery may handle the detailed nilty-
gritty in a nice orderly manner while the
President and Dr. Kissinger and a {ew
olhers make the really big decisions in
an informal manner. It could even be a
happy marriage, avoiding the extremes
of orderliness and disorderliness while
having the besl of both.

Having now reviewed both the for-
mal and the informal procedures and
devices of lhe first Nixon year, it is
worthwhile Lo take a bricf look at some
of the key personalitics. It has already
been noted here that Sceretary Rogers
and Under Secrelary Riechardson have
acquired considerable respeet hoth wilh-
in the Department of State and clsc-
where  iu Washinglon, Certainly the
same i8 true for Scerctary Laird and
Deputy Scerctary Packard representing
the Deparlment of Defense. There is no
cvidenee of any significanl dissalisfac-
tion with the key military men, pri-
marily the JCS memhers, although
many of these people will presumahly
retire soon, and a new cast of characlers
will assume the key JCS roles, The key
officials of Lhe intelligenee communily,
a8 suggested earlicr, appear to have
gained good marks in 1969. Major per-
sonality eonflicls arc notably ahsent al

GIVREVIEW

high levels in the firsl Nixon year,
judging from all public veports as sub-
stantialed by private observations.

The key personalities, of course, are
the Presideut himself and Dr. Kigsinger,
plus onc other man who shonld he
mentioned before commenting on the
President and Kissinger. That man is
l.anrence E. “Larey” Lynn, Jr., a very
yonng economisl who is an alumnus of
the “Whiz Kid” group in Systems
Analysis in the MeNamara Penlagon, Dr,
Lynn’s importance is thal he has respon-
sibility on Kissinger’s stafl for reading
apparently cvery high-level picee of Pen-
tagon paper and introdneing such papers
into the Nalional Securily Council
apparalus al all carly and erilical stages,
in eonlrasl Lo Seerclary MeNamara’s
more independent channels of aceess Lo
the President during the 1960, More-
over, il is said Lhat Dr. L.ynn uses the
lechnignes  of the Syslems  Analysis
group in processing the Peutagon papers
and other papers for Dr. Kissinger, wilh
whom he has developed a very close
working relationship. For whatever it
may be worlh, il is also said that Dr.
Lynn has established cordial working
relalionships with the military officers
in Lhe Laird Penlagon, in contrast lo
uncordial relationships between mauy
officers and the Systems Analysis
people in McNamara’s Pentagon. Bul,
aside from this kind of consideration,
one highly competent observer has sug-
gesled that Dr, Lyun's role is second in
significance only Lo Lhe crealion of the
Defense  Poliey Review Commitlee
among the most imporlanl innovalions
of lhe Nixon While lTouse in the general
area of foreign affairs because Lynn
represents Lhe routine daily inlrodue-
tion of all high-level DOD thinking into
the NSC contexi at sufficiently ecarly
stages thal the overall NSC can have an
impact on the Penlagon.

Turniug to Dr. Kissinger, he is ob-
viously a very important man in Lhe
Nixon administralion, and perhaps the
one most importaut man short of the
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President himseld. e sces the President
a numher of times a day, and he
ordinarily travels with the President, e
truly direets and manages Lthe overall
NS apparatus nol only as the chiel of
the NSC stalf, but also as chairman of
the critically important NSC Review
Group and the Defense Policy Review
Committee, Although he is merely a
member of the Under Seerelary’s Com-
miltee and the NSC itself, those hodies
see only whal is referred Lo them by the
NSC Review Group or by Kissinger
personally.  People  with  this  wueh
power in Washington ordinarily provoke
considerable  resentment  and  bureau-
cratic eniping, but Kissinger has re-
portedly done an extraordinarily good
jolr of maintaining good relationships
wilh all individuals and agencies parlici-
pating in the polieymaking process oul-
side of his own NSC stafl. This may be
beeause he tries 1o make sure that the
President receives |1|||y dceuriale reporls
on the thinking of all involved individ-
uals and agencies. Nevertheless, it ap-
parently remains true that Dr. Kissinger
himsell gets the last word in telling the
President what he thinks aboul what
everybody else thinks,

The President himself, of course, is
ultimalely the key man in all of these
matters, and neither Kissinger nor any-
hody else who parlicipales in  this
policymaking  process  would  survive
long il they did not faithlully reflect
and support the President’s wanls and
needs and style. One key element in the
President’s style is his very slrong resis-
Lance Lo Lhinking in lerms of erises. Dr.
Kissinger seems to share this predilec-
tion. Both men tend Lo feel that a crisis
signifies a failure of orderly decision-
making. The Prestdent’s style has heen
widely reported us deliberative, con-
templative, reflective, and generally cau-
tious, and this kind of style wonld he
dilTicult Lo mainlain once a situation
had been perecived as a erisis. T'here
were actually ondy two or theee eandi-

dates for designalion as a erisis dur
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the first Nixon year (perhaps the
EC-121 incident, the situation in Peru,
and the coup in Libya), but none was,
in facl, viewed in this light.

Another  characterislic  apparently
shared by the President and Dr. Kis-
singer is that both like to think in lerms
of strategic issues, longrange strategic
solutions, and formal diplomatic nego-
tations leading Lo those solulions. They
have therelore heen greatly eoncernced
with three sets ol negoliations: [irst, of
course, were the Vietnam negoliations
(including but by no means limited Lo
the Paris meelings); second were various
negoliating efflorts Lo solve the Middle
Fast problems; and third were the so-
calted SALT talks. Both Nixon and
Kissinger, it is said, would like 1o
develop some new grand strategic design
to guide overall .5, [oreign policy (or
the rest of Lhis century, in the manner
that several basic slralegic concepts
appeared to guide overall U.3. foreign
policy for the lirst lwo decades [ol-
lowing World War 11,

It secems appropriate, in preparing
this presentalion [or a military andi-
enee, Lo suggest some of the challenges
posed for the Nalion’s uniformed mili-
tary leaders by the Nixon system of
policymaking., These leaders as of the
end of 19069 secemed to be in a happy
stule of cuphoria for several reasons,
They felt that their new Secrelary of
Defense, Mr, laird, exhibited a per-
sonality and a personal style which was
much easier for them Lo work with
congenially, even when he was culling
hack the defense budgel, in conlrasl to
their dislike of Secretary McNumara’s
personality and personal slyle, even
when he was expanding the delense
budget. Although President Nixon had
not sought direel personal meetings
with the JCS and did not desire Lo Lave
a senior officer working directly for him
in the White House, these considerations
did not bother the senior military lead-
ers because they felt that their views
heing  laicly  and  aceuralely
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represented at Ltop White House levels
through a variety of channels. But the
cheerful enphoria of the military leaders
perhaps obscured seme major challenges
that nevertheless faced them under Lhe
Nixon syslem.

The first chalienge derived from the
fael that, preciscly as the military
leaders had  desired during the Me-
Namara period, the laird lenure of the
Nixon administralion presented them
with an opporlunity Lo be intimalely
involved in making the defense budget
and thus national military poliey at all
key stages. The possible pitfall here was
that the military leaders would have Lo
prove that they could accept Lhis
responsibility. Cerlainly they could no
longer elaim before Congressional eom-
miliees that Lhe rool of all trouhles was
the cust of big bad eivilians in the OSD
shops. A second and relaled challenge
was lo avoid a renewal of the harsh
older forms of inlerserviee [lighling.
Seeretary MeNamara’s  procedures
lended to encourage a uniled military
front against (SD, whercas the en-
hanced roles for Lhe separate services
under Scerclary Laird could lead Lo
publicly damaging ruplures between the
services. Some people think, however,
thal a rencwal of interservice rivalry is
probahly incvilahle in the face of
shrinking defense budgets in the 19707%,
and others think Lhat such rivalry is nol
altogether a had thing in any casc.

The third and perhaps the most
imporlant challenge (acing the military
leaders under the Nixon sysiem is lo
think in lerms of hroad and longrange
strategic issues, Military lcaders were
not ready and able to do this aller
World War I, and civilian stralegists
filled the vacuum in  designing and
claborating the basic concepts—pri-
marily the notions of deterrence and
containment—which pguided  overall
American mililary poliey until ul least
1960, Then, in the early 1960, Presi-
dent Kennedy and Scerctury McNamara
tended to sidetrack the military leadoers

after being initially disappointed in the
cfforts of the JCS. Therelore, the mili-
tary leaders as of 1970 had experieneed
a quarler of a century in which Lhey
were seldom allorded an opportunily or
mueh encouragement Lo think in broad
stralegie Lerms. As of 1970, however, il
was clear that President Nixon and Dr.
Kissinger wanted Lo think in such terma
and that the military leaders were in-
vited Lo participate. Whether or nol one
thinks that a grand new strategic design
is the hest way Lo proceed is somewhal
heside the point as long as the key men
in the White ouse wanl Lo proceed in
this way. The challenge to military
leaders Lo he creatively and imagina-
tively and innovalively responsive is
accordingly obvious.

As of the end of 1969, military
leaclers were not the only people in
Washinglon who appeared happy about
the Nixon style ol polieymaking and
many ol Lhe Nixon innovalions in aller-
ing the NSC machinery. Yndeed, virtu-
ally all involved mdividuals and agencies
and departments seemed generally quite
enthusiastic. AL Lhe same lime, however,
some reservalions and erilicisms con-
cerning polential or aclual probleins had
begun Lo emerge from scholarly special-
isls on policymaking and (rem other
compelent obseryers. A uselul way Lo
close this presentalion might be to
teview some ol Lhese early crilicisms
and rescrvalions, atlaching my own per-
sonal epinions where appropriate.

Two sels ol crilicisms were aimed at
Dr. Kissinger. The [iest of Lhese notled
that he was a hard and demanding man
lo work [or and that he did not always
supporl his own staff when the in-
fighting gol rougl. Crilics noled Lhat
several of Lhe best prople on his original
team had accordingly departed by Lhe
cend of 1969, and the question was
raised whether it could be an clfective
team if this kind ol attrition foreed Lhe
recruiling of new inexperienced people
al fairly frequent intervals. My own
opinion is that, while il is Lrue some of

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970
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the most talented men on Kissinger’s
original Leam had departed by the end
of 1969, [ am not surc that the prob-
lems of working for him were neees-
sarily major lactors in eaeh such depar-
ture. The flirst year ol any new adminis-
tration can be regarded as a shakedown
croise, and some personalily incom-
patibilitics and related problems  are
certain to result in some personnel
atwrition after the initial period. Dr.
Kissinger appeared to have replaced the
departed stall members with very good
new men, and the overall stall entering
the 1970% still seemed 1o he a re-
markably talenled and smoothly fune-
Lioning group.

'erhaps the more serious of the two
crilicisms aimed at Dr. Kissinger was
whether his mental model or view of the
nature of the world was wholly ade-
quate Lo conlemporary cireumslances.
Many scholars have long felt thal his
mosl impressive work was his first hook,
A World Restored, bnsed on his doctoral
disserlation on the Congress ol Vienna.
Some of these sume people, however,
wondered whether Dr. Kissinger himsell
might not now prefer Lo try Lo restore
that same kind ol world lollowing the
Napoleoniec wars, using similar diplo-
malic procednres.  Iew  scholars see
much similarity between that carly 19th
cenlury period in international polities
and Lhe nature of the world for the last
third of the 20th ecentury. But it is
doubltless Loo carly Lo draw any relinble
conelusions aboul the model ol the
world that Dr. Kissinger carries around
in his head and how he might act in
terms of any such model. What is more
certain is the lact that he is a remark-
ably intelligent man with a formidalile
intellect still very much capable of
learning {rom new evenls and cireum-
stances, What is also relatively clear is
that his first year on the job marked a
more impressive performance on virtu-
ally all counts than has been exhibited
by predeeessors in equally sensilive and
demanding positions,

MILITARY POLICY 19

Probably more serious than either of
the two reservations concerning [r.
Kissinger were some of Lhe early criti-
cisms of various aspecls of the overall
NSC. machinery and the ways it was
apparently working in 1909, The first of
these was whether the machinery was
not perhaps already oo rigid and there-
fore nol suseeplible Lo aduplive change.
I see little evidence Lo supporl this
anxicty. lor example, [ have heard that
L. Kissinger has some reservations
aboul the way thal the IGs are working
and that he may make some changes in
this regard. | would expect such changes
ol related kinds if and when Lhe ma-
chinery fails Lo deliver the desired quali-
ty of products.

A second critieisu which | atso do
not take very seriously is whether the
Nixon system eould survive changes in
key personnel. Some ask, for example,
whether anyone bat Dr. Kissinger could
make the present system work, In the
mid-1960s people were asking the same
kind of questions as 1o whether anyonc
but Secretary MeNamara eould make bis
systlem work in the Pentagon. Quite
obviously, any new people in top jobs at
such levels must adapt or adopt a
system eongenial to their own leader-
ship techniques. The right question,
therefore, is nol whether new men can
make an inheriled system work, bul
whether they ean devise a system which
works well Tor them,

A third reservation is whether the
Nixon-Kissinger maehinery can survive
some of the bruising hurcauceratic fights
that certainly lie ahead. It does scem
true that much of the euphoric satisfac-
tion on all sides in Washinglon in carly
1970 derived from Lhe expectlation by
all parties that they would emerge the
winoers in all debates and disputes. Bul,
as losers begin Lo emerge, some sore
losers might well dircet their displeasure
al the machinery or at key men in the
machinery. SUll, the Nixon-Kissinger
machinery certainly scems no more
vulnerable o this kind of problem than

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss5/3
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any other conceivable polieymaking
apparatus, and il might be much less
vulnerable as long as all parlies—in-
cluding losers -conlinue to feel thal
Lthey have had a fair day in courl.

A somewhal more serions veservalion
is whether, given the delerminalion Lo
avoid a erisis mentalily on the part of
the President and Dr. Kissinger, theie
machinery  can  function effectively
whenever a situation comes along which
cannol escape the designation of a erisis.
There is probably no way lo answer this
question in advanee of such an evenl.

A fifth and considerable reservation
is whether the determination on the
part of the President and Dr. Kissinger
to prodnee a wide range of oplions for
the fmal decision at the highest levels
does nol perhaps obsenre the funda-
menlal underlying igsucs on which the
final decision oughl to tur. Merely Lo
say that Option A, in a hypolhetical
example, is to cxpand foreign aid Lo
Country X, Oplion B is to reduce
foreign aid to Country X, Optien Cis to
climate all aid Lo Country X and give il
Lo Country 7, cl celera, does not insure
that Lhe operalional econsequences of
cach oplion have beeu carcfully ex-
amined or that the key issucs have heen
explicitly identlified. There are some
observers who think this kind of prob-
lem has heen experienced in some, bl
certainly not all, major issues that arose
wilhin the NSC context in 1909,

A sixth and serious reservaliou is
whether the NSC machinery is ng well
consltrueted to insure adequale imple-
mentation of deeisions as in reaching
those decisions and policy positions. [f,
as suggested earlier here, there may be a
Nixon marriage between Lhe elaborate
procedures of the Eisenhower period
and the much less formal procedures of
the Kenuedy-Johnson period, it might
be the case that the Lisenhower-type
procedures are used Lo make decisions
and policy whercas the ad hoe informal
devices of the 1960 are relied on o

men seemed  apprehensive  about
creating any sorl of implementalion-
monitoring deviees which would raise
any of the old problems associated wilh
the OCB of the Eisenhower era, bul
they may have Deen less sensitive to
avoiding Lhe problems associated with
the other extreme of the free-whecling
Kennedy-Johnson years. In any case,
several competent obscrvers have sug-
gested thal the Nixon-Kissinger ma-
chinery as of the beginning of 1970 had
notl adequately solved the implementa-
Lion problem.

A seventh eriticism which could be
heard in the summer and fall of 1969
was that the Nixon-Kissinger machinery
lacked a device for integraling or cslab-
lishing priovitics helween domestic and
forcign programs. Bul the Defense
Policy Review Commitlee, announced
in November of 1969, should go a long
way toward mecling this problem if it
can handle the staggering Lask assigned
to it.

An cighth and quile eomplicated
cirticism i8 that the Nixon-Kissinger
machinery gave loo large a voice to Lhe
Department of Defeuse withont suffi-
cienl supervisory guidance, while taking
steps that in effeel tended Lo further
weaken the Departmeul of Stale’s voice.
Crities in this category lended to note
that DOD and JCS had a stronger
overall represenlation in most of the
NSC machinery than did State. Simi-
larly, it was said that State’s represcnta-
tives were in effect pulled oul of State
and incorporated within the NSC ma-
chinery, msofar as the Assistant Secre-
taries of Stale were made the chairimen
of the N5C 1G’ and the Under Secre-
tary was made chaitruan of the NSC
Huoder Secrctary’s Commillee. These
facls were coupled with Lhe observation
that the Secretary of State appeared Lo
be relatively weak and ineffective in
1969, The queslion was therefore raised
whether this kind of Scerstary could
strengthen  the Pepartment of Stale
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begun to work dircetly for the White
House. One answer to this kind of
argument is to turn the case around and
say that nothing could give Statc a
greater opportunity to enhance its role
in the policymaking process than Lo
have many of its key people plugged
directly into important NSC positions
while still wearing their Stale Depart-
ment hats, in conirasl 1o being merely
represented within the NSC machinery
as is largely the case for the Defensc
Department. Accordingly, a more perti-
nent question, perhaps, was whether
State was adequately exploiting its new
opporiunities by delivering a  high-
qualily produet into the NSC ma-
chinery, rather than whether the sirue-
ture of the new machinery in some way
undermined the authority of the Secre-
tary of State. Presumably nothing could
do more to enhance his authority than
for his Department to gain a reputation
for consisteutly high-guality participa-
tion in the NSC apparatus.

Finally, some critics wondered
whether  the policymaking  apparatus
was not becoming loo centralized in the
White House, conceivably leading to a
situation where the State and Defense
Departments  would  bhecome  mainly
charged with the operational implemen-
tation of decisions and policy which
they had played only a small role in
making, in a manner somewhat akin to
the status of the joit unified and
specified  military commands in the
POD establishment. Curiously, some of
the critics who worried about this kind
of excessive centralization were  the
same ones who previously supported
almost all governmental centralization,
especially  when Secretary MeNamara
undertook ecentralizing changes in the
Pentagon of the 1960%,

With regard to this issue of the
degree of eentralization in the White
[fouse, il is interesting to note how far
this process has already gone. In 1956
Prf-sidonl lisenhower appointed Mr.
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House position, with the title of
“Special  Assistant  for

* The blanks were
sapposed  to be filled with wording
something like “Coordination of Mili-
tary and PForeign Policy.” But when
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
gol wind of this, he strongly protested
to the President, the blanks were never
filled, and Mr. Jackson was soon shifted
over to a key position with the National
Security Couneil. Secretary Dulles pre-
sumably thought that the N3C was
relatively innocuous in  coordinating
military and foreign policy or that, iu
any ecase, Lthe NSC protected his per-
sonal relalionship with the President
and whatever autonomy the State De-
partment itself possessed in making
policy far more cffectively than if a new
Presidential assistanl were to be ex-
plicitly charged with this kind of co-
ordinating role,

The rather obscure Jackson case of
the mid-195(°s now seems like a part of
the ancient past. My personal opinion is
that although the Seerctary of State and
the Congress and other people used to
worry, and soe may still worry, about
the possibilily of the emergence of an
all-powerlul National Presidentiol Staff
in the field of foreign and military
affairs, the trend has elearly been in this
dircetion at least sinee the National
Seaurity Aet of 1947, Moreover, the
trend was certainly accelerated in the
1900 in view of the roles of Mr. Bundy
and Dr. Rostow in the White House, and
it was accelerated even further in 1969
in view ol Dr. Kissinger’s role. As late as
1908 1 predicted that sometime dnring
the 1970% a piece of legislation would
be cnacted which would “unify” the
Stale and Defense llepartments in a
manuner akin to the “unification” of the
separale armed services by means of the
National Security Act of 1947. It could
still happen, but those who laughed at
this suggestion were perhaps correel lo
laugh—although possibly for the wrong
Now it looks as if the same
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result might be achieved but by evolu-
tionary means rather than explicit legis-
lation. In summary, Dr. Kissinger’s posi-
tion does, in fact, seem to be evolving
steadily toward a job which could be
described as the Super Secretary of
State and Defense.

Whether it would be a “good thing”
or a “bad thing” for this to happen is
not easy for me to say. I am not a
specialist in theories of public adminis-
tration and 1 am not very good at
normative judgments—certainly not be-
fore the fact. I am merely trying to
report what seems to be a clear-cut
trend toward more and more centraliza-
tion. But if the trend does continue as I
have speculated, it may be overtaken by
other issues and events. The first new
issue  which might overtake it is a
building conflict not over how the
executive branch organizes itself to
handle military and foreign policy, but
rather the appropriate relationship be-
tween the executive and the legislative
branches in making this kind of official
policy. A related issue will perhaps be
unresolved tensions between the U.S.
Government as a whole and the Ameri-
can public as to the appropriate rela-
tionships between the officials and the
people in this policy area. But, finally,
in the middle or late 1970’s, a new
model of the nature of politics could
well serve to erode the further useful-
ness of the old distinction between
domestic and international affairs. In
this case Dr. Kissinger could become the
Super Sccretary of State and Defense at
just about the time when most people
are deciding that to separate foreign and
military affairs from all of the other
concerns of government is not the best
way Lo conceptualize the major prob-
lerus into an organizational framework.

As I close this presentation, I am
comforted in my uncertainties by sev-
eral longer range considerations. YFirst,
those of us in my profession have been
unable to show any clear connections

making on the one hand and the quality
of decisions and policy on the other.
Therefore, we are not in a strong posi-
tion to offer dogmatic judgments or
guaranteed prescriptions. Second, and in
a somewhat related sense, it is worth
noting that history tends to be ex-
tremely forgiving of all kinds of deci-
sionmaking if things work out happily,
but even the most brilliant decision-
making processes will not save those
whose policies do not work out happily.
Except for a handful of obscure his-
torians, who knows or cares what kinds
of decisionmaking processes or ma-
chinery were used by the Continental
Congress and General Washington dur-
ing one cold winter at Valley Forge?
And, although Secretary McNamara was
widely praised during the 1960’s for the
procedures which he introduced in the
Pentagon, will these take him off the
hook for the Vietnam war? Probably
not.
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FOOTNOTE

Two seholarly articles may be suggested for further reading. The first is by Professor Stanley
Falk, “The National Seeurity Couneil under Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy,” in the Political
Science Quarterly, September 1964, p. 403-434. The seeond, foeusing more reeently on the
Nixon White House, is by Professor Edward A. Kolodziej, “'The National Seeurity Couneil:
innovations and Implieations,” in the Public Administration Revicw, November/Deeember 1909,
p. 573-503. Both arlieles contain many useful notes with furtber references to other reading.

Any scholar who specializea in this particular subjcct must rely heavily on others in order to
remain inforined. Those who have heen partieularly helpful in developing my rescarch in the past
several years include first of all Dr. Laurence J. Legere but also Professor Charles F. Hermann and
Lt. Col. William P, Snyder, U8, Army. Those who have helped to elarify particular points include
Col. Thomas N. Hunt, 1.8, Air Force, and Lt. Col. R.M. Whitaker, 1).5. Air Force. Those who
have been kind cnough to discuss mauy of these matters with me over a greal many years inelude
Dr. Paul Y. Hammond, Brig. Gen. G.A. Lineoln, U.5. Army (Ret.), Dean Burton M. Sapin,
Professor Paul R, Sehratz (Captain, U.S, Navy, Rel.), and Professor Frederick C. Thayer {Colonel,
U.8. Air Force, Ret.). Butl nonc of these people hae reviewed this manuseript, and many of them
would doubtless ehallenge some of my eonclusions and judgments as well as perhaps some of my
“facts.” [ therefore hear sole responsibilily for this work.

Y

A good staff has the advantage of being more lasting than the
genius of a single man.

Jomini: Precis de I'art de la Guerre, 1838
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