Lé&i=~13

M ] 8 0 it

5 - L 3 a .
; Pioperty of {ne Library
1

SDUSTRIAL COLLESE OF THE
ARMED FORCES

b ULt i A oy g

Vo

?
5
i
1
H

THE MILITARY OFFICER AND
THE AMERICAN GOVEARNMENT

Dr. Samuel P, Huntington

NOTICE
This lecture has not been edited by the speeker. It has
been reproduced directly from the reporter's notes for the

students and faculty for reference and study purposes,

Nc direct quotations are to be made either in written
reports or in oral presentations based on this unedited copy,

Reviewed by: Colonel Tom W. Sills, USA

Date: 23 September 1960

INDUSTRIAL COLLLEGE OF THE ARMED FORCES
WASHINGTON, D, C.

1960-1961



THE MILITARY OFFICER AND THE AMERICAN GOVERNMENT

30 August 1960

CONTENTS
Page
INTRODUCTION-- Colonel Raymond J, Harvey, USA, Member of
the Faculty, ICAF. . eeivtiveeescnscnnconnnsns 1
SPEAKER--Dr. Samuel P. Huntington, Institute of War and Peace
Studies, Columbia University, New York....eeesoas. 2

GE.NERAL DECUmIOND.lD.‘.O0...0.0.l.....'!"l'.l.ll.lll. 23

NOTICE

This lecturs has not beon
aidited the ker. 7% '3 hae :
reprgduzgd dir:g‘i;ye]t"rom AR ?-e-‘*:r Pl’DDBfty of the lerary
worter's notas for the studentis INDUSTR]AL COLLEGE OF THE

faculty for refsrerice and study

purposss. ARMED FORCES

No direct quotations are to be
wads either in written reperis or in

Jral presentatiors based _
oditad cony. on this un

aeviewed by 5L T (U, XL%D;‘W‘SEP 23 160

Reporter: Grace R. O'Toole

Publication No. L61-13
INDUSTRIAL COLLEGE OF THE ARMED FORCES

Washington 25, D. C,




THE MILITARY OFFICER AND THE AMERICAN GOVERNMENT

30 August 1960

COLONEL HARVEY: General Mundy, Gentlemen: Over the past
week you have had a rather intensive review of the American Govern-
ment at all levels, including the Legislative and the Executive Branches
and the influence of political parties on our system,

The maiter the personnel is to enjoy in the review here is the
role that the career military officer plays in the Federal Government
and how he has continuously helped to establish national policy.

Only a few generations ago a military man could figuratively pick
up his musket, pack up a couple of saddle bags, strap them on a horse,
and he was in business.

The growing complexity of the world and the impact of two World
Wars in this century have vastly changed this idyllic state of affairs,
So this morning we will turn our attention to how and why these changes

influenced
have occurred, how the military man has/and continues to influence
national policy, and what might the future be in this field,

Our speaker this morning is eminently qualified to discuss this
important subject. As you have noted from his biography, he iz a
distinguished educator and is the author of numerous publications in

the military-civil relations field. His book, "The Soldier and the State, "

has become a standard reference book and, as you know, it has been




assigned as reference reading in this course.

The subject of the lecture this morning is ""The Military Officer
and the American Government, "

I am pleased to present for his third lecture at the College
Dr. Samuel P, Huntington, Associate Director of the Institute of War
and Peace Studies of Columbia University. Dr. Huntington.

DR, HUNTINGTON: General Mundy, Admiral Patrick, Gentlemen:
Let me get right down to brass tacks by laying out three general propo-
gitions about which I want to organize my remarks this morning.

First of all, if we look at the role of the military officer in the
American Government over a period of time, it seems to me that this
role has been shaped very largely by three factors:

First, the nature and importance of the issues of military policy
at any one time.

Secondly, the eminence and prestige of individual military officers
and their level within the Government.

Thirdly, the nature and form of the military institutions which
existed, and their relations with the civilian institutions of government,

That is generalization No, 1, Generalization No, 2 is that, over
the course of our history, the issues of milita:ry policy have gradually
come to play a more and more important role. So that military policy
which at one time, at least during most of the 19th century, was relatively
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unimportant has now become terribly important. My third broad
generalization is that the place of individual military officers and
of military institutions in shaping military policy ha& tended to alternate
in importance from one phase to the next, One time it will be individuals
who play a major role in shaping military policy and in implementing
national policy, and another time it will be military institutions. The
grade of individuals will fade from the scene and the relationships and
activities will become routinized and the institutions will play a more
important role.

Let's just briefly go back for some historical background on this,

It seems to me that a first phase in the evolution of the role of the mil-
itary officer in American government can be gaid to last from the founding
of the Republic down to about the Civil War or the years immediately
after the Civil War.

Aside from the initial actions in organizing the military forces,
the Militia Act of 1792 and the other initial measures in setting up our

first military establishment, by and large military policy issues were

relatively unimportant during this period. Also, military institutions
were relatively primitive. You had no elaborate organizations in either
the War Department or the Navy Department. The institutions of military
leadership, education, and administration existed, but. they all existed
in fairly rudimentary form.

And, indeed, the great importance of the military during this period
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was perhaps not directly related to problems of military policy, because
this was the period in which the military played a great role in develop-
ing the country, in which West Point produced more railroad presidents
and engineers than it did generals and colonels, and in which many of
the most important activities of the military were devoted to building
roads, bridges, and canals, making surveys, and aiding in the con-
struction of such important transportation links as the Baltimire and
Ohio Railroad, the Erie Railroad, the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal,

and other projects.

Also during this period the Army and the Navy played an important
role in supporting science and in undertaking expeditions to various
parts of the world in order to increase scientific knowledge. I think
one can get some sort of perspective upon the role of the military officer
during these years in our country by looking at the role which the military
is playing today in many of the underdeveloped countries, where the
military, as the one institution which is well organized and possesses
some of the elements of discipline and leadership, plays a major role
in developing the country, in organizing the population, and in carrying
oui- governmental projects and responsibi lities across a wide range of
areas.

This was also the case in our early history. The relative absence
of highly developed military institutions and the fact that it was not until
after the Civil War that a real military profession, the profession of
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officership, developed in this country meant that by and large those
military officers who played a major role in the Government played

a role as individuals. There was no sharp line between who was civil-
ian and who was military.

The history of the period was filled with generals who became
Presidenis and political leaders who became generals, Indeed, a
majority of the Armny's generals in the pre-Civil-War years were
appointed directly from civil life and did not come up through the ranks,
Consequently, it was quite difficult to say who was military and who
was civilian.

I think this is very obviously what could be called one of the livlier
points of civil~military controversy during these years. This is, I
think, not only one of the livlier but perhaps one of the lower points of
civil~military relationship in the United States. This was the famous
feud between Jefferson Davis, when he was Secretary of War in 1855,
and Winfield Scott, who was the Commanding General of the Army.

They engaged in correspondence at that time over an issue which
I think has few counterparts in the history of American public adminis-
tration, Both men had very low boiling points. Davis at one point wrote
to the Commanding General: "I leave unnoticed the exhibition of peevish
temper in your reply to my last letter." Scott, however, was not going
to be outdone in this way, and he replied to the Secretary of War that
he would reject all communications of the Secretary, whether designed
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as private and scurrilous or as public missives of arrogance and
guperciliousness, Davis in time wrote the Commanding General of

the Army denouncing, "the gratuitous and monstrous calumnies' he

had suffered from Scott, and went on to say to the Commanding General,
"Your petulance, characteristic egotism, and recklessness of accusa-
tion have imposed on me the task of unveiling some of your deformities.
Your military fame has been clouded by groveling vices and your career
marked by carelessness, insubordination, greed of lucre, and want of
truth. " At which point the Commanding General wrote back to the
Secretary, "Your new leiter is a new example of chicanery. My silence
under thé new provocation has been the result first of pity and next of
forgetfulness. Compassion is always due to an enraged imbecile who
raves about him in blows which hurt only himself and who at the worst
seeks to stifle his opponent by dint of naughty wards, "

We have had several civil-military controversies in recent years,
but I doubt that many of them have quite reached this level. The fasci-
nating thing about this, of course, is that that issue between the two men
was not a major principle of public policy or a question of strategy.
Rather, the immediate issue was the fact that Scott, as Commanding
General of the Army, had granted a leave of absence to a Colonel
Hitchcock, and the Secretary of War claimed that this was within the

power of the Secretary.




The important thing here, however, is the fact that the responsi-
bilities of the Secretary of War and of the Commanding General were
not properly defined. This was part of the civil-military relations
gtill being in a rudimentary state and the fact that they had overlapping
respongibilities., And also, the important thing is that this could really
hardly be called a civil-military controversy, because, after all, it
was Scott, the Commanding General, not Davis, the Secretary of War,
who had run for the Presidency in 1852, and it was conceded that he
might do it again in 1856; and it was Davis, the Secretary, and not
Scott, the General, who had graduated from West Point. In addition,
of course, Davis had had a distinguished career in the regular army
and then in the Mississippi Volunteers in the Mexican War,

The point is that you had here two individuals both of whom were
part military and part political; there were no sharply dividing lines.

I think this phase came to an end in the post-Civil-War years,
when the military profession developed in this country, when the pro-
fessional organizations were created, and when, in the second phase,
issues of military policy began to play a more important role.

By the end of the 19th century the chief issues d military policy
were the expansion of the Navy and the creation of some sort of reserve
system for the Army. On both of these matters, of course, there was
relatively frequent legislation by Congress.

During this period the great tempestuous personalities like Scott
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and Davis, and Andrew Jackson, and the rest of the pre-Civil-War

cast began to disappear from the scene, and instead, relations of the

military and the Government became regularized, with the development

of the General Staff system and the creation of the Chief of Naval Oper-

ations in 1915,

So this, I would say, was a period in which military issues, partic-

ularly after 1898, played an increasingly important role, and in which

military individuals played a less important role and military institutions

began to shape the role of the military officer in government.

Now this, of course, came to an end in World War II. It seems to
me that the significant thing in the period since World War II has been
not only the increased importance of issues of military policy but also
a rather striking change in their character.

Previously, we usually used to think of the military as being con-
cerned primarily with foreign policy. When one talked about civil-~
military relations or said that military policy had to reflect the political
policy of the Government, one really meant that it had to reflect the
foreign policy of the Government-~-that the military should have proper
plans to implement the policies of the diplomats, that they should be
prepared to develop the types of military forces required by the diplomats

for their purposes, and that the diplomats on the other hand should know
something about the military implications and the various actions which

they might want to take,




The big questions were, generally--as is more true of European
countries than of us: Do we go to war? Do we send forces here? Do
we deploy other forces there? What would be the military results if
we got into this type of war? They were questions o this nature, They
dealt with military actions, primarily, in support of diplomatic foreign
policy objectives rather than military programs directly,

This general type of issue or question of action decisions is still
very important, but it seems to me that it has been eclipsed in signif-
icance in recent years by the rise of program decisions as being of key
significance, This, it seems to me, is the natural result of a strategy
of deterrem:ce. The key relations now concern not so much the uses of
military force--although this may be necesasary in circumstances~=-but
rather the maintenance of military forces. The effectiveness of deter-
rence depends upon the size and the nature of the forceas of deterrence,
And today, the success of foreign policy depends more on what military
forces are maintained than upon how those military forces are used,
Indeed, if the proper decisions are made with respect to the former
question it may never be necessary to face the latter one.

This, it seems to me, adds an entirely new dimension to military
policy, It means that the soldier has to be equally concerned with
domestic policy as much as foreign policy. In a sense, what used to
be a relatively simple relationship between the soldier and the diplomat
has now become a iriangular relationship between the soldier, the
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diplomat, and the Bureau of the Budget or the other instrumentalities

of government representing the claims of the domestic society, And
this in a sense means that military policy has been pushed right into
the center of national politics.

In 1952, just after he was elected, Eisenhower, you remember,
on his way bac;k from Korea, had a lengthy conference with his new
advisers on the Cruiser Hornet, and the subject of this conference
revolved primarily about what they called the great equation—the
relationship of military strength to economic strength, And the great
equation is the great issue in American politics now, Politics, as one
distinguished political scientist, Harold Laswell, has said, deals with
who gets what and when and how, This essentially, it seems to me, is
what the most important aspects of military policy are concerned with,

Broadly speaking, I think one could say that our four major goals,
which are in conflict now in national politics and policy, are, the goal
of national security, which involves programs other than military pro-
grams but with respect to which, of course, the military programs are
most important; the goal which, for lack of a better term, we can call
domestic welfare, which involves the domestic programs of the Govern-
ment; the goal of maximizing privaie consumption and investment which,
so far as it relates to the Federal Government, means minimizing the
tax burden on society; and, finally, the goal of maintaining fiscal
integrity, a form of monetary stability, and avoiding inflation, which
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again, so far as the Government is concerned, means primarily bal-
ancing the budget--at least it is interpreted to mean primarily balancing
the budget.

The conflict among these four goals of security--security, welfare,
private consumption, and investment and fiscal stability and integrity--

it seems to me is the essence of national politics, and the military are
right in the middle of it, The only way in which the conflict among
these objectives, all of which are competing with each other, can be
eased is of course by a very rapid expansion of the economy, which
indeed is a reason why the question of economic growth has become so
important in recent years., The faster our economy expands, the less
will be the conflict among these four objectives.

Setting aside the economic growth, however, this conflict still
goes on, although it may vary in intensity. Here, the needs of military
programs, of the programs required for deterrence, have to be advanced
politically in the domestic political arena, in conflict with these other
objectives.

In order to give just briefly some idea of what this means, let us
just look at these other objectives and the political forces which are
involved with them,

First of all, the goal of fiscal integrity, or a balanced budget--
this has been a primary poal of both the Truman and the Eisenhowér
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Administrations. The Democrats frequeﬁtly talk inflation when they
are out of dfice but, at least if the record of the Truman Administration
is any example, they tend to be just as much devoted to a balanced bud-
get when they are in office as the Republicans.

Mr. Forrestal in his diary at one point said that 'Mr, Truman is a

' Mr. Forrestal knew because the

hard money man if ever I saw one.'
balanced budget was largely at the expense of the Department of Defense
budget. This inevitably will be a major goal of any Administration,
Secondly, there is the problem of taxes. We have never had a major
tax increase in recent years without war, or in the absence of a war.
Even lowering taxes, given the present balance of political-interesi
groups as reflected in the Revenue Code of 1954, would be a difficult
task. Simply allocating who is going to get the benefits of a tax reduction
and increasing taxes, of course, would be a much more difficult one.
Thirdly, the domestic programs of the Government either are
supported by a large number of what one could call perhaps, in some
cases, vested interested, well organized groups in agriculture, veterans'
groups, and other groups who support existing programs and push for
their expansion, or they reflect a wide range of new activities which
the Government has had to undertake.
I think it is very interesting to note that from 1948 until 1855 the
domestic spending of the Federal Government was virtually stationary,
at about a little over $15 billion. Since 1955, with this whole wide range
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of new domestic programs--education, highways, urban renewal,
housing, increased social security--a great expansion has taken place,
and now domestic expenditures are almost double what they were only
5 or 6 years ago.

This, of course, has taken place despite the fact that the Adminis-
tration has not been in the forefront and pushing this expansion. Indeed,
Mr, Eisenhower twice, both in 1953 and again after Sputnik in 1957,
said, "Let's try to cut back domestic programs so that we can spend
more on riational security, " but in each case the domestic pressures
made it impossible for him to do so. And, as David Demarest Lloyd
once said, "'If George Humphrey can't cut government spending, who
can?"

This is the context in which the needs of miiitary programs must
be analyzed. In this competition for the governmental dollar, the
military, representing as I say the major aspect of national security
programs--although I well recognize the importance of foreign aid
and other programs--suffers some peculiar disabilities when it comes
to cémpeting with these demands of the supporters of these other goals.
Military groups are primarily executive, The Department of Defense
doesn't have a constituency in the same sense in which the Department
of Agriculture or the Vererans' Administration has a constituency.

We heard a lot last year with the Hebert investigation about the munitions
lobby, I think the significant thing is that munitions lobbyists, to the
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extent that they exist, are competing with each other, primarily,
over contracts, They are not united in support of a Defense Department
program.

Secondly, the military, to a much greater extent than other agencies
of government, are usually willing to accept budgetary limits. If one
looks back over higtory since 1845, one sees continually that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the military leaders~--General Bradley, Admiral Radford,
and others--have accepted, with maybe some resistance, but eventually
have been persuaded of the great importance of economic goals, of
keeping down expenditures in the expansion of the military program, and
in particular the big expansior; which was planned before the Korean War
was the result initially of civilians, in the development of the policies
in NSC-68 in the winter and spring of 1950, It was the State Department
which took the lead, with the military tending to accept the ceilings which
Louie Johnson had imposed upon themn. They were unhappy with them,
but they tended to accept them as given,

General Taylor, in his book, also gives several examples of this.
One reason for this, of course, is that the military are often divided
among themselves, so that, as General Taylor points out, instead of
uniting and saying, ''Look, we need more for our national defense, "
and presenting a united front to the civilians, simply, one service
attacks another.

Then also, a third disability which the military work under is that
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the consequences of glighting military needs are seldom concrete,
National security expenditures are, in a sense, a form of insurance.
One cannot say exactly what will happen if we do not spend $20 million
more on this migsile or on that, or if we do not have 2 or 3 more
divisions in the Army to deal with limited-war contingencies.

The prophets of utter catastrophe, like the Alsops, are usually
proven wrong, Catastrophe never quite comes, but we always seem
on the verge of it. It is very hard to say just what difference a greater
or lesser military force makes at any one time.

For instance, three years ago the Gaither Committee, if you will
remermber, made recommendations for a substantial expansion of our
national security effort, The Administration did not accept the principal
proposals of the Gaither Committee. What difference has this had on
our policy? Would we have had a Berlin crisis? Would we have had
the disruption of the Summit talks? Would we even have had a proposed
Summit meeting if we had adopted the Gaither Commitiee recommendations ?
One can't say. This is an unanswerable question. So, consequently,
since the results of lowering the military budget are hard to identify,
it then becomes very difficult to build a case in support of military needs.

Now this, it seems to me, has béen the main focus of military policy

as an issue in the past 15 years. Throughout most of this period, mil-

itary individuals have played a very important role in the determination

of these policy issues. In the immediate postwar period, the Truman

15




Administration lacked trained and willing executives in many foreign-
policy posts, and you had a great influx of high-ranking military officers
into position in the State Department as ambassadors, and in other
agencies, At the same time, of course, we were not only moving into 'il
the cold war but we were moving out of World War II, and the great
military heroes and personalities of World War II--Marshall, Bradley,
Eisenhower and, in a somewhat negative fashion, MacArthur--played
a major role in shaping military policy. Politically, people like Marshall;
Bradley, and Eisenhower were treméndously important to the Truman |
Administration because they could get the support from Congress which
people like Dean Acheson could not.

In the Eisenhower Administration, the dominant factor, I think,
with respect to military palicy has been the fact that the President,
himself, is a 5-star general. Necessarily, this has meant that the
military institutions and the Joint Chiefs of Staff have had to play a
subordinate role. The President, himself, has been the key figure
in resolving the iséués of the great equation,

By and large I think one can say that the movement of military
individuals, military officers, into civilian jobs, whether into the Presi-
dency or into lower ranking jobs, has not helped the military in advancing
their claim on resources and in presenting their needs te the Government.
There is sort of an inverse relation here, almost, one could say. I would
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not only cite the case of Mr. Eisenhower in this regard, who certainly
has kept the military budget down in a way in which no civilian President

could, but I would also point to General Marshall, when he was Secretary
of State. Mr. Forrestal several times went to General Marshall trying
to get his support for an increase in the Defense Department budget, but
General Marshall was always much more concerned with the foreign-aid
program, the Marshall Plan, and other needs. It wasn't until Dean
Acheson came in, a civilian, with no military experience, that the State
Department became a strong supporter of an expansion of the military
effort,

S0 having military officers in high civilian positions, I think, on the
whole tends to be disadvantageous to the military viewpoint,

Well, it is quite obvious now that we are moving into a phase in
which, although the issues of the great equation remain generally the
same, the role of military individuals in determining these issues will
tend to decrease. I think when Mr. Eisenhower retires as President
next January, this will in a sense mark the end of the post- World-War-II
era. The great age of the military heroes will be gone. The officers
who head up the Joint Chiefs of Staff will undoubtedly be just as able and

as dedicated as their predecessors, but they will be much less public
personalities. I doubt now that one citizen in 100--one citizen in 500—
could name the four chief members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff now.
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The individual military officers simply will not have the political pres-
tige which they once did have. In a sense they will be the product of
the postwar institutions of civil-military relations.

On the other hand, whether Mr, Nixon or Mr, Kennedy is elected,
the new President will have much less assurance in the military area
than Mr. Eisenhower has had, All of this, it seems to me, means
that military institutions, the corporate voice of the military, as
reflected primarily in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, will play a much more

important role-=although the individual officers_ who make up the Joint
Chiefs at any one time will probably be hardly known at all to the general
public.

In this situation it seems to me that three institutional relationships
are extremely important. Firsti of all there are the intra~-military

institutional relations, Interservice conflict was in many respects a
dominant feature of the scene in the immediate postwar period. Ina
sense, interservice conflict, as I indicated earlier, replaced or sihstituted
for tension between the military leaders and the political leaders: of
the Government.

When the budget was reduced, this generally meant that the services
fought each other more intens'ively rather than fighting the civilians, and
it always meant that the Administration, whether it was Truman, back
in 1948 or 1949, or the Eisenhower Administration of a couple years
ago, could pick and choose among its military advice and choose those
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strategic concepts and idea.s which fitted in best with its own goals,
or which each could recopcike most easily with these other objectives
of welfare, expansion of the private sector, and balancing the budget,

I think this was very clearly seen back in 1958 and 1959 when the
Army and the Navy were stiruggling with the Air Force over the issue
as to whether to increase limited-war forees or to maintain as a matter
of policy a counterforce strategy, which the Army and the Navy claimed
simply meant an overkill eapability., In effect, what the Administration
did here was to adopt the Army and the Navy view on strategic retaliation
and to adopt the Air Force view on limiied war. The net result was that
the opposition of the services cancelled each other out and weakened the
general military structure.

In the future I do not thiniq interservice conflict will be as vicious and
as vigorous as it has been in times of the past. In a sense one can say
that we are moving toward a greater degree of unification by a pluraliza-
tion of conflict, As the unified and specified commands play a more
important role, as being the combat forces of the services, it seems
to me that will have a very complex pattern in which strategic concepts
and strategic ideas do not necessarily coincide with service boundaries,
And in a sense unification will come from this pluralization of conflict.

At the same time it seems to me that in this situation the Joint
Staff and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may come to play an
increasingly important institutional role. This I think could give them
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an opportunity to escape from the three-service rivalry which effec-
tively limited the role of the joint-service organization in the early
postwar period,

A second key aspect of future institutional relations will be the
intra-executive relations of the military. Here I think the most impor-
tant point deals with the relationship of the military leaders to the State
Department. The problem here is much more on the State Department
side, I think, than it is on the military side‘, because the State Depart-
ment traditionally has not thought in terms of programs and force levels.

General Taylor, for instance, describes the State Department atti-
tude in 1956-57 on the problems of force levels as one of curious detach-
ment. "It was as if they felt that the conflicts in the Pentagon, " he says,
"were what the Japanese call a fire on the other side of the river."

This, to a very large extent, except during Mr, Acheson's tenure,
has been the general attitude of the State Department. I think one of the
most important things here is the development of a closer relationship
between the State Department and the military with respect to decisions
on programg and force levels, This is something which Senator Jackson's ‘-1
subcommittee has been very much concerned with in its work.

Finally, the third key institutional relationship will be the relation
between the military and Congress. This, of course, is‘ a continuing
problem, I think the military now recognize that by and large Congress
does not ever cut the military budget significantly and that Congressmen
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generally are sympathetic to military needs, I think it is also necess~
ary to recognize that Congress is usually friendly to the military simply
because Congress does not have the power to decide these issues. The
basic issues are resolved by the Executive Branch in the framework

of the budgetary process and the National Security Council, and Congress,
in a sense, is on the outside. None the less, the competence and the
attitude of Congress with respect to military affairs have changed greatly
in the recent years and the Congressmen now have a sophistication
with respect to military affairs which completely belies, I think, the
old stereotypes we used to have about Congressmen. People like Senator
Jackson, Senator Symington, and others have developed a very great
knowledge about the military and can bring a very broad view to military
problems,

The important thing to recognize here, however, is that the Con-
gressmen and Senators can be sympathetic observers and supporters
for the military but they can never really make the decisions. It will
always be the President who decides what funds are going to be spent
for what.

Thus, it seems to me, the rolerof the military officer in the
American Government in the future will be in a sense less pervasive
than it has been in the past. We have a new generation of political
leaders, not only in our two Presidential candidates but also in their
supporters and jollowers, and these will take over many of the responsibilities
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and roles which in the post-World-War-II period were performed
by the military,

To a certain extent this may be counterbalanced by the fact that
we will have an increasing number of military officers, about your
rank, retiring after 20 years of service, and it is possible that these
officers may play an important role in the middie levels of the Executive
Branch in civilian capacity, although this will require some legislation
from Congress, and this, too, is a subject which Senator Jackson's
committee is very much concerned with.

By and large the role of the military officer will reflect the insti-
tutional positions within the military establishment--not individual
prestige., This I think is probably on the whole a good thing., This
means, however, that the military officers who leave the military
establishment must take the responsibility for advancing their claims
in the field of domestic politics. This, it seems to me, is inevitable
and necessary, National security requires that they do this.

On the other hand, the problem, of course, is that, as Theodore
Roosevelt said, about 50 years ago, ""The great thing about an Army
officer is that he does what you tell him to do,' Despite the major
changes in the military profession, there is probably still some grain
of truth in this remark, and I think it would be a great shame if this
characteristic were lost by the leaders of the military institutions.
The traditional military values of discipline, loyalty, obedience, and
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patriotism are obviously the ones whic¢h we need today.,

On the other hand, however, the military must play an important
role in advancing their own interests in the competition of domestic
politics, American politics, like American business, operates on
the individual-enterprise principle, and the military must play this
active role,

The great problem for the military leaders is to balance this new

role, the product of the cold war, with the old and traditional military
virtues and habits which I am afraid are no less necessary in this period,

Thank you,

COLONEL HARVEY: Dr. Huntington is ready for your questions.

QUESTION: You indicated that there was some sort of difference
in opinion as to military policy between the State and Defense Departments
or some difference as to the way the policy could be carried out, Could

you go into this just a little bit further and explain how you would improve
this situation?

DR. HUNTINGTON: I think it is not so much a question of the differ-
ence in policy attitudes as it is a question of a difference in policy inter-
ests and concerns. The diplomat has always been much more concerned
with the possible uses of military forces in complex situations in the
Middle East, Africa, or elsewhere. This is his primary concern.

To a very large extent I think one can contrast the Administration of
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Mr. Dulles, I would say, with that of Mr. Acheson in this regard.
There was this traditional concern which was uppermost in Mr. Dulles's
mind, In a sense he developed what one might call the diplomacy
deterrence, where Mr, Acheson, as Secretary of State, spent much
more time in Washington and was more concerned with the programs
for deterrence and much less with the active frontsmanship which I
think is necessary and on which Mr, Dulles, by and large, did a very
good job,

Both are necessary as elements of the State Department's interests
but it seems to me that the concern of the State Department with military
programs and the interest in military programs has been too little in
recent years, and that a closer working relationship ought to be estab-
lished between the military and the State Department in terms of making
decisions on military programs and types of forces, and things of this
nature.

The Jackson Subcommitiee has considered various proposals along
this line, including middle-level joint staffs in the State Department and
the Defense Department, being an expansion of the staff of the National
Security Council. I think this will help to a certain extent. I think also,
as my reference to Mr. Acheson and Mr, Dulles indicates, that it will
also to a large extent reflect the personalities and interests of the
Secretary of State. I think if you could wrap up Acheson and Dulles into
the same man you would have the ideal Secretary of State,
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QUESTION: Dr, Huntingtion, you sﬁggested that military men
should play a more active role in politics, I wonder if you would elab-
orate a little further on that and give some specific examples or ideas
of exactly what military people should be doing.

DR, HUNTINGTON: I think the military should play a more active
role; and I think they will have to play 2 more active role in advancing
military needs. The beat way in which this can be done is to have a
more integrated set of military requirements.

As I indicated, one of the great difficulties in the past has been the
division among the military. At no time have the military ever had a
truly joint program. Outside of the period after World War II, the
irreducible minimum program for all the service programs were 70
wings in the Air Force, or 114 wings, or 12 divisions for the Army, or
24 divisons, and so forth,

I think if the military are going to play a more effective role in
advancing their legitimate plans-~and as I say this is a necessary

responsibility which they have--it will be necessary to develop an inte-
grated military program, Then the politicking on behalf of this program
will have to be largely within the Executive Branch of the Government.
This is the arena in which these decisions are made. To a certain extent
this can be supplemented by the testimony before Congressional committees.

But again, I think, it is necessary for all concerned to recognize
that Congress does not in effect make these decisions. The President
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and his advisers make the decisions, Congress can influence them,

but cannot decide them. So, when I say that the military should play
a more active political role I am not using "'political" with reference
to partisan politics; I am using it with reference to the big issues of

national policy, and, necessarily, these issues are fought out within
the Executive Branch, and it is within the Executive Branch that the

military leaders will have to advance their c laims,

I think, as I said, that the next President, whoever he is, will
be much more willing to listen, or will feel compelled to listen much
more, to what the Joint Chiefs of Staff have to say. Mr. Eisenhower
didn't have to, but Mr, Kennedy or Mr. Nixon will have to, and this
will be the place where I think the new political role of the military will
manifest itself primarily,

QUESTION: Dr. Huntington, after World War II we heard a lot
about the morale of the officers in the armed services. Officers were
referred to as second~class citizens, There seemed to be a period

we were
there where/whipping boys, particularly general officers and flag officers,
in Congress, and we lost a lot of our fringe benefits, Was this, do you
think, a result of of the fact that because the military had increased in
importance we were now part of the commonplace and had lost our
small cligue, or was it just a case of looking at the good old days and
the grass is greener on the other side of the fence ?
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DR. HUNTINGTON: I think that both factors played a role. 1
think primarily this was a continuation over into the new period of the
cold war or the traditional American attitudes toward the military.
The praminent role which military officers played in so many govern-
mental agencies during the Truman Administration certainly perhaps
tended to exacerbate this situation.

I remember that Hanson Baldwin and other teachers were writing
articles called "The Military Moved In, "' and others along this line.
But I think this was primarily simply a lag in the adjustment of popular
and Congressional attitudes toward our new military requirements, I
think to a very large extent this lag has now disappeared,{ ::vm glimin-
ated completely. I think there is a much better understanding now of
the need for a continuing strong military force, and a need for a pro-
fessional career service in the military.

When you look at the changes that have taken place in the American
military establishment in a relatively short time, you see they really
are fantastic, Nobody in 1945, at the end of the war, had any idea or
conceived of a military force such as we had 10 years later, in 1935,
or of the military problems we would be dealing with then.

If you look at the postwar plans of the services which were blown
up at the end of the war, they were esseﬁtially looking back toward
a continuation on an altered, but not substantially altered, basis of
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military concepts, programs, and activities which had existed before
World War IL

In a decade the leaders of the military made a remarkable change,
and I think now other groups in the American gsociety are catching up.
But inevitably this revolution takes a while to work iiself out,

QUESTION: Dr. Huntington, I have the impression that the military
didn't really assist in shaping foreign policy but actually overshadowed
the State Department during the latter half of World War II, Would you
care to'comment on the truth or falsity of this idea?

DR. HUNTINGTON: This is a much debated point among the historians
of World War II, The larger number, I think, would support your view
that the military played a very important role. Others argue that actually
FDR was running the show all the time, and I must say that I would tend
probably to agree more with the latter than with the former. Certainly,
the big decisions in World War II were made by the President and his
military adviser, General Marshall, primarily, with very little partici-
pation by the Secretary of State who, for a large portion of the world, was
away out in left field so far as the big issues were concerned, and with
very little participation by the civilian Secretaries of the three services,

In this sense the military occupied a role which they had never
occupied at any other time in American history. But I think in occupying
this role the policies which were adopted, the decisions which were made,
or the decisions which were postponed--which were the really important
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decisions with respect to postwar issues~--reflected a viewpoint which
was general in the Government, which everybody assumed, that in an
unconditional surrender we should postpone the major issues until after
the war, and so forth. On the big decisions I don't think there was any
disagreement between the Chiefs of Staff who talked with the Presidént
several times a week and the Secretary of State who saw him maybe
once a month, if that. So that, although the military were in on the big
decisions, I don't think that they would have been any different, really,
if the civilian i€aders, and particularly if the leaders of the State
Department,_ had played a bigger role,

COLONEL HARVEY: Dr. Huntingion, on behalf of your audience,
I should like to express our appreciation for your very information and
interesting lecture and your very fing responsive question period. Thank

you very much, sir,
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