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PREF ACE

"Command of the Army! was written in 1949 by Colonel Archibald King,
USA, Retired, as a part of ‘his duties as a-member of the group that drafted..
the Army Organization Act-of 1950.1 It has been reproduced by The Judge
Advocate General's School for use as a reference document in the study of
the organization'of the United States for national security. As noted in .-
the "Foreword;"-the opiniens and comelusions.expressed are those of the
author and do-not necessarily represent the -views. of this School, The Judge
Advaocate General of the Army, ‘the Department of the Army, or any other
governmental agency.

The author is a distinguished and scholarly Army judge advocate, who
served-on active duty.in both World Wars, retired for age in 1942, but
served thereafterion recall to active -duty-some addition eleven years,.
probably an all-time record, and .for -a:time thereafter as a civilian
consultant to the Department of the-Army.2- He has published numerous ar- .
ticles on military law and. international:law. . - e

Colonel King began his long and distinguished military career in Appril,
191k, when he enlisted as an Infantry private in the District of Columbia
National Guard, He served on the Mexican Bordei in 1916 and~1917, rising - -—-
to the rank of first sergeant. In April, 1917, he received a commission as .

a second lieutenant, Infantry, District of Columbia National Guard, accom-
panying the American Expeditionary Forces to France in December, 1917 Upon .
the conclusion of hostilities, he:was commis§ionéd a captain, Judge Advocate’
General's Department, and in 1919 was promoted to the grade of major. In
1920 he became a major in The Judge Advocate General's Department of the
Regular Army,

During World War II, Colonel King was Chief of the War Plans Division

of the-Office of The Judge Advocate General of the Army, later more accurately .
renamed the International Law Division. He was recalled to active duty by =
the Secretary of the Army in 1948 originally to assist in the drafting of the
Army Organization Act of 1950, and upon its completion was retained on active
duty to assist in the codification of all milita%§ legislation then in force,
which ultimately became Title 10 (Armed Forces) and Title 32 (Natianal Guard)

of the United States Code.3 -

In the preparation of the Army Organization Act of 1950, which may now
be found as the source of the majority of the law codified in Part I =
Organization, Subtitle B - Army, of Title 10 of the United States Code, it
was essential to examine closely the past and present organization and
functioning of the top management of the Army. Of particular importance was
an examination of the chain of command from the President, as the constitutional



Commander in Chief, through the newly. created Secretary and Department of
Defense, the Secretary and' Department’ of the Army,~and the Chief of Staff
of the Army, to the major commands of ‘the. Army and. all personnel therein,
both military and civilian. It was considered 1mportant to examine the
historical basis for the traditional policy of civilian control of the Army
in order to delineate in particular the basic responsibilities of the Chief
of Staff of the Army, his relationship to the Secretary of the Army, and
whether the proper role of the Chief of Staff was that of a commander or
staff officer. Although this staff study dis-not cited in the legislative
history of the Army Organization Act of 1950, the conclusions reached herein
appear to be those adopted in the enactmént of those provisions of that-

act which deal with the functions, responSLDllltlcs and duties of the
Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff of the  proy o

Whether or not attributable to the'fqrce of the author's conclusions,
some eight years later an identical reldtionship has now been created by
_the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 19585 between the Secretary
of the Navy and his two principal military officers, ‘the Chief of Naval
Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps; and begween the Secretary
of the Air Force and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

The manuscript has been reproduced as it was last revised by the author,
except various portraits illustrating the original text were omitted. The
charts which originally appeared throughout the text have been redrawn to
a smaller scale and are collected at the end of the text. Appropriate
changes were made to reflect this relocation in the Table of Contents and
in footnote references. .

1. Act of 28 Jun 1950, ch. 383,_6hi3t5t. 263

2, See Fratcher, History of the Judge Advocate General!s Co;pslfUnlted
States Army, Mil. L. Rev., Aprll 1959 (DA Pam 27—100-&, 1 Mar 1959),
p. 89, n. 92 at p. 110. . S

3. Act of 10 Aug 1956, ch. 1041, TOA Stat. 6hl; see S. Rept. No. 2L8L, 8Lth
Cong., 2d Sess. .(1956), p. 15.

L. 10 U.S.C. 3012, 303L; see H. Rept No. 2110, 81st Cong., 2d Sess. (1950)
and Conf. Rept. No. 2289, 8lst Cong., 2d Sess. (1950), U.S. Code Cong.
Service (1950), pp. 2607-2638. See also testimony of the Chief of Staff,
Gen. J. Lawton Collins, Hearings on H.R. 5794 Before a Subcommittee of .
the House Committee on Armed Services, 81st Cong., 2d Sess. 6088-95 (1950)« ...

S. Act of 6 Aug 1958, PL 85-599, sec. u, 72 Stat. 517; see 10 U,S.C. 3032,
303L, 5081, 5201, 8032, 803h.
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(Footnotes contimed)

6. See, H. Doc., No. 366, 85th Cong., 2d Sess. (1958), containing a letter
from the President to Congress, 3 Apr 1958, transmitting administrative
and legislative changes considered essential to the effective direction
of the Defense Establishment, stating: "I consider (the existing) chain
of command cumbersome and unreliable in time of peace and not usable
in time of war. ¥ ¥# % I request repeal of any statutory authority which
vests responsibilities for military operations in any official other
than the Secretary of Defense. Examples are statutory provisions which
prescribe that the Air Force Chief of Staff shall command major units
of the Air Force and that the Chief of Naval Operations shall command
naval operating forces."
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FOREWORD

"Command of the Army" was prepared by direction of the Deputy Chief
‘of Staff for Administration. Its author has been permitted to express freely
the results of his research and analysis. His findings, conclusions, and
recommendations have received no staff coordination or review by higher
authority, and must not be considered those of the Department of the Army
or of any office or division in 1it.

The study is submitted for the information of all concerned. It is
believed that it will be helpful to those interested in the organization
and functioning of the top management of the Army.






TABIE OF CONTENTS-

I, THE PRESIDENT, THE SECRETARY OF WAR, AND THE
GENmAL OF THE.ARM 1789-1903 a o * @ -'o . .

4. IEGAL HISTQRY

The President - The Constltution makes the
President the Comnander in Chief i, .”,”~

The Secretary of War - He was Deputy

. Commander in thief of the Army . . .=;"
The General Of the A.I‘my. s 5 8 e ‘e ‘m '» .
Brief History of the Position. . .'u''u .

Statutes, Regulations, and Orders with™

regpect to the General of the Armv .

B. ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY - Operation of the Command ’

.. Team of the President the Secretary of Var, and

Introduction - George Washington to -
Alexander Macomb, 1775-1841. .
Winfield Scott, 1841-1861. . . .
George B. McClellan, 1861-1862 .
Henry W. Halleck, 1862-1864. . .
Ulysses S. Greib, 1864~1869.-.':*:T'
William T. Sherman, -1869~1883.:, -
Philip H. Sherxdan, 18831888, -,
John M, “Schofield, 1888-1895 ., .

* o o e ® o o »

Nelson A. Miles, 1895—1903 - The War with Spain -

* & & w o e o e

Ellhu ROO't Secre‘bary Of War e eTe e o & 8 & s
Samuel B. M. Young, 903 i .-.'. e e e e e s

C. CONCIUSIONS - There was Constant Frlction between
the Secretary '6f War and the General of the Army.
The General of the Army did not in Fact and could
not Constltutlonally Command the Army. o« e e e e

II. THE PRESIDENT, THE SECRETARY OF WAR,

ANDTH:E CHIEF OF STAFF, 1903"‘1947 ._'..... « e s s s

AO IJEGAL HISTORY. » e s v s e s e " e 8 e e

Creation of the Office of Chief. of Staff &+ . .

. o s

Statutes, Regulations, and Orders with respect

to Duties of the General Staff and the Chief:
Of Staff .‘ [ ] . .” .. . * - L] [ 2 * [ ] L] L] (] L] L ] 1]

vii

» o & o @ e o+ =

- =

N3N

10

‘18

18

23
25
26
33

37
39

51

52 ..

59

59
59

62

21

146

21

" o8

52

sy

S4
65
70
75
9%,
102
103

108 -

134

146

156



B.

G.

TABIE OF CONTENTS
?EBntinued&w

8]

ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY - Operation of the Gommgpd
Team of the President, the Secretary of War, and
the Chief Of Staff, 1903-1947 5 % e 8 & & & ¢ & o

Young to Bell, l903~1910. ¢ e e s e e
Ieonard Wood, 1910-10L4 ., o v « » @ &
Wotherspoon and H. L. Scott, 1914%1917
Tasker H. Bliss, 1917-1918. , e e e . o e e e
Peyton C. March, 1918-1921 - The:First World War
and its Aftermath P
Pershing to Craig, 1921-1939 e e b e e e
George C. Marshall, 1939—1945 -7 ’ o
The Second World War. « o o 476 o o o ¥ o o o o
Dwight D, Eisenhower, 1945-1948 - _
After the Second World Ware « o v oy 0 e 0w e

e o+ v & o
e & o e @

* » * -

CONGIUSION ~ The Team Worked Well « o v viv v o o o »

III. RECOMMENDATIONS & o v o o o o o o o o o o 40 o o s o s

CHARTS

I.

CII.

III.

VI.

VII.

 Organ1zat1on of the War Department and the Army from

1828 to 1903, according to law as Interpreted by
Aitorney General Gushing 8 Oplnion, 7 Ops. Atty.

Geno 453 (1855) lwo o___o. LA B L L I o_-“

Organization of  the War Department and the. Army from
1828 to 1903, according to the Views of the Chiefs
of Staff Departments and many of the Generals of
- the Army, and according to Par. 48 of AR of" 1847,
Par. 125 of AR of 1881, and later Army Rbgulations.

Organization of: the War Department ‘and the Army .
from 1828 to 1903, as they in fact operated . . . .

_Organlzatlon of the' War Department and the Army in

~ the latter part of 1903 and following the Creation
- of the General Staff, v v v s v v e’s o 0 0’ v o o o

“Organization of the War Depq;tmént aﬁd?the Army, 1918

Organization of the War Department and the Army, 1921

Organization of the War Department and the Army, 1942

viil

137

138’

139

140
141

142

143

223

- R24

226

230
o 5

47

269
274

311
312
313



TABIE OF CONTENT
Zcontinueds
Page Par.
Bmumm . * * a ® . L] L ® * [ ] L ] . L] . * L ] L ] L ] » L . L] * L] [ ] u|4

INDm. L ) L] . L] L] L] L] L] L e L] L] L] . * L L ® L L] . L] L] * L] L L[] () L ] 150

ix



2T, THE’ "PRESIDENT, THE SECRETARY OF WAR, _
' THE GENERAL OF THE ARMY, 1789 - 1903

4. ILEGAL HISTORY

The President
'+ ‘The Cohstitiition makes the Président the Commander in Chlef.

It ig proper to commence with that document from which every
officer of the United States, military or civil, from the highest to the
lowest, derives every power which he exercises, the Constitution of the
Uhited States. Article II of that instrument deals with the powers of .-
the President,; and begins:- ,"Section 1. The executive power shall be vested
in the President of the United States of America." Section 3 of the’ same.
Article says that the President "shall take care that the laws be faith~
fully executed", Section 2 comes nearer to our present topic when:it. says
"Ths” President shall be Gommander in Ghief of the. Armw and thy of. the e s
United States.”

2, Iri‘adopting the provision last quoted, the: members of the Con—i L rene
stitutiénal Convention' presumably had in"mind the chief of .state with’ whose T
powers ‘they were best acquainted the King of England, who, according to

the unwritten &nd customary cénstitution of that country, had by . .
virtiis of his office been commander in chief of its army since the founda-'
tion“of ‘the kingdom, nine- hundred years earlier. Most of the sovereigns
not disqualifiéd by age or sex ‘had exercised command in person. At .the ",;
battle 6f the’ Boyne in: 1690, less than'g century before our .Constitutional:
Convention mét, each of the men who claimed to be King of England James II
and William III, personally commanded his own army. The sovereigns unable
to command in person hgd done so through a lieutenant general, a.title.in -
which ‘the word "lieutenant" 18 t6 be taken in its etymological sense; 88 . ..
meaning" ‘“4the" general holding the place of the king, and, sub;ect to the: king's b
orders.~ W \ .

3. The members of the Gonstitutional Gonvention were jalsohfémiiiar
with the charters of the several colonies and the early'state constitur i
tions’ which had ‘replaced most: of them. TFach of thése made ‘the governor
corngnder ‘in. chief or captain— eneral of the militia.l When the governor
¢.d not command in person in the'wars against the Indians or the French,

he designated the officer who should do so. In 1781, only six years before
.the. Convention.sat, Thomas--Nelscn;-as -governor of Virginia, personally =~
commanded the militia of that state at the siege of Yorktown, and directed
their fire upon his own house, then being used as the headquarters of Iord
Cornwallis.<? : o

1. Bvt. Maj. Gen. James B. Fry, Military Miscellanies,.pp. 78-80..

2. Dictionary of American Biography, article on Thomas Nelson.



Crimep e T e

4. It is therefors oleer:thet-thedframers'of our Constitution meant
that the President should be s Gommanderwim Chief in fact as well as in name,

The Secretary of wer
He was Deputy Commander in Chlef of the Army

5. The draftsmen of our national Gonstitutlon also contemplated that the
President should have iunder him, as the Kimg of Gre&t Britain had in their time,
governmental ‘departments and ministers or:sesretaries presidlng ‘over them. - -
This is shown by the fact that they wrote-imto Article II," sectlon 2, immediately[
after the words last quoted the folloW1ng prov1510ns. : .

| "He" (the Pr931dent) "may require the oplnlon in writlng, of the -
prineipal officer in each-of the executive departments, upon any subJect o
relating to the duties of their respective offices " o

"The Congress may by law vest the appointment of such inferior officers,
as they thlnk proper ¥ ¥ ¥ jn the heads of departments."'

6. At its firstlsession, the flrst Congress under the Constitution
created four such principal officeg, those of the Seerdtariss of State, War,
and the Treasury, and the Attorney Genersal.  Others have been established by
- later statutes. :The act:creating the office of Secriétary of War and the
Department of War is that of .August 7, 1789.3 :The ‘Secrétary of War exercised
control, not only over: the Army; but-also over the Ngvy, for nearly nine years,
until April 30, 1798, when Congress created the ‘office of-Secretary of the Navy
and the Department of -the Nevy.4 The National Security Act of 19475 changed
the titles of the Department of War.and the Secretary: of War to Department of
the Army and Seqretary of -the Army respectively. -

7. As has been said, the Constitution provides that the executive power: -
shall be vested in the President, that he shall take care that the laws be
faithfully executed, and that he shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and
Navy. The size:and complexity of “thegovernmental machinery, ¢ivil and military,
and the geographical extent of the Unitsd:States are so gredt that it 'is ob- ' = -
viously impossible for the .President to:pérform all these duties:in person.
President Lincoln said, "I could ds easily bail out the Potomse River with a
teaspoon ag gttend to all the details of: the Army.'6 In 1855 Attorney General
Cushing,: probably-the ablest man who ever held that offlce, said.--

3. 1 Stat. 49.
L R N R = OO U P
5. Sec. 205(a), 61 Stat.: 495, 50%.,.:0a

6. Fry, Military Miscellanies, p. 282, :i
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P "The President cannot in physical sense, by his own mind determine
both in principle:and in detail, and in his own person perform, all the vast
multiplicity ofvmatters involved in the administration of the Government of the
‘United States.! 'He s’ the eonstitutional chief of ths civil administration, as
. che ig of :thé military'TForcé- of the eountry, and its adminigtration; but he can=-

‘not be.:substituted in°persbn inté all the acts of the eivil officers of state,
any more than into all>thé &dcts- ‘of the officers, soldiers, .and sailors of the
Army and Navy! {He cannét in pérson communicate the executive will, except to
a very limited number of the public officers, civil or military. " He cannot
even, by his own signature, make attestation to but a small proportion of the
acts, civil or milttary, performed by his authority as the exscutive chief of
the Government. All that is palpsble. Of course he’ has ‘aboyt him’ lawfully
appointed ministers, whose duty’it is to determine, to attegt, and to act,
in his authority and besalf, in such matters as may be delegated conformably
with the Gonstitution." e ,

8.: As indicated in the foregoing quotation, the President must of
necessity exercise command of the Army by delegating large parts of his power
to his subordinates, indeed, all of his power except supervision of policy.
on the highest level. ‘The first Congress, among whose meémbers were many men
who twe:years earlier had sat in the Convention which framed the Constitution,
recognized the necessity and legallty of such delegation when it passed the act
of August 7, 1789, establishing the War Department, already cited. .The language
which was then used has been only slightly chahged; and, as now in force. and
applicable to the Secretary of the Army, is as follows _q

"The Secretary of War shall perform such duties as shall from time
to time be enjolned on or entrusted to him by the President relative to
military commiSSions, the military forces, the warlike stores of. the . .
United States,; or to other matters respecting military affairs, .and he
shall conduct thé business of the department in such manner as the Presi-
dent shall direct LA _ P -
9. The President is, by the Constitution, the Commander in Chief.
He may, therefore, 1awfully give any military order with his own lips or pen,
or he may take!command of the Army in person, as President Wstington did during
the Whiskey Rebellion in western PennsylVania in 1794,1Q but the importance

QIR

7.7 Ops. Atty. Gen. 453, 479 .(1855)+- An equally distinguished lawyer, Elihu
Root made a statement to the same effect at a hearing before .the Com-
mittee .on Military Affaits of the House of Répresentatives, Dec. 13, 1902.
This statement is printed in Hearings before the Gommittee on Military
Affalrs, -69th Congress, 2d Session, Historical Documents relating to the
Reorganization Plsn ‘of the War Department, 1927, at the foot of p. 117.

8. 1 Stat. 49
9. Revised Statutes, sec. 216; 5 U.S. Code 190,
10. Federal Aid in Domestic Disturbances, Senate Doc. 263, 67th Congress,

24 Session, pp. 26-34; Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents,
Vol. I, p. 164,



of the Pregident's other duties and lack of military education and experience
will probably prevent any modern President from following his example.. The

greater part of his duties to the Secretary of the Army, reserving to himself
thé- power’ of diréetion with respect to the.most important questions of military
policy. - By direction of President’ Madison, the Secretary of War, John Armstrong,
took the fisld in the fall of 1813, and in person directed the operations. of the
army on' the northern frontier,l} but for reasons already stated with respect -
to the Pre31dent ‘1t is unlikely that .any modern Seeretary will follow .-
Armstrong's example.

110, The principle of civilian control of the armed forces is b391c in
our Constitution and in that of England, and saves us.from a military dictator-
ship, guch'as that‘which now exists in Spain and those which have existed at -
various times in some Iatin-American countries and elsewhere. The President,
a civilian, therefore delegates his powers of command over the Army, except
for general direction ‘on ‘the highest level, to another ciVilian, ‘the Secretary:.
of the Army, by thé very act of appointing a.man to that office. .:The orders
of the Secretary of the Army to the Army or to any member of it are therefore
in legal'-contemplation those of the President and have the same validity and
forcé as if the President had uttered then with his 1ips or signed them with -
his pér. Uhat has just been said was well expressed in Army Regulations, : -

‘rgg’ follow3°

"Command is exercised by the President through the Secretary of War,
who directly represents him. Under the law and decisions of the Supreme
Court, the acts of the Secretary of War are the President's acts, and his
directions and orders ere the President's directions.and orders."

11. The 1anguage ‘of the regulation is a paraphrase of that of Attorney
General Wirt in &n opinionl3 in which the question was put to. that official
by the Secretary of the Navy whether the latter had authority to suspend,
modify, or rescind an order of the Lieutenant Colonel Commandant .of Marines.
After answering that question in the affirmative, the Attorney General. continued.

"Since, then, the PreSidsnt possesses this pover, and since the orders
of the Secretaries are, in the €yé of the law, the orders of the President,
it is as manifest a breach of military subordination to dispute the orders

.......0f the heads of-those departments; as if- they had” proceeded‘from the
+ President in person." S :

11. Fry, Military Miscellanies, p. 68; 1 Ops. Atty. Gen. 493 (1821).. .

12. AR 1-15, 9 August 1944, par. 1b. Theiregulation noted uas rescinded by
AR 310-20, 19 Jan 1950; but the passage quoted in the text reappears in
a slightly different form as par. 5, SR 10—5-1, 11 April 1950

13. 1 Ops. Atty. Gen. 380, 381 (1820).



12. Quotation has already been madel4 from an opinion of Attorney General
Cushing of 1855, the necessity for which arose out of the contention of
Lt, Gen. Winfield Scott that he was. not obliged to obey an order of the Secretary
of War, unless the Secretary expressly stated that the order was given by = - -
direction of the President, That opinion closed as follows:-

"1 conclude, therefore, on the authority of judicial decisions,
and of the arguments, constitutional and statutory, herein adduced,
that, as a general ruls, the direction of the: President is to be presumed
in all instructions and orders issuing from the competent Department,
and that official instructions, issued by the Heads of the several
Executive Departments, civil or military, within their respective juris-
dictions, are valid and lawful, without contalning express reference to
the direction of the President."15 o L :

13, The Attorney General has also held, under a statute authorlzlng the
President under certain circumstances to dismiss an officer of the Army, that
a dismissal was valid if announced in.an order.of the Adjutant General -
under the orders of the President, .as communicated to the Adjutant General
by the Secretary", without proof of the signature of the President 16 -

14, The correctness in point of law of the Army Regulation already
quoted and of the sbove opinions of the Attorney General is supported by
many decisions of the Supreme Court and other courts.- Thus, in United.
Stgtes v._Elia jon, . that, court said L eebge e Eenin e

"The Secretary of War is the regular constitutlonal organ of the
President, for the administration of the military establishment. of the
-~nationsy- and rules and o7ders publicly promulged through him must be
received as the acts of the.executive, and as:such, -be binding upon all
Wlthln the- sphere of “hig legal and constitutional authority." 7 '

.Quiticourt of Appeals for the

15 In re Brodie- was*a“case in the
Eighth Circuit “in which the opinion vas wri
afterwards became ‘a-justice of thé Supreme Gourt Qf the Uﬁited States.-
After quoting the passage already quoted ‘herein from the Eliason case,
‘Judge Vandevanter went on to say:- . s . L

"Nor is it necessary for the Secretary of War in promulgating -
such rules or orders to state that they emanate from the President, for the ,
presumption is that the Secretary is acting with the President's
approbation and under his direction, 18

. In par. 7 of this paper,

15. 7 Ops. Atty. Gen. 453, 482 (1855). 10 Ops Atty. Gen. 171, 182 (1862),
is to the same effect. Lo o

16. 2 Ops. Atty. Gen. 67, 68 (1828).
17. 16 Peters 291, 302 (1842).
18, 128 Fed. 665, 668 (1904).



' "16. Among the other cases holding that the official act or order of the -
head of a department is to be considqred the act or order of the Presadent
are those cited in a footnots.l19 .

17. The National Security Act, approved July 26, 1947, 20 created a new
major governmental department, called the Nationgl Mllltary Establishment, 21
headed by a Secretary of Defense.22 That act - changed the titles of the War
Department and the Secretary of War. to- Department of the Army and Secretary
of the Army respectlvely, and further provided that the Department of the
Army should be administered as an individual executive department by its
Secretary under the general direction and control of the Secretary of Defense.
It also gave statutory. authgrity for the existence of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the Joint Staff which had been set-up during World War II by the
President,

A

18, On August 10, 1249, there were enacted the "National Security .
Act Amendments on. 1949" This statute changed the title of the National :
Military Establishment to "Department of Defense", made it an executive -
department, and changed the - status. of the Departments of the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Forcé from executive departments to "military departments" within
the Department of Defense.?7 It further provided: that-- :
"The Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force shall be separately
administered by their respectlve Secretarigs under the: direction, authority,
and control of the Secretary of Defense."?

19. Parker v. United ‘Statos N 1 Peters 293 (1828), W11cox Ve Jackson, 13
Peters 498, 511 (1839); Willisms v..United States, 1 Howard 290 (1843);
" Confiscation Cagesg, 20 Wallace 92 (1873); United States v. Farden,
99 U.S. 10 (1878); Woolsey v. Chapman,.101 U.S. 755.(1879);:United
States v. Flstcher, 148 U.S. 84 (1892), U.S. ex rel. French v. Weeks,
259 U.! S. 326, (1922), U.S. ex rel. reagz V.. Weeks, 259 U. S 336 (1922)

20. 61 Stat. 495;-499, et seq.; 5 U.S. Code 171.et seq. -
2l. Seec. 201.

22, Sec. 203."

23. Sec. 205.

24, See, 202, - - e e e

25. Becs. 211, 212.

26. Public Iaw 216, 8lst Congress.

27. Sec. 201.

28. sec. 202(c) (4).



+19.. . The. National.Security Act and the amendments of 1949 to it make the .
Secretary ‘of Defense the first delegate or,depnfy of the President: for the. "
command of the Army, and the Secretary of the Army the sub-deputy for the same
purpese. - Notwithstanding the interposition of the Secretary of Defense between
the . President(andothe Secretary of, the Army, what was said in the opiniqns
of the. courts and the Attorney General quoted. earlier in ‘this paper,z?‘as ¥
to the orders of the Secretary of War. being the. President's orders, remains. ;.

true as to the: Secretary of the Army. S

20. It is concluded, therefore, that the Secretary of the Army commands
the Army; not, it is true, in his own name and right, but as the delegate of °
the, President, the constitutional Commander in Chief; snd that, if the
Secretary shall. address a. regulation or order to the Army, to any part of it,,
or to any officer or soldier, eveh though it doee ot expressly recite that
it is issued by direction of the President, it must be received and obeyed
as’ emanating from hlm.B.,,_, T i o A

Th Genernllof”t:e Arny

é£iéfHHiét°§§‘Ofﬁtheﬁﬁds1tion"'“'”

21. George Weshington was Commander in Chief of ths’ Army, with the. rank
of General, pursuant. to_a resolution of the. Continental Congress of’ June,l?,, :
1775, from. July. 3, . 1775, when he took commard under the famous elm on the
Cotimon. 8t Cambridgs,. Mass.,. until December 23, . 1783, when he resigned ‘hig
commisgion and retired to private 1ife. Ag there” wag during that period no
Président or other, Executive, and the Gonstitution of’ the’ United States’ had L
not been written, the constitutional and. legal situation was so different’ i
from that now existing as to make an examihatlon of the powers which General .
Washington then exercised of no present value.”rﬂ, IR .

22., Waehington vas inaugurated as the first Preeident Bpril 30, 1789, ﬁg
and the. government ‘began to operate under the Constitution.: As has already
been stated, atBits first session the first-Congress passed the act of'“\ e
August 7, 1789, creating the, office of Secretary .of War., ‘Henry Kho", the,”“?
first incumbent ‘began his eervice as_such _September 12, . 1789. Froﬁ,that time-
until’ the’ creation of the office of Chief of Staff on, August. 15, . 1903, severai
men were successively the senior 1line officers of the Army.32 The rank of
these officers varied from lleutenant colonel to general, but was major general
~for-about~half of that period: ~Except for a brief-peritod in 1798 and 1799,
when, in anticipation of a war with France, Washington was appointed lieutenant

29. In pars. 10-16,

30. See Chart I.

31. 1 Stat. 49. _

32:?JA‘list of such*officere abﬁeErsdinfGanoels;HiStory?of the_ﬁ,d. Arﬁ§;ip- 553.



general, there appears to have been no unified command of the' army except that
of the President and the Secretary of War between 1783 and 1828

23. By Sec. 3 of the act of March 3, 1815,33 Congress reduced the number
of major generals in the Army from the six who had ‘beén ‘authorized during the
War of 1812 to two. Apparently for that reason, two ‘weeks later the Secretary
of War divided the United States for military purposes into two geographical
divisions, with Major General Jacob Brown commanding the Division of the
North and Major General Andrew Jackson the Division of the South, with no
superior except the President and the Secretary.34

24. By Sec. 5 of the act of March 2, 1821, 35 the number of major generals
vas further-reduced to one and brigadler generals to two. Eight days later
Jackson resignéd from the Army; and Jacob Brown, the only remaining major
general, was brought to Washington for station; but there is no record of his
taking command of the Army; and he probably served as military adviser to the
President and Secretary of War. At the same time the former divisions were
abolished; new Eastern and Western Departments were created; and the two 36
brigadiers, Gaines and Scott, were each placed in command of one of them.

25. Brown died in 1828, and was succeeded as the only major general by
Alexander Macomb., By order of Moy 28, 1828, issued by the- Adjutant General
"oy direction of the:President", thor General Macomb was directed to assume
command of the Afmy; ‘and ‘did so the next day. Macomb was described in the Army
Register as- "khjor General Commanding ‘the Army". Brown had been deseribed
merely as major general' and the same was true of Scott, who succeeded Macomb
in 1841 as the sols major general. Nevertheless, by, order of July 5, 1841,
the President dlrected Scott “to command the ‘Armys -and, except for a brief
period hereafter’ mentioned, he did §6 for the next twenty years. At the
beginning of the Mexican War three additional major generals were authorized
by Congress and appointed, and it was enacted at the close of that war that -
the number of officers in that grade should be raeduced by attrition until only
one should be 1éft.37 'For a few months in 1848 and 1849, there were but two
major generals; Winfiéld Scott and Zachary Taylor,  the one" commanding the
Eastern Departuent and ‘the other-the Western, and ho General of the Army.
This situation ended with the inauguration of Taylor as President March 4,
1849, when Scott again became the sole major general and commander of the

33. 3 Stat. 225.

34. G.0., W.D., May 17, 1815,

35. 3 Stat. 615.

3. G.0.'s, W.D., May 17 and June 1, 1821,

37. Acts of June 18, 1846, Sec. 1; March 3, 1847, Sec. 1; and July 19, 1848
: Sec. 1; 9 Stat. 17, 184, 247.



Army. 38 Scott became a lisutenant general by brevet in 1855, and served until
November 1, 1861, when he retired pursugnt to the first statute authorizing
the retirement of officers of the Army.39

26, The order ennouncing the retirement of General Scott49 placed
George B. McClellan, the senior of the major generals authorized by law
during the Civil War, in command of ‘the Army; and he served in that capacity,
until, on March 11, 1862, because he had taken command of the Department an(
Army of the Potomac, he was relieved by the President of all other command. 1
Pursuant to the President!s order of July 11, 1862, Major General Henry W.
Halleck, though not the senior major general 12 the Army, assumed command of
the Army as General of the Army July’ 23,11862.

895 The grade of 1ieutenant generel was revived by, Sec.tl of the act
of February 29, 1864, and Nhjor Géneral Ulysses S., Grant -Was appointed to
ﬁthat bffice. “On- Mhrch 12, 1864, thor General Halleck vas, at his own request,
-"pdlfeved 'as 'General’ of tﬁe Atmy; Tieutensant General Grant was, assigned to, the
commafid of the Armies of the United States; and Major General Halleck was .
assigned to duty in Washington as Chief of Staff of the Army,44 in which
capacity he served until April 16, 1865, when he was assigned to other duties.45
"This appears to have been the first use of the term "Chief of Staff" in our -
Army, By the acts of July 25 and 28, 1866,4° the grade of, general was revivedmfg
and the- President ‘gppointed Grant to that, rank.47 Upon Grant's lnauguration T
as Prefident March 4, 1869, William T, Sherman was appointed.general and - <y
assigned ‘to the command of the Army. " 'After Sherman vas . -Telieved on. November l,.i
1883, 'as a’ preliminary to his retirement the Army was commanded successively
by Genéral Philip H, Sheridan (1883-1888) and Lieutenant Generals John M.
Schofield” (i888-1895), Neleon A. Miles (1895—1903), and Sqmuel B,, M Ioung
(August 8-15, 1903) L v e bt . ,

38. Scott's Memoirs, Vol. II, p. 59%.
39. Act of August 3, 1861, Secs. 15-18, 12 Stat. 289.

40. G.O. 94, W.D., November 1, 1861,

41;ﬁipresidenx's war order N¢ 3, Mhrch 11} 1862.
42. G.0, 101, W.D., August 11, 1862,

;he43;-.13 Stat 11

A

44:”‘@ o 98- W, D., Mhrch 12, 1864

45 G.0. 65, W. D., Bpril 16 1865

L 14 Statee 223,333 o

47. Sec. II, G. 0. 71, W.D., Aug. 31, 1866.




Statutes, Regulations, and Orders with respect to the -
General of the Army e Lo

28, Let'us examine thée statutes and'orders by which some' of the officers
above named became generals of the army.- The act of‘February 295 1864,4
provided:-

"That the grade of lieutenant-general be and the same ig hereby

revived 'in the Army of:the United States; and the President is hereby -
authorized whenever he shall deeni it expedient, to appoint by and with

the advice and consent of the senate, a lisutenant-general, to6 be selected
from among those offlcers in the military service of the United States,

not below the grade of major general, most distinguished for courage, skill,
and ability, who, being commissioned as lisutenant-general, may be authoriszed,
under the direction, and during the pleasure of “the President, to command

the armies of the United States."

29. Congress intended that the President should appoint Grant to the revived
grade of lieutenant general, and he did so. As has already been stated in this
paper,49 it was announced:’in G.0. 98, W.D., March 12, 1864, that "The President
of the United States orders" that Lieutenant General U.S. Grant be‘assigned to
the command ofthe Armiss -of ‘the United States. ' This order was signed by an
Assistant Adjutant General- "by order ‘6% ‘the Seécretary of War." “All this was as
it should be. Congress alone ‘can credte an office; but it ‘cannot appoint anybody
to the office which it éreates, for ‘the appointment of all major officers is
vested by the Constitution in the President, by and 4ith “the advice and consent
of the Senate.’0 Neither may Congress enact that a particular man shall command
the Army, because to do so would interfere with the power of the President as
Commander in Chief. TFor the same reason it is at least doubtful whether Congress
may:- direct that the holder of a particular office shall command the Army.

30. Congress did not in the foregoing statute undertake to do any of these
things. It created the office of lieutenant general, and enacted that the holder
of that office "may be authorized ... to coutiend the Armies of the United States."
Authorized by whom? Obviously by the President. But the lieutenant general
"may" be authorized to command, not "must", ‘Congress refrained from attempting
to deprive the President of his right to choose his deputy for the immediate
command of the Army,

31. Note also that the statute says that the lisutenant general, if authorigzed
to command, shall do so "under the direction of the President". Here again,
Congress could not constitutionally have provided otherwise. No military officer
is or can be exempted from subjection to the orders of the President. Note
further, that, after the statute was passed, the President mominated Grant to be
a lieutenant general; and after he was confirmed by the Senate and commissioned

48. 13 Stat. 11.
49. In par. 27.
50, Article II, Sec. 2.
10



as such,. assigned him to command the armies'of the United States.v Finally note
that the President's order was issued through and by order of his principal.:
deputy in respect of the land forces, the Secretary of War. Again all these
procedures were as they should have been,’ and they could not constitutionally
and legally have ‘been otherwiee.,_ .

=32, There have been several similar statutes, which like that discussed
in the preceding paragraphs, were passed by Congress with the intentiog that
a particular general should be appointed or- promoted pursuant to them,” These
acts and the orders issued in implementation of them were drawn on the same cor=- -
rect prineiples. ‘Two other: acts, which might seem inconsigtent with those prin<-

ciples; are not really so. They provide for additional rank, pay, or allowances i

for the sole brigadier general in one case, or ‘the ‘senior major general in the
other, while commanding the Army;52 but they do not require the President to
entrust the command of the Army to that officer, and it is doubtful if they
could constitutionally have done so. ,

33. The only Army statute which has been found, which is inconsistent with
the asbove principles, is Sec. 9 of the act of March 3, 1799,53 which . provides.

: "That & commander of the Army of the United States shall be appointed
and commissioned ‘by. the style of" 'General of the Armies of the United .
States,! and the present: office and title of lieutenant-general shall :
thereafter be abolished." T . S :

34. The above etatute is a peremptory order by Gongress to.. the President
that the holder -of -a. particular office shsll command the Armies of the United
States, and is believed to be unconstitutional as an ‘interference with the :
President's authority as Commender in Chief. It was intended by Congress that
Presldent John Adams should appoint Washington genersl of the armies, pursuant
to thig: statute, but, as Adams doubted its constitu.tionality,s_4 ag . the- antici-v-
passgge: of the act no appoi:tment was made under it. Though never repealed,
the statute has. been treated as a dead letter since Washington's death. No
later act of Congress has undertaken to create the office of commander of the
‘army or.to direct who ehall command it. - . ; P

51. Among these statutes are those listed below. The names of officers who
were the beneficiaries of each are given in parentheses. May 28, 1798,
~~Se6 5, 1 Stat. 558 (Washington); Feb. 15, 1855, 10 Stat. 723 (Winfield-_'
Scott); July 25, 1866, 14 Stat. 223 (Grant); June 1, 1888, 25 Stat. 165
(Sheridan); Feb. 5, 1895, Sec. 1, 28 Stat. 968 (Schofield), Mar. 2 and 3, &
1899, 30 Stat. 995 and 1045 (Dewey).

52. Acts of Mar. 3, 1797, sée. 2, 1 'Stat. 507} and June 6, 1900, sec. 2, 31
Stat. 655. AR

53. 1 Stat. 752. _ Con
54. 7 Ops. Atty. Gen. 399, 423; Bvt. Maj. Gen. James B. Fry, Military Miscel-
lanies, p. 66. .
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35. Section 208(b) of the National Seécurity Act of 1947, 55 yith reference
to the Chief of, Staff of the Air Foree, and Section 2(b) of the Navy Act of
March 5, 1948 56 appear to be inconsistent with the principles maintained in the
preceeding paraﬂraphs. The former says that "under the dirsctim of the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, the Chief of Staff . . . shall exercise command over the
United States Air Force." The latter provides, with respect to the Chief of
Naval Operations, that, "It shall be his duty to command the operatlng forces."
In section 1(c¢) "operating forces" are 'defined ds the fleets, "sea-going forces,
sea~frontier forces, distriet forces, and- such shore and other forces as may be
assigned by the Presideént or the Secretary of the Navy, i.e., practically all the
combatant forces of ‘the Navy. These statutes require the President and the
Secretaries of the Navy:and the Air Force to exercise the President's command of
the Navy and the Air Force only through the Chief of:Naval Operations and the
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, respectlvely. These requireménts would.seem
to be an interference with the powers of the President as Commatider in Chief to
select his military subordinates and assign dutles to them as he pleases, and
therefore unconstltutlonal and v01d

: 36. The right of the President to delegate his power of command over the
Army to whomsGever 'he'pleases is shdin by the ‘fact that for more than a year and
a half, from August 11; 1862, to March 12,1864, Major General Halleck, though
not the senior major: general, ‘commanded “the Army by the Président!s direction 57
Except for that period and for the ten months at the close of the Mexican War
when the two major generals each commanded a department, at all times from 1828
to 1903 the séhior ‘line offider commanded: the Arny . Whether his rank was general,
~ lieutenant geueral “or major general he vas usually dalled the General of the .

Lrmy, sometinzs Geheral” 1n Chiéf. Tt is glso to be noted that each such officer
took command of ‘the Army," not by virtue of his being the senior line officer of
the Army, bLt pursuant to an Order of the Président dlrectlng him to do so..

37. Durlng the greater part “of ‘the period whén there vas a general of the
arry asclgded to commahd ‘it (1828—1903), there was no statute concerning his
duties. There have been biut three siuch acts, of Which one was of brief duration.53
The others dealt, not with command, but with certain minor duties only. 59

38. Preceeding chronologically to consider the statutes, regulations, and
ordera dealing with the duties of the general -of the -army, we must begin with the -
earliest edition of the Army Regulations which says anything on that subJect
that of 1847, ‘which providés in paragraphs 48 and 49: L

55, 61 Stat. 503, 5 Ut S. Code 626c(b)1’:

56. Public Lew 432, 80th Congress.

57. G. O 101 w D., Aug 11, 1862; Army Registers for 1862, 1863, and 1864,
58. Quoted in par. 40, post.

59, They ere summarized in par. 48, post.
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"48. The military establishment is placed under the orders:of the
Nhjor—General Commanding-ianhief, in a1 that regaids its. -discipline and
nrmilitary control. Its fisecal arrangments properly .belong to the admini-
8trative departments of the staff, and to the Treasury Department under the
direction of the Secretary of War. _

5“'* ’ “49 ' The General will ‘watch over the economy of. the service, in all
“that relates to the expenditire of money, supply of arms, ordnance,: and
/’ordnance—stores, clothing,” equipments, camp-equipage, medical and hospital
*' stores, barracks, quarters, transportation, fortifications, Military -Academy,
“'pay and subsistence, in short, everything which enters into the expenses of
~"the military establishment, whether personal or national. . He will also see
“‘that the estimates for the military service are based upon proper-data, and
“mgde for the objects contemplated by 1aw, and necessary to-the due: support
‘and useful employment of the army... In carrying into-effect these important
“‘duties, he will call to his counsel and assistance the staff, and those
“officers proper in his opinion to be employed in verifying and inspecting
all the objects which may require attention. The rules and regulations
established for, the. government of the army, and: the laws relating to the
nilitary establishment, are. the guides to the Commanding General in the it
performance of his: duties.“ L . CEe i Rt

39 Neither the above paragraphs ‘nor anything else about the duties of the
genétal of ‘the army are found in the next edition of Army Regulations; that of
1857, & possible explanation is that the Secrétary of War was. then Jeffersoni:
Davis.  He served as such during the term of President Franklin Pierce (March: 4,
1853<Merch 4, 1857). At the date of. publication. of, that edition of the Regulations,
Janiary 1;- 1857, the presidential election had. been held, and Davis knew that::
Pierce would be succeeded by James Buchanan ip.a little over two months. During
Davis'! entire service as Secretary, Winfield Scott was general of the army; and.
the two had gotten into a bitter quarrel, in which each wrote acrimonious
letters to the other, as will be shown later in this. paper.60 Before: affixing
his s1gnature approy ing ‘thé Regulations of 1857, Davis may have deleted the.:
paragraphs in which such great powérs were conferred upon his adversary. Scott
so charged; but Floyd Davis!' successor as Secretary of War, answered that the -
failérée“to include a defirition of the duties of the General in Chief in the new
Army'Regulations ‘did not take away any of the authority or honor of that position,
that definitiogi are always difficult, and he concurred in their-omiseion .in
this “instance.”~ -Nothing on the duties of the. general of the army appears in the
1861 edition of Army‘Regulations.,f" . O

5 .F.."f .

60. Pars. 56-60,
61,..-Floyd-to Scott, 25 Sep. 1857, quoted in Maj%. Gen. James B. Fry, History and

Legal Effect of Brevets, p. 207; and in Brig. Gen. G. Norman Lieber,
Remarks on the Army Regulstions, p. 66.



40, The only act of Congress touching the cogmand duties of the general
of the army is Sec. 2 of the act of March 2 1867, as follows‘

"SEC. 2. And be if further enacted, That the headquarters of the
General of the army of the United States shall be at the city of Washington,
- and all orders and instructions relating to military operations issued -
by the President or Secretary of War shall be issued through the General
of the army, and, in case of his inability, through the next in rank.
‘The General of the army shall not be removed, suspended, or relleved from
_command or assigned to duty elsewhere than at said headquarters, except
at his own reguest, without the previous approval of the Senate; and any
orders or instructions relating to military operations issued contrary to
the requirements of this section shall be null and void; and any officer
who shall issue -orders or instructions contrary to the\provisions of this
section shall be ‘deémed guilty of a misdemeanor in office; and any officer
of the army who shall transmit, convey, or obey any orders or instructions
so 1ssued contrary to the provisions of this section, knowing that such
orders were so issued, shall be liable -to imprisomment for not less than two
nor more than twetity years, upon conviction thereof in any court of com-
petent jurisdiction." ‘

41, The: foregoing section was a shot fired by the Republican ma jority
in Congress at President Johnson during the "cold war" between them over the
reconstruction of the states which had undertaken to secede. Congress had
lost confidence iri Johnson; but trusted Grant, the general ‘of the army. It
therefore attempted to tie the hands of the former, and to make the latter the
real and sole commander of the Army.  In a message to Congress,®3 President
Johnson protested against the above section as deposing him from his consti-
tutional position as commander in chief; but he could not prevent its enactment,
as it was a part of the Army Appropriation Act, and a veto would have left him
without funds for the Army. Anyhow, the Republican majority was so great and
its mombers so hostile to Johnson that they would"” probably have overridden his
veto.

42. Choice of the location of headquarters;:the suspension, relief, and
agsignment of officers; and the selection:of the channel for the transmission
of orders are all functiohs of command; and President Johnson was right in
considering the above sectim unconstitutional. When Grant succeeded Johnson
as President the reason for this section ceased to exist ‘and it was repealed. 64

43. The circumstances that the headquarters of the Army was at the date
of enactment of the statute in question at Washington, and was kept there by
other Presidents after its repeal; that later Presidents approved Army Regu-
- lations prescribing the issue of orders through the channel mentioned in this.
statute; and that President Johnson probably would not have suspended or relieved
Grant, the national hero, from command of the Army are beside the point.

62, 14 Stat. 486.
63. Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents, Vol VI, p. 472.

64, Sec. 15, Act of July 15, 1870; 16 Stat. 319.
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It is one thing for a commander in chief of his own free will to do certain
things, it is another for somebody else to tell him that he must do the same
things. In the latter case he is commander in chief in name only.

- 44, Four days after Grant had become President and Sherman had succeeded
him as general in chief, G. 0. 11, Headquarters of the Army, March 8, 1869,
published an order dated March.5, 1869, signed by J. M. Schofield Secretary
of War, the body of which is as follows:

"By direction of the President, General William T. Sherman will
assume command of the Army of the United States.

'"The Chiefs of the.Staff Corps, Departments, and Bureaus will report
to and act under the immediate orders of the General commanding the Army. :

"All of cial business, which by law requires the action of the
_ President orn. Secretary of. War, will be submitted by the General of the Army
“to ‘the; Secretary of War; and in general, all orders from the President
or Secretary of War to any portion of the Army, line or staff, will be
transmitted through the General of the Army."

45. Nineteen days later, after another Secretary of War had taken
office, there was a change.\ G. 0. 28, Headquarters of the Army, March 27, R
1869, published an order, signed by John A. Rawling, Secretary of War, rescinding,
by direction of the President all of the order. just quoted except the direction
to General Sherman to assume. command of the Army and continued'

. "1 official business, which by law. or regulations, requires the o
action of the President or the Secretary of War, will be submitted by the '
Chiefs of Staff Corps, Departments and Bureaus, to the Secretary of War. .
. 411 orders. and instructions relative to military operations, issued. .
by the President or the Secretary of War, will be issued through the General
of the Army.'ﬂ ;J . . PR T A v S

46 “6.0, 28 War Department April 6 1876, gave the direction repeated
later in paragraph 126 of the Army Regulations of 1881, quoted below. The next
edition of Army Regulations, that of 1881, contained the following with respect
to the getisral of the army:

"125. The Military establishment is under the orders of the General
of the Army in all that pertains to its discipline and military control.
The fiscal arrangments of the Army belong to the several administrative

. departments of the Staff, under the direction of the Secretary of war, _
"and to the Treasury: Departuent. 2 el DR

"126. All orders and instructions relating to military. operations,
or affecting the military control and discipline of the Army,-issued by ::
the Président or the Secretary of War, will be promulgated: through the .
General of the Army."
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47. The similarity will be noted of paragraph 125 in the regulations of
1881 to paragraph 48 of those of 1847, quoted in paragraph 38 of this paper.
In the edition of 1889, the paragraphs corresponding to those set out above-
were 186 and 187; in that of 1895, 187 and 188; and in that of 1901, 205 and 206.
In these a few verbal changes were made, but the sense remained the same.

48, The two statutes previously mentioned imposing minorédutles upon the
general of the army are section 10 of the act of March 3, 1883°° and section 1
of the act of September 22, 1888, 66 making that officer a member of the Board ...
of Governors of the Soldiérs! Hbme and the Board of Ordnance and Fortificatlon,'»-

respectively.

49. An office’is a position’ created by. ‘the Constitution or an act of
Congress, the right of appointment to which is vested in the President by and
with the advice and consent of the Sgnate, in the President alone, in the
head of a department, or in'a court. An office is to be dlstinguished_from
a military detail, which is“sn order by the President or other commanding
officer addressed to an army officer directing him to perform a certain duty,
usually at & 'certain:place,” An’officer &o: detaiied may gather . a331stants -around
him, and the place where he works may be colloguially called an offlce, ‘but -
his position~is not one in the”eye of the law. . = ‘ .

50. 1In the foregoing survey no mentiocn has been made“of'énw'statute
creating the position of general of the army. There was no-such statute;.
though a few acts recognized the eXistence of Bhe general of the army by
providing for his aides, his allownnces, etc. The pqg@tlon of general of ..
the army:ues, therefore, not an‘office, but a detail. Thé occupant held the L
office of ‘general, 1ieutenant general,‘or maJOr general “and was detailed as.
general of the army. What was done was noné the less legal, because the
President as Commander in Chief, or the Secretary of War or of the Army.om his
behalf, may detail an army- officer to any duty éf a mllltary*nature,69 and is. .
not obliged to wait for Cbngress o create an offlce.y However, the PreSLdent.f
could not.:transfér to the general "0f‘the army the task which the Constitution
imposéd upon him (the President) of being Commander-in-Chief of the Army, and
did not in fact attempt to do-go;’ The most‘that ‘he could legally do was to
make theigeneral of the army his deputy or executlve, under the Secretary of
War, for the command of the Army. What in fact happened will be described in
the next part of this paper. e S I

65. 22 Stat. 565.
66, 25 Stat. 489.

67. Gonstltution, Artlcle II, section 2, United States v._Germalnes, 99 u. S 508
(1879); ‘United: States v. Mouat, 124 U.S., 303, 307 (1888). o

68, May 9, 1836, sec. 1, 5 Stat. 27; July 5, 1838, sec. 21, 5 Stat. 259; -
Aug. 23, 1842, seé. 6, 5 Stat, 513; June 18, 1846 sec. 8, 9 Stat. 18;
Sep. 26 1850 sec. 2,9 ‘Stat. 469,

69. Billings v. Uhlted State s 23 C. Cls. 166 (1888).
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51. Chart I shows the organization of the War Department and the Army
from 1828 to 1903, according to law, as laid down in Attorney General Cushing!'s
opinion,70 and in theory. The staff bureaus are not shown on it, because it
is not clear where they ought to appear. As the general of the ermy was oredered
to take command of the Army, and as the Adjutant General, the Quartermaster
General, and the chiefs of the other staff departments belonged to the army;
it might be inferred that he commanded them., On the other hand, the Army
Regulations already quoted’l lent support to the view that those departments
were under the Secretary of War, and that the General of the Army had nothing
to do with them, How the organization actually worked is shown by Chart III
of this paper.

70. Quoted in pars. 7 and 12, ante,

71. In pars, 38 and 46, ante.
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B. ADMII\I]B 'JRATIVE HISTQ?Y

Operation of the Command Team of the Fre51dent,
the Secretary of War and the General of the Army, 1828-1903

Introductlon Do . ';;v' ;“n;

George Washlngton to Alexander Macomb l'Z?E—lBLLl C e -
52. We ‘have rev1ewed the constltutlonal and legal status of the Pre31dent

as “Commander iri:Chiefl and of the Secretary.of War.2 We next. econsidered the _“H o
position ‘of General of “the Army, the 'persons:who held that: p051tion,3 and the .
statutes, regulations, and orders with respect.to itelt Let us ‘now -take up the gﬁg
question; how did“the team-détually .work?-How did the President, the:Secretary.:i-
of War, and the Génerdl of the Army get along with each other? Howiwell was
the important public duty'which concernéd.iaidi:three, namely, the command of the -~
Army, actually performed? - G e

53. As has been stated though Washlngton was appomted Iieutenant General
and assigned to command the Army when war with France was anticipated in 1798-99,
his ‘tenure was seon-’ended by hisi.death and heinever:sexercised command in fact.
There wa§ no sSingle commander:of the army, other tham the President and:the
Secretary of War, from Washington's time.until 1828, when Alexander Macomb ;
was appointed the sole major .general and detailed to command the Army.-: Prior ..
to Macomb!s promotion and assignment to that duty in 1828, Jacob Brown: had.been -
the scle major general, and Edmnd B. Gaines and Winfield Scott the only brigadier
"‘generals of the line. -The two last had.long-béen engaged in a bitter dispute .-
as to which was the senior;. and; when:Brown-died-in 1828, the feud between them.
became evenimore:virulent’ as each contended that he should be promoted to major
géneral. “President John Quincy Adams, disgusted by their quarreling, passed .’
over both; and appointéd:Macomb, then Chief::of:Engineers with the rank -of
colonel; as major general; and.assigned:him:to command the Army. Scott wrote -
violent protests to the Sécretary of War’, .nddressed a memorial to Congress, and::
publicly announced that he would not obey Macomb!s orders. The Secretary
relieved Scott of his command of the Western Department. A long leave of
absence, during which he visited Europe, cooled his wrath; and upon his return
he submitted, and was assigned to an appropriate command. 5 So far &s can be:
ascertained, the relations between the President and the Secretary of War on
the one hand, and General Macomb as General: of -the Army -on-the other, were
harmonious. No excuse can be made for Scott's insubordination; but the incident
shows that, if there was to be a General of the Army, the manner -of his selection
and his powers and duties should have been clearly deflned by regulatlon or

otherwise ¢ [ R A st e T
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1. Pars. 1-L, ante, _ CAEL

2. Pars, 5-20, ante. .-

3. Pars. 21-27, ante.

L. Pars. 28-51, ante.

5. Major Charles W. Elliott, Winfield Scott, the Soldier and the Man, Chaps XX

and XXT. :
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Winfield Scott, 1841-1861

54. In 1841 General Macomb disd and President Tyler appointed Winfield
Scott the sole major gemeral and assigned him to command the Army. Notwith-
standing those actions of Tyler, which made possible Scott's subsequent glorious
achievements in the war with Mexico, in his Memoirs® written many years later,
Scott refers to Tyler in opprobrious terms. Tyler had four Secretaries of War,
and Scott's relations with all of them were strained, though there was no open
break.7 March 4, 1845, Tyler was succeeded as President by Polk, who appointed
" William L. Marecy as his Secretary of War. Both were Democrats. Scott was
a Whig, for whom many votes had been cast in the convention which chose the Whig
nominee for the Presidency in 1840, and was still in a receptive mood. These
circumstences caused considerabls distrust of Seott by Polk and Marcy,8
which culminated in an unsuccessful scheme to make Benton, a Democratic senator
with some slight military-experience, lieutenant-'general over Scott.? Scott
later used most derogatory language about Polk in his Memoirs;l0 but there was
no open break, and Scott performed wonders in preparing the Army for the Mexican
gﬁ:tangtlater,in-legding it from Vera Cruz to the city of Mexico and in capturing

eity. : o

55. Scott and Taylor, the outstanding generals of the Mexican War, had been
fellow officers of the Army and friends before that war and during the first
part of it. In his Memoirs Scott wrote long afterward in cordial terms of Taylor
and maintained that he never was anything but a friend to Taylor.ll However,
Scott had thought it necessary to take the larger part of Taylor's troops from
him for Scott!s own expedition to Vera Cruz and Mexico City; and that aroused
. Taylor's wrathl2 to such a degree that, when the latter became President on
March 4, 1849, and Scott on the same day again became the sole major general
and general of the army, Scott thought it best to establish the headquarters
of the Army, not at Washington, but at New York, where Scott had since his return
from Mexico been stationed as commanding general of the Eastern Department.
There the headquarters of the Army remained for more than a year, until Taylor
died and Fillmore became President, when Scott moved it back to Washington.13¢

6. Pp. 360, 361, |

7. _‘Euiott, winfield.Scott,- p.' 413, note '1.-9.'

8. Same, Chapter 34; - | |

9-_.Elliott, Winfleld Scott, pp. 437, 438, 441, notes; Memoirs, pp. 399-401.
10. Pp. 399-401. N
11, Pp. 382-384.

12. Scott, Memoirs, pp. 404-406; Elliott, Winfield Scott, p. 596.

13. Scott, Mémoirs{ pp. 594-595; Elliott, Winfield Scott, p. 605.
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56. In 1852 Pierce and Scott were the candidates of the Democratic
and Whig parties, respectively, for the Presidency. The former won. Before
the new President's inauguration, Scott asked and recelved his successful
rivel's permission to.imove the headquarters of the Army-again to New York.
Pre8ident Plerce made:Jefferson Davis ‘his Secretary of War. Scott had been
accustomed to travel on official busiriess as he saw fit without written orders.
An auditor took exception to a voucher for milesge for such a trip. Scott
protested that there was no higher military authority than himself except the
President that it mugt be assumed that he (Scott) had decided ‘that the travel
was necessary, and that no written order from the President was necessary.
Davis sustained the auditor,l5 :

57, 1In 1855 Davis and Scott had a row about the question whether any
bgck pay and allowances weré-dite to Scott under the joint.resolution of
‘Cdngress authorizing his appointment as lieutenant general ‘by brevet, with
rank "f'rom the date of the capture of Vera Cruz. Attorney General Cushing decided
this issue in favor of Scott; and thg Secretary of War appealed to the President,
who sustained the Attorney General.l £ ,
. 58, Another causs of dispute between Davis and Scott was the_ unsettled
‘“abcounts of the:latter for secret serviceimoney, captured money and property,
and ‘other funds in Scott's possession during the Mexican War. dgainst the
General's protests, the Secretary sought to deny him: ccmmissione and other -
credits which Scott claimed, and’ Davis in part eucceeded.l7 ' S

' 59 A fourth cause<ef quarrel arose between Davis and Scott. The
Secretary undertook. to/ a1l the general to account for having' granted a leave
-of‘absence %o an officervihose regiment was under orders to take the field
against ‘hostile Indiens, and to give directions to the: general as to such cases
in the future.“ The geve#al informed the Secretary that, “if the lattert!s letter
vas & command -of: the . President, it should so state expressly, as the general .
did not recognize ‘the! right of the Secretary to give him—orders.‘ After another
exchenge of acrimonious letters, the SecretaryrforWarded the,correspondence to-
thé'?resident, and he referred it to the, -Attorney General, ﬁhb wrote the opinion
alteady cited in this paper holding that official acts’ End orders of the ,
Secretqry of ;War-are to be considéred as emanating fom the’ ‘President, whether
or not they expressly recite his’ ‘authorization.l8 The question at issue between
the Secretary and the General ceased to be a practical-oney-because the officer
to whom the leave had bsen-granted resighed; but the caustic correspondence went

~on-and 61, Bach wrote long catalogues:-of ‘alleged past'misconduct by the other.
Davis said:that.the. goneral's career had been marked b "querulouspess, ingub-.
ordination, greed of lucre, and want of truth." The gzceral referred to
"repeated agressions on my rights and feelings", and described the .Secretary's . -
letters as "public missives of arrogange. and superciliousness" 19

N e A Y o l

14;-*Scott, Memoirss—p-5943- Elliott'“Wrnfield Seatt; p- 648.a~ i fj””ef*”ﬁk"'m;”
15. Elliott, Winfisld Seott) pp. 649641, e

16, Senate Ex. Doc. 34, 34th Cong., 3rd Session; Elliott, Winfield Scott
pp. 653-655; 7 Ops. Atty. Gen. 399. .

17. Elliott, Winfield Scott, pp. 651~653.
18. 7 Ops. Atty. Gen. 453, quoted in pars. 7 and 12 of this paper.
19. Senate Ex. Doc. 34, 34th Cong., 3d éession; Elliott, Winfield Scott,

pp. 655-659,
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60 A fifth cause of Scott's violent disilke of Davis was; the omiassion,
“‘from the edition of 1857 of the Army . Regulations, of  the paragraphs defining

the duties of the general of the army. This matter has been discussed in
paragraphs 38 and” 39 of the present paper. .

. 61, Scott maintained ‘the headquarters of ‘the Army 1n New York from the
~beginning of President Pierce's administration, March 4, 1853, until his retire~:
' ‘ment on November 1, 1861; though Scott was personally in Washington from :
December 12, 1860, until the end of his active service.20 John B. Floyd of
Virginia was Secretary of War in President Buchanan's cabinet from March 4,
1857, until he resigned at the President's request December 29, 1860, and departed
for the South, where he adhered to, the Confederacy. Seott, though a Virginian,
was loyal to the Union. During the,last months of his term as .Secretary,

Floyd failed to put the Army posts in the southern states in readiness for

var, Scott's advice to this end was not asked, or, if volunteered, was not
heeded by the Secretary; and there was but little communication and no co-
operation between them.é A communication from Scott direct to President
Buchanan, making similar sound recommendations, was disregarded, because it also
contained political advice, which it was no part of Scott's duty to give, and
which was unwise and’ impracticable ' S

62. Joseph Holt, who later was the Judge Advocate General of the Armw
from 1862 to 1875, became Secretary of War for the last two months of Buchanan's
administration; and was succeeded ‘upon Lincoln!s insuguration, March 4, 1861,
by Simon Cameron. The latter was ‘a Pennsylvania politician, whose reputation
was none too good.23 His administration of the War Department, fortunately
brief, was marked by failure to grasp the magnitude of the coming struggle,
slowness, and inefficiency. Salmon’ P. Chase, then Secretary of the Treasury
and afterwards Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, drew the orders for the
volunteer army and did other work properly pertaining to the Secretary of War.z4
The War Department at first set up no recruiting system of its own, but called
upon the governors of the states for regiments. After the President asked for
three year volunteers, it took Seeretary Cameron twelve days to determine the
quotas of the sevéral states.?® The ‘governors, filled with patriotic enthu-
siasm, pressed upon the Department more regiments than were allotted to their

2. Scott,’ Memoirs, p. 5953 Elliott, Winfield Scott, pp. 649, 663, 707.
21, Elliott, Winfield Scott, pp. 676-682. ‘

22. Same, p. 677; James Ford Rhodes, History of the U. S. from the Compromise:
of 1850, Vol._III, pp. 74~76.

23. William B. Hesseltine, Lincoln and the War Governors, N Y., Alfred A..
Knopf, 1948, p. 192.

2. Seme, pp.-175, 176.
25. Same, p. 176,
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& ~?;"~1
states; and Gameron accepted them.26 The War Department's own records were
in such confusion that the only way the Secretary could find out how many

regiments he had accepted was to ask the governors. When he did so, he
found that, in response to a call for 55 regiments, he had accepted 208 27

62a. What were the reasons for the inefficiency, indicated in the preceding

paragraph of the directing organism, the command team of the army? They were

in part personal reasons, for which- the system can not be blamed; the ineptitude
" of Cameron, the supérannuation of Scott, and the insubordination of McClell&n,
discussed in the next paragraph. - Some of the trouble was.also due to the govern-
mental inexperience of the President and his Secretary.of War, always noticeable
in greater or less degree when a new President takes office. More of the
slowness and inefficiéncy was due to the natural and praiseworthy reluctance

of President Lincoln: ghd the northern people to admit that so horrible a thing

as civil war was beginning, and to prepare for it,.. But a great deal of the

gross inefficiency of ‘the War Department at this time was undoubtedly due to

the sbsence of a body of men, whether called a general staff or by some other
name, whose duty it was:in time of peace to make plans for war, to take the . .
further measures necessary when war became-imminent, and to advise with respect -
to military operations when war was raging. oL s e o

63. During this period, in spite of his 74 years, Scott accomplished
wonders; but all the staff that-he had to help-him was his personal aldes and
secretaries. Notwithstanding «what has been said-in the- ‘precading paragraphs
about the inefficiency of- thé eommand team of the army: just.before the Civil
War and in its opening monthsy during that criticdl time.Seoti rendered services
to his country no-less valuasle than those performed: by hin. ip,two former wars,
by ‘assuring s peaceful’ trangTer of the presidency from: Buehanan 1o Lincoln,
by preventing the capture of the national capital by a.raid,or: infiltration, and
by doing what he could to prepare the Army for the Civil War. Scott was, as -
he admitted himseIf, too 0ld to téke the field. .After McDowell's defeat &%
the first Battle of Bull Rim," ‘Tuly 21, 1861, Majori Genexal George[B. McClellan,
“-already the hero of a brief and-successful campaigniin what-was soon to become
the state of West Virginia, was brought to Washington, and placed in charge of
organizing, equipping, and drilling the recrults who were to form the Army of
the Potomsc. 1In this task, he ctafarred .and'corresponded directly with the
President and Secretary of War, issued orders in disregard of the aged general
of the armyﬂ “and failed €4 comply With the latter!siorders to him. K Seott .
addressed letters of protest £6-the” Secretary of Wary while: McClellan wrote letters
to his wife containing such statements as; "that’ confounded old. General aluays
comes in the vay = he is a fearful incubus," and NGeneral Scottris the most

W}
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dangerous antagonist I have, "8 Apart from differences of age and temperament
and MeClellan's by-passing of Scott, the:two had:wholly.different strategic
plans for the war. Scottls: scheme, valled the:"anacondd" plan, was to erush
the Confederacy by a blockiade.of:itsvAtlantic:andiGulf ports, and b control

of the Misgissippi River-and establishing a:1ineé.of posts along it. '
MeDowell!s advance, which ended in defeat at the first battle of Bull Run, had
- been ordered against Scott'!s-advice, That disaster and the great part later
played by the naval blog¢kade -in-strangling the:Confederacy show that Scott!s
gcheme had merit. MeClellan's plan-was.for;"prompt and irresistible™ military
action in Virginia, toibe. followed by advances elsewhere. 30 ‘The unfortunate
-conflict between them was ended- by the retlrement of Scett November 1, 1861.

] STy
64. Scott rendered services ef inestimable value to the natlon.ln three

wars. . Hls contributions to the success of the armlies of the republic rank with
thoge-of Grant, Pershing, and. EBisephower; and extended-over a: far longer: period
than thoge of any one of them. He was also.an industrious and capable military
administrator in time of peace. Why, then, was he, during his twenty.years!
gservice as general of the army, so frequently.engaged in quarrels with his
superiors and hls subordinates? The blame must in part rest upon Scott himself;
for, notwithstanding his patriotism and ability, he was vain and 1rascible.

But the trouble was even more due %to:

a.. The lack of any clear definitions of the powers and duties of
" the General of . the Army. In particular, if the position was
_to-exist at. ally: it should-have been made. clear that the incumbent
of-4it, subjeet, to the direction.of the Secretary of War, commanded
;- all military: personnsl, including: the bureau chiefs, and was
authoriged to :iagsue:orders- to them all concerning the performance
of their dutles.-,qy, a;,_, R S S

b: 1The failure to realize, at 1eaet until Attorney General Gushing s
- Opinion -in 1855, that the General of the Army is in law and must
_be in: fact subordinate to the Secretary of War. o

65. let us next pass to the brief:period of four months when McClellan
vas General of the Army (November. 1, 1861 - March 11, 1862), followed by one

.. of equal length (March 11 - July 23, 1862), during uhich there was no General

of the Army, but McClellan commanded the Army and Department of the Potomac,

the most important tactical command and theater of operations. Lincoln was

president during both periods; Simon Cameron, Secretary of War until January 14,
1862, and Edwin M. Stanton thereafter. What were the relations between the

28, Elliott, Winfield Scott, pp. 734-739; Rhodes, History of the U.S., Vol, III,
pp. 379~381, 384; R.M. Johnston, lLeading American Soldiers, pp. 130-132,
152, 231-233; McClellans's Own Story, p. 86, also pp. 85, 91, 136, 170, 171.
29. Elliott, Winfield Scott, pp.721-723.

30. McClellan's Cwn Story, p. 101.
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President and the Secretary of War on the one hand, and General McClellan on the
other, during these periods? In his book,General McClellan wrote that it often
happened that, when a shipment of unnsually good arms arrived from Europe,
which he (Mcclenan) desired for the Army of the Potomac, he would find that
Cameron had promised them to gome political friend who was raising a, ew

" regiment.. - Otherwise,. Cameron.supported MeClellan loyally.31. MbClellan charges
that Secretary Stanton would sgy.one thing to a man's face and. anoﬂher behind
his back; and that Stanton for political reasons conspired with Mr. Chass,
Secretary of the Treasury, and other radical. Regublicans, to withhold supplies
from McClellan so that his campaign would fail. e

66. General McClellan says that his personal relations with President
Lincoln were pleasant, 'and "I seldom.had trouble. with him" if the two could
meet face to face; but that it.was the policy of. Secretary Stanton to prevent
interviews between them, so .that he. (Stanton) might sey one thing to the Presi- -
dent end. another to.the, .general., .. McClellan also. complained that Lincoln .
appointed general officers without consulting him, .and; issued orders: to him -
impossible of execution.33 ILincoln on several occasions issued formal presi-
dential war orders, as for example; Gengral War Order No. 1, January 27, 1862,
fixing Washington's birthday of that yéar as the daté for a general forward
movement, and Speclal War Ordez-No. l.of the. sgme date,.directing the Army of
the Potomac to 'seize Manassas. Junntlon. ;His aotlon in.so doing was within his .
lawful powers as Commandex . in.. Ghiqf, but ;t,lsﬂdifflcult to. justify, on grounds
of policy, the:issue on his own. initiative,fby -8 President with little mllitary
experience, of.an.grder with respect.to strategy and tactics. ..However, it may .
be said in exculpation of: Linceln-that McGlellan always. overestimated.the
atrength of his enemy emd lacked; aggressiveness,34 and; that itowas. necessary
to set a dead-line to: make: him WOV, . . ;1 RIS :

‘ ""‘f“

67. The. Preaidenm and Secretary Stanton, in thelr anxlety to protect
Washington, from time to,time during the- Peninsular. Campaign ‘withheld from
McGlellan troops premised to him or which he: thought necessary.35= This cul-

- "In the East, by the interference of President Lincoln and Secretary
Stanton: with- MbClellan‘s plan of uniting the foroe under- McDowell to the
army near Richmond in therilatter.part of May, therbest change of success
offered: in the course ofithe Pepinsular Campaigm was;thrown away,"36

‘31.".' Same, 'r)p. 152.

Hl

wBZ;'thGIellan?s own Story, pp. 137 149~152 and elsewhere.u»

34. Rhodes, History of the U.Svy Vol III, pp. 379, :380; Steele, American Cam=:':
paigns, Vol I, pp. 210, 274, 276 Johnston, Ieadlng American Soldiers,
pp. 235, 236 238 239. B l . .

35. MeClellan's Own Story, p. 241 and elsewhere.

36. The Story of the Civil War, Vol. II, pp. 126, 473.  :See also MeClellan's
Own Story, p. 351.
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" 68, McClellan was by no means free from blame in his conduct toward the’
President. One evening Lincolh called at McClellan's house in Washington, - =
and, finding him out, sat down to wait. When the general returnsd and was told"
of his distinguished visitor; instead of emtering the parlor, lie went upstairs”
and to bed. On other occasions, McClellan broke appointments with the President.37
When some oné remonstrated to Lincoln that he should not pérmit such disrespect
to be shown to the President of the United States, Lincoln answered that, if that
were necessary to enable MCClellan to win battles, he would hold the general's
horse.

' 69. James Ford Rhodes, an ‘able and impartial historian, sums up the
matter by saying that McClellan was mot equal to the position of general of-
the army, and "because of his incompetence the President was forced little’ by
little to invade hls province and assume: unuanted duties," that Stanton TSN
brought to his difficult task ablility, energy, and honesty, and that Lincoln
and Stanton desired McClellan's success.’8" | =

He Halleck 862-186

70. Major General Henry W, Halleck became General of the' Army July 23,
1862, and served as such until March 9, 1864. ‘Halleck was a man of many
talents., He was an accomplished engineer.’ Upon graduating from the Military
Academy, he entered the Corps of Englneers. He gerved as assistant’ professor -
of engineering at West Point and declined a- professorship of that science at -

' Harvard University. He studied law; and, ‘upon resigning from the army in 1854,
became the head of a leading law firm in Sah Frdncisco. - He wrote books on :
mining law and international law. His work -on the latter topic went through ..
several editions and was republished in England. While a civilian in San
Franeisco he was very successful in business deelings and became president of

a railroad company. As a writer on the art-of war; He translated from the French
a biography of Napoleon and wrote a text-book used by volunteer officers in the
Civil War. His nickname was "01d Brains'.  He returned to -the army at the .. . -
beginning of the Givil War.

71, Let us first consider the three months and & half from Halleck's
assumption of this post until-MéClellan's relief from command of the Army -
of the Potomac on November 7, 1862." Rhodes says, "the division of authority
between Halleck and MCClellan worked badly and occasioned misunderstanding. n39
Further on he says.that after Antietam there were mutual recriminations about
supplies.40 It would seem that the General of the Army should, without being
asked, communicate to a general in the field any information in.his possession
about the disposition of other troops of his own country and the enemy's force;
but Halleck became vexed when such a.request was made to him-and telegraphed Pope:

" 37, Rhodes, Hlstory of the U S., Vol. III p. 388. A
38. BRhodes, History of the U S., Vol IV, pp. 49, 50
39l Same, volo W, p' 132)

40, Same. Vol, IV, p. 186,
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. M"Just think of the. immense .ampunt of telegraphing I have to do,
_ Cand, then sey whether I can.be expected to give: you any details as to the
- movements of othere even when I know them."41 E

o 72. However, Halleck supported Grant effeetively during his campaign
which” ended in the taking of Vickeburg,‘*2 and no record has been found of any
friction: between President Lincoln and Secretary Stanton on the one hand, and
- Halleck on the other. .:The anonymous author of the article on Halleck in the
'Encyclopedia Britannica :sums up.: his élortcomings and abilities by saying.

- - “While his interference with the dispOSitions of ‘the commanders in
the field vas. often disastrous, his services in organizing and instructing
the Union forces were always of high value."

73., To Halleck's credit is also hie statement of the functions of the '
General of the- Army as follows' ST doownha

"The great difficulty in the office of 'General-in—Chief' is that
it is not understood by the country. The responsibility and odium thrown
upon it do not belong to it, I am simply a military adviser of the
Secretary of War and the President, and must obey dnd carry out ‘what they
sn . -decide upon, whether I concur-in their decisions or:mot ... It is my
1 duby to strengthen the hands of ‘the President as Commander-in-Chief, not
.. to weaken them by factious epposition.. I have, therefore, cordidlly -
. cooperated with him in any plan.decided upon, although I have never
hesitated to differ in. opin1on."43 -

7. The duties which Halleck described himself as performlng are those
of & Chief of Staff, rather than those of a general commanding the army or any
smaller unit. After his relief from duty as General iof-the Army,‘Halleck
. himself said that, - though ‘e -had been called by that title in officialiorders
and correspondence, and though he had igsued orders on routine matters, he had
wnever in fact commanded .the Army; but that his true pos;tion was’ military

edvieer to. the President and Secretary owaar.44 co

1

Ulysses S, Grant, 1864-1869 _ . . .

R 75. . /On March-9, 1864, Preasident Lincoln commissioned Grant as lieutenant
~ general and on March 12 placed him in command of all the armies of the United
r; States, relieving :Halleck, who was detailed as Chief of Staff. Befbre accepting

Ai:“?Same, Vol.‘iﬁ, p. 121,
42. Same Vol., IV, pp. 161, 167.

43. Letter from Halleck to Sherman, Feb. 16, 1864, ‘quoted by Bvt Maj. Gem.
Jhmes B. Fry, in Militery Miscellanies, pp. 93, 94 .

44. This statement is ascribed to Gen. Halleck by Brig. Gen. George W. Davis,

in a letter quoted by Maj. Gen. William H. Carter, in "Creation of the
American General Staff!, Senate Doc. 119, 68th Cong., .lst Sess., p. 38.
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~ this comiission and" asslgnment General Grant stipulated that he was to exercise
actudl command of the'afmies, without interference from the War Department4
President Lincoln gave Grant a free hend as General of the Army, even to the
extent of denying to himself full knowledge of the generalls plans.46 As will
be shown later, Secretary Stanton and General Halleck did: not always follow the
President's example. R , =

76. As has been pointed out, 47 the origxnal meaning of lleutenant-generalf
was the general commanding ‘in’ place of the king or other head 'of the state.
That definition may not have been in the minds of the members of Congress who
passed the act authorizing ‘that' rank for him, ‘or of the President who approved
that act; but it accurately descrxbes what Grant was in fact -

77. Bvt., Major General Jsmes B. Fry says, no doubt correctly, that,
after his detail as Chief of Staff, Halleck "continued until the close of the
war to perform, under that title, the same duties that he had theretofore '
performed under the designation of 'General~in-Chief!'". 48 The above statement
is supported by the quotatlons already made from Halleck.49 B

78. Until the: close of -hostiltiesy Grant set up and maintalned hls
headquarters in the fisld, where hé remained néar the headquarters ‘of the Army
of the Potomac, commanded by Méads, " Halleck 4 ‘Chief of Staff of the armies,
remained at Washington. This arrangementhad ‘the’ advantage “of ‘placing Grant
physically with the largest and most important of ‘the armies under his:command,
and permitted him to prod Meade, a' less ‘aggressive commander than he, and

+ - probably contributed a great deal to the success of the campaign and to winning
the war. However, that solution of the command problem also had serlous dis-
advantages. One(of them may be stated in Grant's ewn words. -

"Meade's’ p031t10n afterwards proved- embarrassing %6 me if not to
him. He was commanding an army and, ‘for nearly a year previous to my
" taking command of ‘all the armies, was in’ supreme command of the Army of
the Potomac - eXcept friom the duthorities at’ Washington. All other general
officers occupying similar positions were -indeperident in their commands
so far as any one present with them was concerned. I tried to make General

45, *Im Gen. John M Schofield, Forty-Six Years 1n the Army, ppP.. 361 362, 546.

46;iﬂlm Gen, John M Schofleld, Controversies in the War Dept., Century Magazine
for Aug. 1897, Vol. 54, p. 578. This magazine article was republished by
. .Gen.. Schofield with minor changes. as Chapter XXII of his book mentioned in
the preceding note. The passage to which the present note refers appears
in the bock on p. 409.
47. 1In par, 2 of this paper.
48, TFry, Military Mlscellam.es, Pp. 71, '72

49. In par. 73 of this paper.
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 Meade!s position ‘s nearly as possibile what it would ‘have, been 1f I had
been in Washington or any other place away from his command. I therefore
gave all orders for the movements of the Army of the—iotomec to Meade
to have them executed. 50‘ L .

9. General Grant goes on to gay that 1t sometimes became necessary for’
him to give orders direct to troops near him, and not through General Meade.

.'80, ‘On the'éther hand," Grant*s presence w1th the Army of the Potomac
made more diffiecult’ the ‘exerelse of his ‘command over other forces. This is
vividly shown by Early's almost successful cavalry raid on Washington in July
1864. It will be recalled that the Confederates advanced down the- Shenandoah
Valley and'through Miryland, ‘and’actually got into the Disfrict of Columbia.
The forces aveilable for the defense of the national capital were so few that
the clerks in the government departments were armed and sent out. Union troops
hastilg summoned from the south arrived in Washington the same day as Early's
forces’L and stopped Early at Fort Stevens, still standing a mile south of
Walter Reed Hospital and only seven miles from the Capitol.,K Charles A. Dana,
Assistant ‘Sedrétary of War, sent the following dispatch from Washington to Grant,
in the field in Virginia, Just after the Confederates had been turned back:

”General thleck WIll not give ‘ordérs except as he receives them;
‘the President will giVe ‘none, and antil you direct p031t1vely and explicitly
what is to b& done, éverything will go ofi in the deplorable and: fatal
way in which it has gone on for the past week, "5

81, It can not be ‘doubted that, 1f Grant had had his headquarters in -
Washington, and had been ihere"hlmsélf, the capital would not have come 5o near
being captured. e : 4

: 82. Grant had been under thleck's command during h campaigns in Tennessee
and Mississippi dn the first half of 1862, and the two ha@inot gotten along well
with each ‘other. Grant's Memoirs ‘zontain numerous. passages .showing his rancor
against Halleck.? “'Grant says that in September 1864 he left. his headquarters
in front of Peteérsburg; and, without stopping at Washington, went in person to
Charlestown, West Virginia, to give orders to Sheridan, because. = :

= "I knew it was imp0881ble for me 6 get orders through weshington to
Sheridan to meke & move, becduse they would be stopped there and such
“orders-as Halleck!s caution-{and that of the Secretary of War) would -
suggegz would be given instead and would no doubt, be contradictory to
mine

50.. Grant,.-Personal-Memoirs; -Vol:—II; pp+-117«118.
' 51. Grant, Personal Memoirs, Vol. II, pp. 305, 306.

52. Quoted in Rhodes, History of the United Statés, Vol. IV, p. 503.

53. Vol. I, pp. 325-329, 370, 579, end the citations in the next two footnotes.

54. Grant, Personal Memoirs, Vol. II, p. 327,
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83. With respect. to an order which ho sent Sheridam through Washington
.8 few weeks later, Grant. writes. . SR '

"But this order had to go through Washington where it vas
intercepted; and when Sheridan received what purported to be a
.statement of what I wanted him to do it was something en'eirely

. different."55

84. General Grant had his troubles with Secretary Stanton, too. On
one occasion Stanton countermended -an grder of Prsesident Lincoln. Grent‘ |

went on to ‘say: VR R SN E TR DMt ALV
. Coeh e dl Pt .y

"-;‘-, "'-"-’5:’"' "This was’ characteristie of :Mr. -Stanton i He vas & man s whot L
. ' never questioned his own sut oriﬁy, and"who aft.ways didin wer "
- “time what he wanted to. do.'.'. : proctueun . S

8s. Elseuhere Grant saLd ‘:

RT S R R A

) M, Stanton nevqr queﬁtiomd his o authority o command, unless
resisted. " He. cared nothimg for the feelings of others. In fact it
seemed to be pleasanter to him to disappoint than to gratify. He felt
no hesitation in assuming the.funetions.off theiexecutive, or in acting
without advising with him, If kis act. was:not.subtained; he would

nge it - if he saw the matter; would: be foll:owed up until he did

so."

'\-

86. Near the end of his Memolrs, Grant sums:up the conduct of President
Lincoln and Secretarjr Stanton toward the generals.under them as follows:

"Mr. Iincoln was not timid, and he was willing to trust his generals
in making and executing thelp.plsns. The Secretary was'very timid, and
sadestt it wad impoeeible for him tp.avodd interfering:withitheiarmies covering”

i the ¢apital when it,was sought to defend ib:b¥ anioffensive movement

2" againgt the’ ‘army guqrding the : Genfederate capital.:: He could see our

I -’—'weekneea, but ha, cqgld not sqq t,haﬂ; the- eneny: wms in danger n58

87. General Sherman also had a dispu'{:e with Secretary Stanton, After
Lee l:uadx urreﬂdered to,Grant .at, Appopettoxy the:only Confederate force of any
8128 w‘és . Johnaton's qommand in'North Garoline,: hatly pursued by Sherman.
Sherhan & J‘ohneton m,et near Dunbam three days @fter Lineoln's death; and,
aubje 4'1 i:o epprovel of their superiors, slgned a convention: suepending
Hostilities, providing for the recognition of the existing governments of the
states which had seceded, guaranteeing the political rights and franchises
of their 1nhabitante, and conteining other st.ipulatione of g clvil nature. ...

o e er e G et o

R

[ 2t Cees Y

§ 55 Seme, p. 337. : ‘
56. Gragrlp_,.Persez_;el_ Memoirs, Vol. II, - p,.506, .- it .
9T Same, py 536, P 7
58. Same, p. 537. R T CE SR R R
5 " ,



After a cabinet meeting, President Johnson disapproved the convention. Grant
was sent to Sherman's headquarters, informed him of this action, and directed
him to notify General Johnston of it and to end the truce. This was done, and
Johnston then surrendered on the same terms as Grant had extended to Lee.

So far the action of the administration was correet and just; but Secretary
Stanton went further and ordered Grant, after arrival at Sherman's headquarters,
to "direct operations against the enemy"; and gave a statement to the press
publishing a previous order to Grant not to.discuss political questions with
Lee and permitting the incorrect inference that a copy of that order had been
communicated to Sherman. Stanton also said publicly that Sherman's action
would probably open the way for Jefferson Devis, the fugitive President of

the Confederacy, to. escape to Europe with a large amount of specie. The
northern newspapers:followed Stanton's cus and berated Sherman unmercifully.
Sherman was so incensed that, at the review of his army in Washington a4 month
later, he refused to shake hands with Stanton when the two met in the President‘'s
reviewving stand.5?

88. President Johnson's term (April 15, 1865 - March 4, 1869) was darkened
by his bitter quarrel with the Republican majority in Congress about recon-
struction, culminating ‘in 1868 in his impeachment by the House of Representatives
and trial before the Senate, in which the prosecution failed of obtaining the
two~thirds necessary to conviction by the margin of one vote:, During all
this term Grant was general in chief, at first with the rank of lieutenant
general, and from August 31, 1866, with the rank of general. With the cloge
of hogtilities and the succession of Johnson to the presidency, Secretary Stanton
gradually undertook to assume more and more power. General Grant says:

MQwing to his natural disposition to assume all power and control
in 811 matters that he had anything whatever to do with, he boldly took
command of the armies, and; while issuing no orders on the subject,
prohibited any order from me going out of the adjutant-general's office
until he had approved it. This was done by directing the adjutant general
to hold any orders that came from me to be issued from the adjutant-general's
office until he had examined them and given his approval. He never -
disturbed himself, either, in examining my orders umtil it was entirely
convenient for him; so that orders which I had prepared would often lie
there three or four days before he would sanction them, "60

89. Secretary Stanton, as the deputy of the Pres;dant, was within his
legal rights In his actions above described; but it was bad policy for him to
interfere in matters of detail., On January 29, 1866, Grant, still lisutenant
general and general of the army, addressed a letter to Secretary Stanton,

59. Shermsn, Memoirs, Vol. II, p. 356-367, 377; Grant, Memoirs, Vol. II.
pp. 514-517; Lloyd Lewis, Sherman, Fighting Prophet, pp. 544~555, 577.

60. Grant, Personal Memoirs, Vol. II, p. 105. See also Schofield, Contro=-

versies in the War Dept., Century Magazine, Aug. 1897, Vol. 54, pp. 578,
579; same author, Forty-Six Years in the Army, p. 411.
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saying that, since General Scott's difficulties with Secretary Marcy in

Polk's administration, the command of the army had.virtually passed to the
Secretary of War; that Scott had had his geadquarters in New York from that

$ime until the outbreak of the Civil War,®l ‘that he (Grant) has now brought

his headquarters-to Washington and:finds his position there embarrassing. He -
therefore statee what he considers-his dutles and place, and asks to be restored
to them and: it - He continues: e

"The entire adjutant-general's office should be under the entirs
control of the general-in-chief of the army. No orders ghould go to
the ‘army; -or the adjutant-general, exeept through the-general-in-chief.
Such.as i require the action of the President would be laid before the
Secretary :of -War, whose actions would be regarded as those of the.- ,
President: In.short, in my opinion,:.the general-in-chief. ghands between
the. President and the army in all official matters, and:the Secretary of. 6
War: is:between the Army (through the general—in-chief)~and_the,President," 2

90, There is no written answer by Stanton of record, but Grant says
that "the Secretary apologetically. restored me to my rightful pogltion
« « o But he soon lapsed again and. took control much as befors, "03. Never-
--thelésgs, the dispute continued:and finally reached such a.steterthat_early in
August 1867 Grant declared that, if the President did not remove. Stanton,.
he (Grant).would resrgn.64 President Johnson suspended Stanton. from office a
few days- later, and therefore Grant did not resign. : :

91. Until the President’s attempt to remove Secretary: Stanton,  the
relations between Johgson and Grant wers normal. Under the tenurs.of office
act of March 2, 1867,°5 the holder of a civil office might not be summarily
removed by the:Pre31dent. A1l that the: President could do.was to suspend the
officer of whom he desired to rid himself, apd inform the:Senate of the sus-
pension and the President's:desire to remove him. .If. the. Senate consented

61. This statement of Gen. Grant is not wholly accurate. See pars.e54 and
55 of this paper B . R

62, Sherman, Memoirs, Vol. II, Pp. 449, 450 Grant's dun Memoirs do not
- give this remonstrance in full, though he mentions it on the page cited
in note 60.: . .

63. Grant, Memoirs, Vol II, p. 105, Sherman, Memoirs, Vol II, p 446

"64. Schofield, Controversies in the War Dept., Century Mega21ne, Aug. 1897
Vol. 54, p. 579; same author, Forty-Six Years in the Army, p. 413.

65. 14 f's'og_:t. 430.
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thereto, the removal took placgé if :it declined todo 'so, the officer .resumed
the .performance of his duties Pursuant to the above:Act, when Stanton
refused to comply with Président Johnson's invitation to resign, the latter,
Jon ‘August 12, 1867, -suspended him, designated General Grant as Secretary

f War ad_interim, end so notified the Senate when it next met the following
December. - Grant moved inmto the room of the Secretary in the War Department
building, and discharged the duties of that office until January 13, 1868;
when the Senate passed a resolution declining to concur in the removal of
Stanton., Grant then moved out of the Secretary's room and across the street
to his office as generg;ggf”the.quy367,:wyen he did so, he delivered the key
to the Secretary's room to Gensral Townsend, the Adjutant General of the Army,
who- turned it over to Stanton, who resumed possession:of the office. .President
Johngon charged Grant with bad faith in:mot holding on to the Sédretary's . :
‘room.and in not continuing to perform the duties of that office, i This angered
Gramt,58 and he became extrgmely hostileemo:Johnson,“and spoke aﬂ:himlin the
most uncomplimentary terms.%? ; o - T ,f"

92 When the'impeachment .of - Prasident Johnson failed Stanton resigned
and”the Senate confiirmed the nominstion of Major General thn M. Schofield-
as.Secretary of War:' He assumed office:May 28, 1868, and served as Secretary
of War:during the last nine.months of President Johnson's term: - His relations
‘with Grant; then general of the:army, were most satisfactory...Grant was-

- abgent : from: Washington much of the time, and Schofield says that during such
periods: : :

"It‘devdlved upqnémeste:exeﬁci&eiallithe~ﬂuncticns~of 'commander-
- in-chlef of ‘the army! - functions which 1t -is.usually attemptéd to divide
7. . among three, - the President, the Secretary of..War; ‘and.the general.~
ot in-chief, - «"without-any legal definition ‘of the part which belongs to -each.
.~ Of ‘course -*the machiné! ran very smoothly in: the one case, though there
 had been much friétion in. the other.“7° JEETEN : it

,-,.-.,..

66, ~This act had been passed by Congress iover.: the veto. of President Johnson,
i+ who contended that it was: unconstitutional (James D. Richardson, Meszapges
2757 and Papers:of the Presidents, Vol. VI, pi-492). :long afterward,the: -
7 Supreme’Courty in Myers v. United States, 272 UiS. 52(1926), held -
i unconstitutional an mctirelating to:the- ‘temovel ‘of postmasters, but
00t .gtherwise substantially the same:ds the sdct above cited;. 80° there can
fun gbe ne doubt that Johnson was right! T S TELL
ton ‘)L . ‘_] .
6T ;In the: building only recently torn down at the southwest corner of l7th
o and . F-Streets., _ ETI KI

68. Sherman, Memoirs, Vol, II, pp. 420, 423, 427. ... .. e

69. Schofield, Controversies in the War Department;:Century Magazine, Aug..
1897, Vol. 54, pp. 580 581, same author, Forty-Slx Years in the Army,

P. 416

70. Schofield, Controversies in the War Department, Century Magazine, Aug.-
1897, Vol. 54, p. 582; same author, Forty-Six Years in the Army, pp.
420, 421.
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93, It appears: from the foregoing historical summary that from January
to May 1868 Stanton was holding .office as-Sedretary of War contrary to the
wishes of -the:President, ‘and in:spite: 6f the latter's efforts to get rid of
him; and that-from Januvary 1868 to March 1869 the President and the General of
the Army were bitterly hostlla: to each other.' These animosities and conflicts
militated against efficiency, and prevented any strong and unified command of
the army. :

© 94. In December 1868, after Grantts election as President, but before
his inavguration, he told Sherman that he intended to detail the latter as
General of the Army, and that he wanted.'a change made in the .control of the
staff officers of the Army and a cessation of the practice of the:Secretary
of War giving orders to them,’l all in accos ce with Grant's letter of
January 29, 1866, already mentioned herein.’? When Grant became President,
March 4; 1869, he vacated the office of general; and, pursuant to his conver-
sation of the:preceding December,: he at once appointed Sherman general, and .
directed the issue of G:0. 11, Headquarters of the Army, March 8, 1869, which
has already been.quoted' in.paragraph 44 -of this paper, and which requires
the chiefs of all the-staff:corps:to repori. te.and act under the orders of the
general of: the army. . The:8aime day, by G.0. 12; General Sherrman-iassumed command
of the Army, and announced as a part of "his" gtaff the Adjutant General,
- Inspector General, Quartermaster General, and other principal staff officers

. of the Army. The-same order directed:the: commanding generals of' military departe-
ments to give special attentich to theiecomomical: administration of all branches
of the service, whether, liie: or-staff, and:to. this end to exerciss command of
-every part of:the Army within' the limits: of their command. -The above order

was signed by.John M. Schofisld, Président:; Johnson's last Secretary of Var,
holding over for a short time in President: Grant's administration at the latter's
desire, in order to inaugurats the new system of command. Then Grant appointed
as Secretary of War Bvit, Major General John A. Rawlins, who had been hls chief
of staff in the field during the Civil War. The chiefs of the several staff
corps and departmentsdid not like the above order. Sherman says- that they had
grown to believe themselves;.not officers: of the Army, but a part of the War
Department, a clvil branch of the .governmemt. Members of Congress represented
to the President that. the orggr was illegal..  In consequence, G.0. 28, Headquarters
of the Army, March 27,. 1869, /7 by direction of the President revoked all of

G.0. 11 issued nineteen days: earlier except the assignment of General Sherman

to the command of the Army. The new order cut down the powers of the general

of the army to what they had previously been, by directing that all official
business. which might require the action of the President or the Secretary of War
be submitted to the latter, not by or through the general of the army, but by

71. Sherman, Personal Memeirs, Vol. II, p. 438.
72. For the letter mentioned see par. 89 Of this paper.

73. - Quoted in par. 45 of this paper.
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the .chiefs of staff.corps, departments, and bureaus.”4 '‘Sherman went to the
President. .to ask the cauge of the revoecation;-and wag told:that the action had
been taken because of ‘the.mssertions of Congressmen that the first order was -
illegal, and that .he (Sherman) and Rewlins-should:draw-a line -of aepafation i
between their functions satisfactory to both. Brigadier General :George W.:
Davis says, "It is almost certain that if Executive disapproval had7 sen
withheld congressional.revocation would have 1mmediateiy resulted "

95. Severa; times-Secretary Rawlins issued orders to military personnel
without.notifying -Sherman, but. apologized when the matter was brought to his
attention., Sherman in his Mbmoirs continues. : .

: "This habit is more-commqn,at Washington than any place on earth,
unless it be.in Iondon, where nearly the same condition of facts exists.
Members of Congress dally appeal to the Secretary of War for the discharge
of some soldisr on the application of a mother, or some young offlcer
has.to be dry-nursed, withdrawn from: his company on the plaivs to be
statiened near home.. - The Secretary of War, sometimes moved by private

_ reasons, or more likely to oblige ‘the members of Congress, grants’the

. order, of which the-commanding genmeral knows nothing:till he reads it in
the newspapers. 4Also, an.Indian tribe, goaded by:the préasure ‘6f Whits.
neighbors, breaks out in revolt... The general-in-chisf wust resfiforoce the

.. Jocal garrisons not only with men, but: horses, wagons; ammunition, and -

- food. A1l the necessary imformation ds inh the staff: bureaus: ii thhington,

_‘but- the general has no: right'‘to call for:it, and geherelly finds it oYs -

.. practicable to.ask:by telegraph:of. the:distant division or department “n
commanders for the information-before meking-the formal srders, 1The «
general in actusl command of the army should have a full staff, sub;act
to his - OWR-: command. If. net, he canmot be held respbnSible for results n76

96 Secretary Rawlins died six months after taking office, and Sherman
became acting Secretary of War, in addition to his permanent assignment as
general in chief, -With reference to this, he sayss - E

"I realized how much easier and better it was to have both offices
conjoined, .. The army then had one:constitutionel commahdersin-chief of both
army and navy, and one: actual commanding. general, bringing all parts inté real
harmony.. .An army . 10 ‘be .useful must be-a unit, and out: of this has groun the
saying, attributed to Napoleon, ibut, doubtless spoken before :the' days of Alexander,
that ‘an army with an inefficient commander was better than one with two able heads. w7

—
L

74. Sherman, Personal Memoirs, Vol. II, pp. 441, 443; Iewis, Sherman, Fighting
Prophet, pp. 601, 602; 8chofield, :Controversies in:'the War-Department, -
Century Magazine for Aug. 1897, Vol. 54, P. 582, same author, Fortthix N
Years in the War Department, p. 421, - ... S

75. Genersl Davis is thus quoted by Major General William H. .Carter in:
Creation of the American General Staff, Senate Doc. 119, 68th Gong.,
1st Session, p. 39. _ R ,

76. Vol. II, p. 443.

77. Sherman, Persomal Memoirs, Vol. II, pp. 443, 444.
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97. After Rawlins' desth President Grant called upon Sherman to submit
e list of volunteer genérals of ood record in .the Civil War, from whom he
might choose a new Secreﬁary of dr. At the top of the list Sherman placed
the name of William W. Belknap 6£ Iowa, whom the, President appointed. Sherman's
Memolrs continue: P fo o :

"General Belknap Sﬁrély hédJét“that date as fair a fame as any
officer of volunteers of my personmal acquaintance. . He took up the
business where it was left off, and gradually fell into the: curremti:.:
which led to the command of the army itself as of- the legal and financial
matters which properly pertain to the War Department. Orders granting
leaves of absence to officers, transfers, discharges of soldiers for favor,
.and all the old abuses, which had embittered the 1life of General Scott in
the days of Secretarles of War Marcy and Davis, were renewed ., . .-

Things went on from bad to worss . . N7

98 To bring the matter to an issue, on August 17, 1870, Sherman urote
a long letter of protest?9 to Secretary Belkmap, asking that the new Army -
Regulations about to be drawn clearly define the duties of the general of. the
army, and suggesting that articles 48 and 49 of the Regulations of 1847, quoted
in paragraph 38 of this pager, ‘Bbé followed ag a model. Secretary Belknap.
never answered the letter.50 = Sherman freqpently spoke about this matter to
President Grant, who agreed in principle with Sherman, and promised to bring
the Secretary and the general of the army together and settle a just line of
seperation of their duties, but never did 0,81 Th 1874, therefore, with the
assent:.of the President and Secretary’ Belknap, General.Sherman moved the head-
quarters of the army to St Iouis.??’ His Mbmoirs stgte. i

"The only staff I brought with me were the aides allowed by law,
and though we went through the forms of. 'compqnd' reqlized that §
At-was a: faroe, .t.i;f 3 o . : T .

985. What General Sherman actually did is thus stated by Brig. Gen.
George W Davis' » e e et leam e L rhd

fl' “The true positf&n of General Shqrman:was that of .a distinguished
;-officer to whom wa% permitted to exercise the authority of his own notion-*

78. ‘Same, pp. 444, 445 . , _ ;
79. Text tn Sherman's Memoirs, Vol. 1, . 4463&?.9 BRI
80, Sherman, Personal Memoirs, Vol. II, p. 450, o o |
8L Same, ‘Pp: 446, 4503 d5L: T

82. G.0. 108 War Dept ‘s Sep. 3, 1874

83. ©Sherman, Personal Memoirs, Vol. II, p. 454.
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by the Secretary of War-or the President. He could not assign a general
officer to command or a regiment to a statlon unless or until he was

.+ authorized so to do by the Secretary, nor could he make any orders or -dis-
positions: involv1ng the expenditure of public funds for any purpose save
his own travel ngL" )

o 99 In 1876 Secretary Belknap was impeached on the charge of selling
ngost tradershipe, and resigned His successor as Secretary of War was Alphonso

of the Army back to Washington, which he did.85 The same order contained the
following direction. " : SRS

R ".E. o all orders and instructions relative to military operatione,
or- affeoting the military control and discipline of the Army, issued by the
;- v. President. through the Secretary of War, shall be promulgated through the
<y . - General-of the Army, and the Departments of the .Adjutent-General and the
- Ingpector General shall regort to him and be under his control in all
,:mattere relating thereto. . ,

51 After quoting the above, Generel ‘Sherman gays in his MemOirs,' NEE
"This was all I had ever asked."” Sherman records that his relations with
Taft end the four succeeding Secretaries of War were good.88

101. 1In the Army Regulations. of:1881, ‘there eppeared two sections, 125
and 126, quoted in full in paragraph 46 of this paper, on the duties of the
general of the army.' Section 125 substantialxy copied section 49 of the edition
of -1847, and said that the military establishment i5 under. the ordere -of -the
genersl of the army in all that” pertains to discipline and militery centrol.,m,ﬂ
Section 126 copied the direétion given: in G.0. 28, War Department, April 6,
1876,. that all orders end instrictions” relating to military operations, or i
affeeting nilitary control and discipiine, be promulgated through the . general-
of fthe army. As has been said; these two ‘sections with slight verbal changee '
wereé xepeated in successgive editione of the Army Regulations 80 long 88 there
rwes.e general of the army. " B B _ i

84. .Gen. Davis is thus quoted by Mej. Gen. William H Carter in Crestion of the
American General Staff, Senate Doc. 119, 68th’ Cong , lst Session, p. 38.

85. G.D.. 28, Wsr Dept., April 6, 1876

86-n,§;6.M58 War Dept.,. April 6 1876
87. Vol. II, p. 455.
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Fhili H. Sh ri 1883-1888

102. On November 1, 1883, It. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan succeeded ‘Sherman
as general of the avmy (G.O.'s 71 and.78; Headquarters of the Army, Oct. 13 and
Nov. 1, -1883), . He announced-as his etaff only his personal aides. ‘How Sheridan
began his service in this important position is thus stated by General Schofield:.

"General Sheridan had emtered upon his duties with all the soldierly -
;courage and confidence of his nature, declaring his purpose to regain the ground
~Jost by.General Sherman when, to use Sheridan's own expressive words, 'Sherman

f~}threw up the sponge.' -He announced his interpretation of thé President!s

order assigning him to:the fcommand of the army! as necessarily " including all
the army, not excepting the chiefs of the staff departments; and he soon gave
evidence of his faith by ordering one of those chiefs on an inspecting tour,

or something of that kind, without the knowledge of the Secretary of War.

+Thus the Secretary found the chief of one of ‘the bureaus of hig department gone
without. his authority, he knew not whére. Tt was not difficult for the Secretary
topoint out to the general, as he did im writing, in a firm,’ though kind and
confidential way,; that: such could not possibly be the true meaning of the Presi-
dent's order. No attempt appears to have been made to discuss the subject
further, or to find any ground broad enough for both Secretary and general to
stand upon.“39 N ) ;

: - . - [
N At [ i

| : hg M, Schofield, 1888-;§22

;xlOB« In 1888 Lt. Gen. John' M. Sohofield succeeded Sheridan as general
of the army. "It will ‘be remembered: that he had-beén’ Secretary, of War during the
1last nine months of President Johtison's- administration. Many generals of ‘the
army have been acting: Secretary of War £or bffef periods when the office of
Secretaty:was vaeant-or: the incumbent absént, but-Schofield wad the only man
since the early:days of our government who' had %614 -at one timé the office of
Secretary of War and at-amother:the pogition of rahking officer of the Army.
He.was the only man;sincé the War of 1812 who-had had practical-experience 1n
both; positions and had: viewed thw problem froin'both §ides:  What he daid is
therefore entitled to the greatest weight, With respeét to the situation at'the
time he became General of the Army, General Schofield wrote:

"It is not too much to eay that the condition of the War Department
i at that time was. deplorable."90 R
2 SR . srmisn T L '

"He" (General Sheridan, Schofield's predecessor) "had 1ong ceaged,
as General Sherman and General Scott had before“him, ndt only to command,
but to exercise any appreciable influence in respect to either the command
or the administration."91

89. Schofield, Forty-Six Years in the Army, pp. 471, 472. See aiso sams’
book, p. 421, and Gen. Schofield!s article in the Century Magazine for
Avug. 1897, Vol. 54, p. 583.

90. Schofield, Forty-Six Years in the Army, p. 468,

91. Same, p. 469.
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104..  General Schofield went on to:say that each head. of a staff department
in his own sphere was clothed with all the authority of the Secretary of War,
and that every officer in the army:hed:to gbey their orders..; The Adjutant
General issued orders, using the nsme of: the. Secretary of War or the general
of the army, without necessarily consulting either. General Schofield continued:

"et it dld seem to me passing strange to sit in my offlce about
noon, where I had been all the day before, and learn from the New York
papers what orders 1 had 1ssued on that previous dey 1192

105. With respect to the need for " chief of staff of the Army General
Schofield wrote: el Hoar o : S

Tt is only in this!eounﬁrQ, where"tﬁe'dhief of'st3£é”has generally
no military training, and his war minister the same, that a chief of
steff of the army is suppcosed %o be umnacessary."93 . .

106. . General Schafleld thuSrstated his conelusions: .. .. .

. "Upon my &ssignment to the 'command ef the army' in, 1888 1
determined to profit. so far.as: possible by the- unsatisfactory experience
of Generals Scott, Grant Sherman, and Shsridana" _

Cou¥ ..:.". ‘ '_’E"- I ‘t * : L ¥ *

". .. 1ong study of the subject, at the 1nstsnce of Generals .
Grant and Sherman, earnest efforts to champion their views, and knowledge
of the causes of their failure, had led me to the ¢onclusion heretofore
suggested, namely, that under the government of the United States an
actual military commander of the Army; is not possible, unless in an
extreme:lemorgency like that which led to the.assignment of ILieutenant-
General:Grant in 1864;. and-that the:general-in-chief, or nomingl coms
manding general, can at most be. only a fchief of stafft!, - that or nothdng,
vhatever may be the mere title under which he may be aesigned to duty by
the President."94

106a. The trouble was, however, deeper than a mere misnomer. The
delegation of such ‘extensive powers-to the chiefs.of the staff departments, and
the failure to delegate any responsibilities of importance to the General of
the Army, had deprived h1m as General Sohofield himself said, of" any appreciable
influence.95 . - . S : o . .

92. Same, p. 470.

93. Schofield, Controversies in the War Department, Century Magazine for
Aug. 1897, Vol. 54, p.  578; Schofield, Forty-Six Years in the Army,
p. 410

9. Schofield, ‘same artlcle, p- 583, same book, pp. 421 422
95. See par. 103, ante. See also pars. 98 and 98a.
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: 106b, Ae to what he did to improve the situation, General Schofiel& wrote:

"As the first step 1n ‘the experimental course: decided upon, I-~-
sent-an order in writing 'to the adjutant-gensral, directing him never,
:he. undey: any circumstancés, to issue an -order dictated by me, or in’ my-neme,
without firet laying it before the Secretary of War .. ."

.* ¥ '..,-:&. .,_'.ﬁ. B -,vf.:u';"

"the adjutant-general had acquired the habit of issuing nearly
.8l ‘orders to the army without the knowledge of any one of his superiors -
the President, the Secretary of War, or the general-in-chief., In fact,
the adjutant—general had in practice come very near being 'commander-
.- in-chief. t"96

107. Ae to the result .of his efforts, General Schofield wrote

"Some time and much patience were required to bring about the
necessary change, but ere long the result became very apparent. Perfeet
harmony was established between the War Department ‘and the headquarters
-of the: army, and this continued, urider the adminietraticns of Secretaries
Proctor, Elkins, and Iamont, up to the time'of my retirement from active
service. During all this period, namely, from 1889 to 1895, under the
adninistrations of Presidents Harrison and Cleveland, the method I have
indicated was exactly followed by the President in all cases of such
importance as to demand his personal ection, & .‘."r

RS TN o
ool * B .'*{.'f ,‘ . Lor 7 21{* v f.":,:»Z * ARV S #*

- oo

-*E“The orders iaeued were’ ectualIy the President’s orders. No '~
matter by whom suggested or'by whow formulated; they were:in their final
forn': understandingly -dictated by ‘the" Preeidéh%, and sent to the army
“uﬁin his name hy ﬁhe commanding generel, . ."97 R . :

Nelso Mile. | 52190

The Wer with Spain “Elhu Root Secretary Lf Warv o

108 Upon the retirement of Gen. Schofield in 1895, the Presideut
assigned the senior major general, Nelson A. Miles, to commsnd the army. 98

96. Schofield, magazine article above oited, p. 583; Schofield, book: above:
oited, pp. 422, 423.

97. Same magazine article, p. 583, ‘same book, e 423. B
98. G.0. 53, W.D., Oct, 2, 1895; G.0. 54, Hdgrs. of the Army, Oct. 5, 1895.
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He was later made lieutenant-general,?9 and served until his retirement August
8, 1903. The great event of his tour was the Spanish-American War in 1898.

The effort of our army in that war was marked by‘confusion, shortages, and

poor performance, particularly in the field: of logistics.: Notable examples”

of this are disclosed by the testimony before and the report of the Commission
appointed by the President to investigate:the conduct of the War with Spainj
composed mainly. of veterans of the Civil War of high: rank, headed by Grenville M.
Dodge, who had been a major general of voluhteers in that war, and later

chief engineer of the Uhiop Paciflc Railroad. Lot

109. Iet us begin with the matter of co—operation between the services.
The Commission's report sayslO0 that -on May 31,1898, the Navy Department
informed the Secretary of War that its. men and ‘boats could be sparéd only to
a limited degree if at all, to land troops. This message was never ‘transmitted
to General Miles, the General of the Army, or to General Shafter, the commander
of the expedition. They relied upon the hearty co~operation of the Navy,
promised by its representative at Tampa, the port of embarkation, and took
along only a few lighters and tugs. If there had existed a general staff,
it may be presumed that it would have effected proper co-ordination with the

Navy. , .. R

llb.' The situation atrTampa was thus descrlbed to the Commlssion by
Theodore Roosevelt, vho wag then 1ieutenant-colonel of the First U.S. Volunteer
Cavalry (Rough Riders) e G . bl e

. "hen we reached Tempa we had twenty—four hours of‘utter and abscliite
confusion, There was.no one to show us where we were to camp.: The
railway system there wag.: -in a condition of absolute congestion. - We were
dumped. miles- out of Tampa, at least the first division. The second "=+
divisionm, whmch included the six, troops; under mé, was.brought into toun: -
We were then told we were to.be iesrried: on: some train:to near our camp.
We were kept the;e until the: evening and ‘I then had to:take matters into
my own hands s6'gs to get. my(horses watered and fed, and we had to buy
food for the troopers. We finally got-out to camp and after:we got
in camp, after the first twenty-four hours, everthing wenmt smoothly.

I 'think they might have had somebody to meet us- and show us where the

camp was.. .

"Q Were you reimbursed for the outlay you,made in. the pﬂrchase of
your.supplies? 5 ,

O o, sl

99. ' Pursuant to sec. 2, Act of June 6, 1900 and sec. 1, Act of Feb 2 1901
31 Stat. 655, 748, : } .

100, Report of the Comm1351on on the conduct of the w D in the Nar with Spaln
Vol. I, p. 224. i i _

101. Report of the Commission on the Gonduct of the W.D. in the War with
Spain, Vol. V, p. 2257.
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"%vand slipped down "10

R Dieer LD U I% L v ono o ¥, oo o S T %

"When we moved dowti to:Port Tatipa I again thought there was a
good desl of higglety-pigglety business, although I cati't say how much

-was due to the congested condition:of the.track. -Wewere told to go to

a certain track at 12 o'clock-and take a train, We gotithere, and then

'Colonel Wood and I wandered up and -déown trying to find’ somebody who knew

vhere the train was, and we ¢ouldn't find anybody and at 3 o'clock we
were ordered to move to another- track; and at-6 o'clock we got some .Goal
cars. I believe these coal cars were not intended to take us, but we

.construed it that they were: and went down on tliem and so got-to- the quay.v
. You gee; we.had been .told if we:didi't get aboard by daybreak'we would -

get left,:and we dldn't 1ntend to get 1eft, and we took these: ooal cars ‘;"'

LY Y S

R I . ST R PPRT) ST

" "But so far as I know, the regiménts did not know in advance
what transports they were to.get on. - at least none with whom I was
brought in contact had been told what transports they were to go on.
We reached Port Tampa early in the morning. There were a lot of regiments’
there; the trains backed:upxeverwheréﬁalonguthe?quay, and-the quay was

- swarming with some 10,000.men -:soldiers, mostly. Transports were pulling

in from midstrean, but nobody could tell us what transport we were“to
go on. Finally General Shafter told us to find the quartermaster, Colonel
Humphrey. -I‘expected;, 'of ‘course;:that at-a:time like:that the quarter-

‘master.would-be directing things:from’ ‘his. office, where you could get

at hif, as he wag the only man-to tell us what transports we were to:.
board:"He waé notin His plade &id had not: been there for some-timej -

‘and nobody ‘dould 'tell usiwhere he.was] and Colonel Woed aad I started on

a hunt for him id oppssite directiéns, and finally vwe £ourid him, 4lmost

‘gt the: same timé, and He allotted us'the Yughtan.- “The ‘Yieatan was coming

in dt thedock, and by ‘that time we found 'there waga ‘gréat seéramble for
the transports, and Colonel Wood jumped ind béat - and'wenit out in- '~
midstream.:” I happeredto find - out by decéident that the trafAsport- Yuggtgg
had also bLeen allotted. to: the Secénd Infantry and the 'Séventy-first New
York, and I ran down to my men and left a guard and took the restand::
rushed them down to the dock and goton the Yucatan, holding the gangplank
against the Second Infantry and the Seventy-~first New Yerk, andithen -
letting aboard only the Second Infantry, as there was'né fdot even for
all of them; and I understand the Seventy-first spent the next two nights
on a train., We ultimately kept four companies of the -Sécond Infantry
aboard with us, but we had the Yucatan."103

102.
lSpain Vol V, p. 2257

103,

ﬁeport of the Commission on the Conduct of the W.D. ia the War with |

Report of the Commission on the Conduct of the w D in the W&r with
Spain, Vol. V, p. 2258
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111, leonard Wood then colonel of the same regiment, thus described
its embarkation:

Q. How dia. Fou first find out what'vessel"you were going on?

g, I found General Humphrey, - and he dldn't know what ‘transport
‘We were. to have, and I said, 'We must go on some transport;!
. 'and he said, 'There ar¢ three or four out there in;theistreanm.
" Mhere is the Yucatan;¥ou can go on her if you can getcher.!
T+ a.« 1 got into a rowbbat with Colonel Osgood and rowed out
o A . .. I got aboard and'said, 'This transport is a551gned me
R L by order of the commanding general ’"_

#* * * .:'-:-'-'*"J o x ¥

Q. This was not a seizure of the sh1p9 ‘He told you you could take
the Yucatan? : ' :

A. He didn'ttell me I could. ﬁake the 1ucatan._ He said, 'You . ..
can take any ‘one out there '"104 S

112, In its report, the Gomm1331on on the conduét of the war stated
that there were shortages of clothing, tentage, bedding, shces, stores, and
fuel,105 Most of Genergl Shafterfs troops were sent, first to Florida
and then to Cuba, in summer, in.woolen uniforms and underwear. The congestion
on the railroads leading. to Tampa:was sO- great that 1, OOO cars were sidetracked,
some of them as far north as Gelumbia, S C 106 .

© 113.  The capacity of the transports was’ overestlmated, and they were not -
loaded systematically "4 battery with' its ‘guns and horses would be placed
in one vessel and its ammunition:in another; 107 supplies intended for Cuba '
were '1oaded qn ships bound,.for Puerto Rico.lo8 Vessels arrived without Ve

invéices” showing what they. carried.l09 ‘Ambulances and medical supplies were
diatressingly short.llO . "Again and again agents of private organizations had

Aot

104.__Samé report ' Vol. VII, PP 3605, 3606 For a further description of
%ﬁf{{the situa%ion, see Russell A.-Alger, The Spanish American War, pp. 65-68.

105. Report of the Commission, Vol. I, pp.-128; 129, Nelson A. Miles, Serving
.. . . the-Republic, p. 275. -

106. Report of the Commission, above cited, pp. 132, 133.
107. Report of the Commission, pp. 134, 135.

108. Report of the Commission, pp 137 175

109. Report ‘of the Commissxon, p. 137.

110. Report of the Commission, pp. 173-176, 187. .

42



on hand and ready for issue an.abundance of necessary and needed supplies,
when officers of the Government, whose duty it was to furnish them, did not
have them and therfore could not give them out. n11l

, 114: :To what .extent, if at all, were ‘these shortages chargeable to the
higher command of the Army and to the system according to which it was organized?
Let us consider the matter of planning. The::Cuban insurreétion had been going
on for several years.: The Spaniards could not suppress it, but the Cubans
seemed unable to win iti'unaided. The Spanish'policy of concentratlng the
population in towns or .camps, so that the conld: not support and feed the
insurgents, caused great suffering, and aroused indignation in the United States,
In consequence of these: circumstances, relatiois between the United States and
Spain had long been strainéd. The sinking of the battleship Mgine in Havana
harbor on February 15, 1898, by an explosion of uncertain origin, caused

a further exacerbation of the situation. On March 9, 1898, Congress made an
appropriation of $50,000,000, to be expended at the discretion of the President
for national defense. 112’ On April 25, 1898, Congress passeéd an act declaring
that war had exigted since April 12.1 13 There was therefore ample notice that
war was comlng;ll4 but nevertheless no war plans, strategical or logistical,
had been-dfawn prior: to its declaration’. ~The reason is obvious; there was

no agency or officer whose duty it was to draw such plans, -unless it was the
general of the army. No law, regulation, or order imposed that duty upon him;
and he had ho ‘staff, except»his aides, to help him do it o

115. After the declaration af war numerous conferences were held at
the White House on stratsgy.llﬁa At these meetings, and at other times in
writing, plans of campaign were proposed. When that war was over, Secretary
of War Russell A. Alger, who had been a colohel and brevet major general .
in the Civil War, and General Miles each wrote a book, in which each adversely
criticiged the plans proposed by the other.: General Miles says ‘that on May 8 he
ws ordered te: take 70;000: men to::Quba ahd! Capture Hhvana, but- that ‘he was
obliged to point out that: that clty was ‘dafendad by’ 125,000: troops with over
100 field: guns and 125 heavy:guns in fortified: positions; and:that the Spaniards
had 1,000:rounds of siall arms ammunition per man;:whereas éur forces did not
have enough for a sinﬁle battle and:our factories ¢ould not manufacture enough
in sight weeks! time.

116, Secretary Alger scatters uncomplimentary remarks about General

Miles throughout his book:.: Letius Eige one exampls. -In written® ‘recomméndations
which the:Secretary quotes: in full; S+ 1. the general- several timé§ proposed that

L
A

111. Report of the Gommission, p. 176
112. 30 Stat. 274, |
113. 30 Stat. 364. | S
114, Sec. Alger so admitted in his'béck, ThQVSpaﬁisﬁ;Arériéan'War, éé, 4~5.
115. Alger, book cited, pp. 46,”48. | o | )

116. Miles, book cited, pp. 272;253.

117. Alger, book cited, pp. 49-55.
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an expedition, the principal element of which would be 15,000 cavalry, land at
Nuevitas, on the north coast of Cuba, advance fifty miles inland along a rail-
road to Puerto Principe, then march westward 345 miles (where no reilroad-

then existed) on Havana. ' Secretary Alger expresses the- opinion that; "thls
plan‘was so evidently 1mpossible and. impracticable as to need 'little ‘argument
to’'so prove it."l18 He goés on to say that there was insufficient shipping
available to transport 15,000 horses, that the channel leading to- ‘Nidvitas
was such that no vessel drawing more than fifteen féet could come within fifteen
miles of the town; that the reilroad to Puerto Prinecipe had 1littls rclling

stock and there was no road parallelling it; and that, if and when the expedition
should reach Puerto Principe, it would still have.a march of 345 tilles through

a sparsely settled tropical country in the rainy seasen; to get to & glace which
we could reach in a day by sea under protection of our battleships.ll

Secretary Alger fills several pages more with adverse criticism of other
recommendations, strateglcal and 1ogistice1 made by General Mlles 120

S 117, TE 1s unnecessary in . this psper to consider whether the Secretary
or the general was right as to these matters. It is sufflclent to poiﬂt-out that:

' Even after war had been declared there was no: carefully thought
out stretegical plan. .The Teason has. already been stated, that:there was no
agency, whoge" duty it vas. tg make such.a plan,. unless it were the general in
chief, and he had no staff sufficient to help him- do it..~ :

: b." Friction’ and lack of mntual confldence and esteem arose between
the Secretary and the general.

118, --The-Dodge report takes up In turn each of the staff departments of
the Army, and tells how well it.functioned during the:Spanish War. Some of them
had doné'a little planning, for example, the Medical Department had designed
and approved models of medlcal chests. for use in the figld,121 but nothing could
be or was done in ‘advance of. the declaratlon of war toward rncreasing stocks of
supplies, for lack of funds. The Gommission reported T

- "Th dommission has refrained from crlticlzing certain of the
heads of bureaus for not having acted with foresight in preparing
their various departments for getive war before war was dctually-declared
because it has appeared that the national defense fund provided by the

Lt i “ . . b PR ‘3 Lo . \ "f{]::‘-

118. Algsr, book,cited, p. 55.
119. Algerf,book cite§; PP- 55-57.
120. Alger, book cited, pp. 57-61.

121. Report of the Commission on the Conduct of the W.D..in the War with
Spain, Vol. I, p. 169.



act of March 9, 1898, was not made available for use, except for the
 Navy and for coast defenses and the expenditures incident thereto, until
”';after the declaration of war "122
: U A :

119. . The foregoing seems to ﬁave been ‘due 4o & nsrrow construction by
the Pre 1dent of the words; "national deféhée;“-whiéh the ‘act ‘of - Congress gave
as thé object of the $50,000,000 appropridtion ‘already et ioned 123 The lack-
of plantiirig is also showh by the shipment to" Tadpa of “far ‘tore ‘mén ‘dnd supplies
than could be handled ‘there, and by the failure to ascertain theiGapacity of
transports, and to ‘make timely and proper assignmsnts of troops to them and
to notify the troops of their essignmsnts.,_ f

o 120: 86 much for planning. The’ situation as to'the transaction of
routine business of the War Department is thus stated in the report of the:
Gommission- o : :

"The routine work in the departments, in our oplnion, is far beyond
what is necessary, and each year seems to increase it. The methods employed
makes 1t almost impogsible to transact business promptly. The heads of
all depertments, officers of large depots, chiefs of staff departments, corps,
and divisions have necessarily been obliged to give the time and attention
to détails which should have been given to matters of larger moment. No
'well~regu1ated concern or’ corporation could transact business satisfactorily
under such regulations” aS"gbvern the gtaff- departments, and:the fact that
every officer of each of thé& staff departmsnts holding responsible
positions has been obliged to 1gnore routine demonstrates the necesslty
of a thorough reform,"124 " Lo

122. Report of the’ CommisSLGn,fV01? I P “;"See-also the tsstimony of .
Ool, J. Morris  Broim, in charge” of thé ‘Medital Supply Depot, New York,
samé, pp. 2317 2318, that’ on March 28, 1898, ‘he opened proposals
for medical supplies for an Army' ‘of* 25,000 for 8ix moriths; end that, eveni
when war was declared in the Yitter ‘part of April; he rebeived no orders
to buy suppliss for an Armw of 100 OOO msn. See also Alger, work cited,

P 9- . L e

123.;jSec.'ﬂlger says, in’hls book already cited ps 8y WNo part of’ this ‘sum
“was' available for of fengive purpossés - eVén for offensive preparation.
The fund, though placed at the President's disposal, remained only an
appropriation 'for natienal defense!,.and he.confined the employment of
it literally within that limitation. " The present writer has searched
the published opinions of the Attorney General and the Comptroller-of the
Treasury and has found none so construing the act. Apparently the con-
struction was one made by the President himself, on grourds ‘of "policy
rather than of law.

e »

124. Report of the Gommission, Vol. I, p. 113.
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121.. To the difficulties and delays caused by unsound business methods
were added others due to the onset .of war, thus vividly described by Major
General W1111am H. Carter, then 8 lleutenantwcolonel in the AdJutant General's
Office:s. e , . . L

_ "From thelmoment ‘that it became apparent that a volunteer Army was
to be raised, and that there was to be @an.increase in the Regular’ Army,
... . the offloes of the Secretary of War :and The Adjutant: ‘Genemw'l -and Assistant

.;:;Adjutants General and. the corridors of the War' Depatrtments were uncom-

" fortably. crowded, with applicants for appointments or with Members: of
”Cbngress presentrng the claims of. constituents for appointmént to officel
"The Secretary of. War and the Adjutant General could only atténd to the”

proper functions of their offices:in guiding organization, equipment, and
mobilization of the great volunteer :Army,dhen being put in the field, by
secreting themselves for a few moments at a time, or during the night,
when. most. of the :real business.of:the-department -hadito be conducted,
to, avoid ths pressure from offlce seekers‘v RS T
" "Among the crowds which filled the rooms and corridors vas''a’ host e
of newspaper reporters who, listened:toialmost:all the business which' was'd
“carried on between the.Adjutant;General-and his -assistants., It was next -
to impossible to keep.anything:from the press-under those- conditions.*”f'

. Almost all the orders .2iven appesred in the newspapers abott “the time or-

‘before they were received by those“for whom they were. 1ntended ul25

1227 If thers had been anythlng in the nature of a- genaral staff or & '
comptroller to supervise the organization and methods of the department and the
army, it may be presumed.thst. the unfortunate results described by the Gom-
mission and General Cartsr would non Qave occurred

123. The Commission makes the[followlng restrained but none the less
damning eriticism of the operation of -the:War Department during the war with
Spain:

"in . the Judgment of &he Commission there wasg: lacking'in-the general
administration of.the Waxr QDepartment during ithe continiianté of the war
with’ Spain that complete grasp of the situatlon which: Was essential to
the highest efficlency and discipline of the Army."126 P

124 It is difflcult to see how the result could have been other than
what it was, as there wad nobody except the Secretary of War whose duty it:
was to have a "complete grasp of the situation', strategically and logistically.
It is painful to think what might have happened if our enemy had been a country
-anywhere near our military equal ' .

125. Creation of the American General Staff,.Senafe baé;'119, 68th Congress,
1st Session, p. 17

126. Report of the Commission, Vol. I, p. 116.
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125. General Miles, following the example of Winfield Scott and Grant,
1eft the Headquarters of- the Army in. Washington and took the: field »In
commanded 1n-person, uas much better managed than that: against Santiago de
Cuba. In each of the three wars which occurred while the position of general
of the army existed, the Mexican, the Civil, and the Spanish War, the general lef.
his post at Washington and took cammand of one or more of the armies in the
field. Grent left Halleck in Washington as Chief of Staff, but. Scott and
Miles left nobody there to aet for them. If there was a real need for a general
of the army in Washington, it would seem that the need would have been greater
in war than in peece, because a general in command of gn army in.the field
obviously cannot efficiently exercise command of other armigs or of the zone
of the interior. The dilemma is inescapable:--either a general of the army, .-
i.e., an officer commanding the entire army, is not needed; or, if needed,
his headquarters should be at. Washington. i .

126, In order that he may command efflciently, and that victory may erown
his efforts, the commander or chief officer of ithe army, whether he be the
President, the Secretary of War, the General of the Army, or the Chief of
Staff, ought to know what is going on in the ‘Army, both in the zone of the
interior and in the theater of operations. Pursuant to law, regulations,. and
orders then in force, the duty of so informing him was to be performed by the
Inspector General. Yet in the Spanish War, the Inspector General, the :
next officer in‘:rank :in his office, and other 1$spectors also left their station
at the capital and took command :in the f£ield.127 Tt.would seem thaty if that
were to be done, some other competent offlcer ought to have been detailad as
acting Ihspector General . i R o e :

127. The. distlnguished members of the comm1331on reached the same con=
clusion as is expressed olsewhere in this paper, that the existence .of the two
positions of Secretary of War and General of the Army necessarily caused
discord and.adversely affected efficiency.: In its report, under the heading ‘of
"futhority and Responsibility", the commission said: ,

"For many years the divided authority and responsibility in the
War Department has produced friction, for which, in the interest of the
service, 'a remedy, if possible, should be applied., The Constituion ,
makes the President the Commander in -Chief of the Army, and he can not..
transfer that authority to any other person.. The President seleets his
Secretary of War, who has his confidence, and who is his confidential
adviser., The commanding general is assigned to dﬁty as such by the
President,. . .“128 :

127. Report of the Commission, Vol. V. pp. 1759, 1772, 1773,

128. Report of the Commission, Vol. I, p. 115,
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128. Next follow extracts from the Army Regulations and the quotation
from General Schofield already made herein, 129 in which that officer said
that the proper position of the senior officer of the Army in Washington is
not cammanding general, but chief of staff to the President and Secretary of
War. The report then contlnues"“~ S i PAvle ol .

VLl ‘,U O
"The Presxdent must.have tha samé pawer.hf seiectlon of hls general
in chlef as he has of his Secretary of War; without-this there can be

no guaranty that he; will: give, or :that the. Secretary of War will place

in the general in chief,: that confidence whieh is necessary to perfect -

harmony. ‘Neither the: President noy:the Searetary of War: should have

in' the command of the Army an officer who- 1s not work;ng Ln harmony

with hlm."130 R . PRI R g Lo

129. An incident whlch attracted much attention durlng Mlles' tour as
general of ‘the army was the quarrel between Wim and Brigadier General:Charles
P, Eagan, Commissary=-General of-Subsistence.t31 In diis testimony before the’
commission, General Miles stated :that the Subsistence Department had issued =
to troops M"embalmed beef',. into:which chemicals:had been injected as a! pre-'~~ s
servative against decay, and unpalateble’ timmed: fresh beef,: supplied Mas a
pretense of.experiment,®132 -In making:these charges, General Miles was mlsled
by the mistaken report to him.of a medieal officer on his staff and was-in-
error. When General Eagan'came befare the.commission ‘as & witneass, he read to
it a prepared statement calling:General: Milesra .lgr ' in language whose .in«
subordination is equaled only by its .coarsemess:133 .Thé Commission rejected -
the charges of :General Miles as.to the embalmed beef:and:.as to the dssue of -
tinned beef as an experiment.l34 General Bagan was: tried and justly convicted..
of violation of the 95th and 96th Articles of War in using such language, and
was sentenced to be- dismisséd.135: Because. of hisprior excellent:recsrd,
President McKinley -commuted:the -sentence td:sudpension from:-renk and duty for
six years.® Two years later-he: remltted the unexplred portlon of :the sentence.l36

""'_. ,".737-“.‘ RN -J'.' ,'."".’.-u '..E.' At ‘ LM .\. ‘: X TEOoodEN RGN

129, “Par. 1060 T
130. Report of the Commission, Vol. I, p 116
131. During the Spanish War the author of this paper was a boy s1xteen years
old residing in Washington, and .he wéll retiembers thecpubliicity given
in the newspapers to General Miles' charges and to General Eagan's tirade,
:vand the sensation which they caused.v. ,3 o : R
132. Report of the Gomm1551on, Vol VII, pp 3256 ~3257 o -‘ :
133. General Eaganﬁs v11e lahguage is much toned down in the pflnted report
of the testimony:téken befére the commissidn: (Vols VII, p: 3578), but
is given in full end accurately in G.0. 24, qurs. of the Army, Feb 7
1899, announcing result of his trial. v
134. Report of''the Commission, Vol: I, pp. 163, 166. .
135. G.0. last cited. |
136. G.0. 137, Hq. of the Army, Dec. 6, 1900.
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130. This incident might be dismissed as beyond the scope of this paper
‘sxcept for one circumstance., Gsneral Eagan began the long statement which
contained his attack on General Miles by seying that the latter had no authority
to give him, the Commissary General, a reprimand,137 Iater he complained that
Major A. L. Smith, who had beén sent to Puerto Rieo as depot commissary, was
not under General Miles! orders except in emergencies; but that Miles took him
away from his depot and ‘put him on 4 transport,138 Purther on he said, "I
should have taken the cablegram of General Miles to our common superior, the -
Secretary of War."139 The foregoing passages show plainly that the’ Commissary
General did not regard the general of the army as his superior. ’

131. On the ‘other hand, Gensral Miles ‘does not seem to have considered
the Secretary of War to be his superior. The Secretary of War gave the general
of the army a formal written order to inspect the camps at three places and
report on them. General Miles brought the order back, and threw it on the
Secretary's desk, saying that he was in the habit of issuing such orders himself. 11”
As the opinions and judicial decisions already citedl4l prove, Secretary Alger
had the law on his side; but, instead of having a showdown and either having his
order obsyed or relieving Miles, he meekly answered, "Then you are not under
my command," Miles went to Tampa, one of the places mentioned, and observed
the embarkation of General Shafter's expeditionary corps there; but the
Secretary did not know whether he inspected the camp there. He did not go to
" the other two places and made no report. o .

.....

earlier, should have settled for all time that everybody in the Army, including
the General of the Army, ia subject to the orders of the Secretary of War.
The misleading paragraphs in the Army Regulations hitherto quoted,l44 lending

137. Report of the Commission, Vol. VII, p. 3564.

138. Report of the Commission, Vol. ViI,fp; 3565,

139, Report of the CQmmiesion, Vol. VII, E. 3574 . _ _

140;“fStatement by Senator (formerly Secretary) Alger at a hearing before the
Committee on Military Affairs of the Senate, Dec. 17, 1902, printed in
Hearings before the Committee on Military Affairs, H.R. 69th Cong.,
2d Sess., Historical Docs. rélating to the Reorganization of the W.D.,
p.. 158; Testimony of Mr. Alger, Secretary of War, before the Dodge
Committee, Report previously cited, Vol. VII, p. 3767.

141. Pars. 12-16 of this paper.

142. Testimony of Mr. Alger, Secretary of War, before the Dodge Gommittee,
Report previously cited, Vol. VII, p. 3768. :

143. Discussed and quoted in par. 12 of this paper.
144. In pars. 38 and 46 of this peper;: |
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color to the idea of a vertical division between the general of the army and
the line of the Army on the one hand, and the Secretary and the staff on the
other, were no doubt in large part responsible'for the erroneous view taken by
both Miles and Bagan as to who ‘were their superiors

132. After Elihu Root”had been: Secretary of War for a.couple of years,
he and McKinley'and Theodore’ Roésevéit, successively President becane: con-
vinced that Miles was trying "to promote his own views and undo my plans."145
Miles had the presidential bee in his bonnet. President Roosevelt said of
him:~

"During the six months that I have been President, General Miles
has made it abundantly evident by his actions that he has not the slightest
desire to improve or benefit the army, and to my mind his actions can
bear only the construction that his desire is purely to gratify his selfish
ambition, his vanity, or his spite. His conduct is certainly entirely
incompatible, not merely with intelligent devotion to the interests of
the service, but even with unintelligent devotion to the interests of the
service. President McKinley and you yourself have repeatedly told me
that such was the case during the period before I became President.t

133. Miles gave an interview to the press in which he commented on a
matter involving the Navy Department, and Secretary Root publicly reprimanded
him for doing so.l47 There were other subjects of controversy between them.
Whether Root or Miles was right in these squabbles is immaterial to the present
Inquiry. The result of them was that friction and disputes arose between them,
as between so many other Secretaries of War and Generals of the Army. Finally
General Miles was not on speaking terms with Secretary of War Alger or President
Theodore Roosevelt.l48 It is also said that during the last part of General
Miles! service as general in chief, he and the Adjutant General of the Army,
Major General Henry C. Corbin, were not on speasking terms. It is supposed
that the feeling between them arose over differences of view as to the boundary
between their functions, which indicates the unfortunate consequences of the
absence of clear definitions in such matters. The existence of such relations
cannot have failed to influence adversely the efficiency of the War Department

and the Army.

145. Root's language, quoted in Philip C. Jessup, Elibu Root, Vol. I, p. 244.

146. Jessup, work cited, Vol. I, p. 245.

147, Jessup, work cited, Vol. I, p. 247.

148. Statement of Lt. Gen. John M. Schofield before the Committee on Military
Affairs of the Senate, Apr. 9, 1902, and of Senator (previously Secretary
of War) Alger before the same Committee Dec. 17, 1902, printed in

Hearings before the Committee on Military Affairs, H.R. 69th Cong., 24
Sess., Part I, pp. 87, 158.
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134. As has been said, the last general of the army was Lieutenant General
Semuel B.M. Young, who held the position only one week (August 8-15, 1903).
In view of the brevity of his service in that capacity, it is unnecessary to
say anything about it, v
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C. CONCILUSIONS

There was Constant Friction between the Secretary of War
and the Genersl of thé Army. The General of the Army
did not in Fact and could not Constitutionally Command

the Army

135‘5'Geﬁeral”Schdfield“beganrhis'érfiéié:élréady cited with this statement:

"During nearly the entire history of the government of the United
States the relations between the general-in-chief, or nominal commanding
general of the army, and the War Department have been the cause of dis-
cord, sometimes descending to bitter personal controversy,: and in a few
instances leading’ to very serious results."l '

136. In time of peace there were two principal subjects. of dispute:
first, whether and to-what extent -the Gendral of the Army was subgect ‘to the
orders of the Secretary of War, and where was ‘thé Iine to be drawn separating
the functions of “their offices; and, second, whether and to what extent the
staff departments were subject to the orders'of‘the General of the Army.

In war time, if he did not himself take the field, a third was added: - How :
far might the General of the Army go in controlllng the generals in the field?
137. " Ten men succ9331ve1y held the pOSLtion of genéfél of . the army,

as follaws. , , L e

oL - Served as B :
Rank - .+ 7 Name General of the- Army
Maj. Gen. - - Alexander Macomb . -1828-1841'=n:w
‘Maj. Gen, Bvt. ILt. Gen. Winfield Scott S - 1841-1861 . - ¢
. Maj. Gen. George B. McClellen - 1861-1862 ..
" Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck . 1862-1864 .
It. Gen., Gen. - . Ulysses S. Grant . . 1864~1869
Lt. Gen., Gen. William T. Sherman . - 1869-1883
It. Gen., Gen. " Philip H. Sheridan . 1883-1888 - . -
Maj. Gen., It. Gen. John. M. Schofield - .1888-1895 - o
Maj. Gen., Lt. Gen. . Nelson A. Miles .. 1895-1903 - co
Lt. Gen., o Semuel B. M, Young ,Aug. 8—15, 1903

138. Young was general of the army for a week only, too short a period
for any difficulties to develop or be recorded; but all the rest had more or
less friction and trouble with the President, the Secretary of War, staff
officers in the Department or commanders in the field. 'All of these were
patriotic, able, and experienced soldiers; some of them among the greatest
soldiers of our history. Why did they have so much difficulty? Among the
- reasons for their trouble are the following:

1. ‘Centggy Magazine, Vol. 54, p. 577; same author, book previously cited,
p. 406,
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a., Scott's insubordinstion, vanity. and irageibility. Macomb's
difficulties as General of the Army were due solely to Scott'!s insubordination
to him. Otherwise, there is no record of any friction. Scott's difficulties
as General of the Army were due in part, but only in part, to his own vanity,
irascibility, and insubordination to the President and Secretary of War.

epemy. During the last months of Scott's service as General of the Army, his
difficulties were due to McClellan'®s insubordination to him. McClellan's
troubles as General of the Army were caused by his own disrespect and insub-
ordination toward the President and Secretary of War, and by his constant over-
estimate of the strength of the enemy, which led -the President and the Secretary
of War to interfere in strategy and tactics in the effort to get McGlellan to
be more aggressive. - :

c. ilure to_rec e I .6 e Sec ét

Eh_lyz__.9_:..9z2;ze.&na&.2h_42&kLiL.JLJEL..:LJL.:&:;.S.EQ:
mist ed the Gen o Army. Especially during the first part

of the period under consideration, and to some extent later, it was not recog-.

nized, even by Scott, who was a lawyer as well as a soldier, that: the orders

of the Secretary of War are in -law those of the President, and must be obeyed
by the General of the Army as well as by everbody else. 1n the army.

'k of proper defis :

general of the Armmy. During a great part of the period under consideration,

there was no definition by lew, regulation, or order of the powers, duties, and

responsibilities of the General of the Army. During other parts of it, there

was in orders or regulations a partial and faulty definition of those powers,

duties, and responsibilities. Until the publication of the Army Regulations of

1847 there was no defintion whatever of the duties or powers of the General

of the Army. The definition therein? was fuller and better than any later

promulgated, but was omitted from the Regulations of 1857. . From that time until

1869 there was no definition except the partial and unconstitutional onme contained

in the act of March 2, 1867,3 repealed in 1870. From 1869 until the end of

~ the period there were partial and faulty definitions in orders or Army Regulations,
which have been previously described herein.4 Their greatest defect was that

they permitted, if they did not justify, the division between the Secretary and

the Staff departments on the one side, and the General of the Army and the line

on the other. From this notlon two ideas arose:- First, the general got the

erroneous ildea that he was not subjeect to the orders of the Secretary. Attornmey

2. Quoted 1n.par. 38 of this paper.
3. Quoted in par. 40 of this paper.
4. Pars. 46 and 47 of this paper.
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General Cushing's opinion,5 the decision in the Elisson case,® and the other
authorities already cited herein’ show that this idea was wholly unsound as

a matter. of law. . The second ides to.which the vertical division above mentioned
led was that held by the chiefs of the Staff departments, that they were not
subject to the General of the Army It would have been legally permissible
for the Secretary to disabuse the minds of the chiefs of the Staff departments
of this idea by directing the contrary in a general order or regulation. '
It will be remembered that General Schofield, when Secretary of War, did so;
but that. his order was revcked by his successor, Secrctary Rawlins, nineteen
days 1ater,9 which revocation of course served to implent the idea even more
firmly ip the minds of the staff.

e e. Iack of an adeguate gtaff for the General of the Army. The

General of the ‘Arny. had no staff adequate to the perf: performance of his duties.

Except for nineteea days in March 1869, his staff consisted of his personal
aldes only. ,

139. The five reasons above mentioned are not sufficient to explain the
almost constant friction between the General of the Army and his superiors or
subordinates or both, What else was the cause of it? A clue may be found by -
considering the case of General Halleck, who was in Washington during the Clvil
War for three yéars, from 1862 to 1865, the first two as General of the Army,
and the. third as Chief of Staff. Though not a good field general, Halleck,
like Scott.and Pershin§ was a wger as well as a soldier, and s man of great
ability and erudition. 4 He saidll that as General. of the Army he was nerely
military adviser to the President and the Secretary of War, that he never
hesitated to differ with them in opinion, but obeyed and cordially carried
out their decisions. That is a description of the duties of a chief of staff,
not those of a commanding general. . General Fry soys that, after Halleck's
relief as general of the army and detail as chief of staff, he continued to
perform the same dutles as before.l2 General Fry also says, with entire
correctnessz -

5.7 Ops Atty. Gen. 453 (1855), already quoted and discussed in this paper in
pars. 7 and 12.

6. 16:Pét¢#s:29;,_302;_qu9ted”dgd'disqussed in par. 1/ of this paper.
?7:_In pars. 11, 13, iﬁvgnalin foqtnqﬁé‘to par. 16.

8. See Chart II. -ii - - | - |

9. See pars;~4ky~45,-and:94uof~this’paper.--

10. See,par. 70 of‘thig paper.

11. See pars. 73 and 74 Qf%iﬁiggpapér.

12. Military Miscellanies, pp. 71, 72.
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e "Qaylng that a chosen General commands the whole Army under the '
Secretary of War is admitting - what is-the fact - that he does not come
mand it. The late Major Gemoral ‘Halleck, who was an educated soldier,
an accggnllehed scholar, and a. profound lawyer, fully comprehended
this."

140. The General of the Army who had the least friction with his -
superiors was Schofield.. Why did he get along so much better than the othere? o
The question is answered in a passage already quoted herein,14 in which Schofleld -
cuys that, when general of the Army he acted upon the view that, under our
constitution, "the general-in-chief, or nominal commanding general, can at
most be only a ‘!chief of staff!, that or nothing, whatever msy be the mere
title under which he may be assigned to duty by the. President."

141. Iet us turn for a moment from the writings of eminent soldiers of
the past, and consider the reason of the thing. We have in the army many
examples of two persons, one above the other, but both having authority over the
same unit., Among these may be mentioned the Commanding General and the Chief
of Staff of a divisicn, and the colonel and lieutenant-colonel of a regiment.
In no such.case is the lower in rank of the pair called the commanding officer;
nor would he be.such, even if ‘he were so called.  He is commonly called Chief
of Staff or executlve officer. He can only mske decisions or give orders in- i
sofar as the higher in.rank of the. pair authorizes him to do so.  The situation : ..
was the same with respect to the President, the Secretary of War, and the
General of the Army; Ths last named, so long as he had the first two over him,
could not in truth and in fact command the army. The circumstances that he .
was called-general of ;the army, that he had been ordered by the Presidemnt to
comnand the army, and that he was senior in rank to everybody else in the army
naturally led him to believe that he commanded it, that he had the same authority
over it as he hed had over the division or regiment which he had formerly com-
manded. General Schofield, after having been successively Secretary of War and
General of the Army, said, "he" (the General of the Army) "has not control
of & single soldier or a single officer; not one.®15 His authority over the
army was in. faet.only that of the Chief of Staff of a division or the 11eutanant
colonel of a regircent. .

142, The mistaken notion naturally arising from the title of the position,
that the General of the Army commanded it, was the greatest single cause of
friction between the Secretary and the general. That this is so is shown by the
statements of the men best qualified to speak on the subject. General Schofield,
whose experience as Secretary of War and General of the Army has just been
‘mentioned, called the title of General of the Army "a lie right on the face

s
13, - Military lzesilanics, pe 93.

14. Par. 106. See also statement of Gen. Schofield at a hearing before the
Committee on Military Affairs of the Senate, April 9, 1902, reprinted in
Hearings before the Committee on Mil. Affairs, H.R. 69th Gong. 2d Sees.,
Part I, pp. 89, 90. : .

15, Hearings cited in preceding note, p. 90.

55



of it,"l6 and said that the question is "not let him sail under false colors;
not to let this fal&éhood continue,"l7 Secretary Root, one of the ablest
lawyers and Secretaries of War whom the nation has ever had, said, "The
friction comes from-the fact that the title of General commanding the Army,
which is conferred upon the senior msjor general or the lieutenant general,
carried with it an implication of the right of independent command., "L Mg jor
General, &fterward*Lieufenant General,,Samuél B. M. Young, wrote:

"It has long been a matter of conv1ction among all the
older officers that the positlon of Commanding Genersl of the
Army, without any actual command, was a misnomer vhich did lead
and must in the future lead to contlnual friction and loss of
efficiency.’ 119

1428. A parallel may be found in the Navy., The act of April 30, 1796,
establishing the Navy Department, still in force, says that the Secretary of
the Navy "shall be the head thereof" 20 1t goes on to impose duties upon
the Secretary. as. follows:

"The Secretary of the Navy shall execute such orders as )
he - shall receive: from the President relative to the procurement
of naval stores and materisls, and the constructlon, armament,
egquipment, and employment of vessels of war, as well as all
other matters connected with the naval establlshment n2l

1k2b. The statyte defining the duties of the Chief of Naval Operations
says: : ' ' E

"It shall be his duty to command the operating forces
and be responsible to the Secretary of the Navy for their use,
including, but not limited to, their training, readiness, and
preparation for udr;-and plans therefor.”22

lhzc. In the same act "operating forces are deflned as meaning the
fleets, sea-going forces, and large ‘parts of the naval shore forces.23

16. Same, p. 95.

17. Same, p. 90.

18. Same, p. 133. )

19." 'In a letter to the Secretary o%.War, dated-Dec. l2 1902, guoted by.
Maj. Gen. Carter in Creation of the Amerlcan General Staff, Sen. Doc.
119, 68th Cong, lst Sess., p. 42. _ . _

20. 1 Stat. 553; Revised Statutes, sec.vh15;_5 U.S. Ccde hll,.

21. 1 Stat. 553; Revised Statutes, sec. L17; 5 U.S. Code 412

22, Sec. 2(b), act of March 5, 1948; 62 Stat. 67; 5 U.S. Code 423b (b).

23, Sec. 1({ ) cet o March 5, 1948; 62 Stat. 66; 5 U.S. Code 423a (b).
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-~ 142d. It will be observed that the act of :1798,24 with respect to
the duties of the Secretary of the Navy, specifically mentions only logistical
matters, and is silent about his command duties as the President's delegate.
O the other hand, section 2(b) of the act of March 5, 1948, expressly
confers command of most of the Navy upon the Chief of Naval Operations;
notwithstanding the fact that, consistently with the President!s consti-
tutional powers as commander 1n chief of the Navy, he can at most be the
chief naval adviser to the President, the Secretary of Defense, and the
Secretary of the Navy, and their executive officer for the command of the
Navy. The situation created by the enactment of these two statutes closely
regembles that which existed in the Army for meny years; when a faulty
regulation?6. unduly emphasized administrative, fiscal, and logistical duties
of the Secretary of War, and ignored his command function as the President!'s
delegate; and when the same regulation, the title of his position, and an
order to take command of the army led the General of the. Army to suppose
that he commanded it, although in fact and in law he was and could be only
the adviser to and executive of the President and Secretary for its command.-

1/2¢. It would be beyond the scops of this paper to go into the recent
differences of opinion between the Secretary of the Navy and certain officers
of high rank in that service, nor has this writer studied them sufficiently
to express a definite opinion with respsct to them. Nevertheless, - 1like
causes produce like results; and this writer can not help wondering whether
the differences to which allusion has been made might have been avoided, or
at least been less acute, if the pertinent statutes had placed less emphaeis
upon the logistical duties of the Secretary of the Navy and more upon hig
command function as the delegate of the President, and had not undertaken
to confer conmand upon the Chief of Nsval Operations.

143. Qn the: other hand the Presidents and Secretaries of War were

" not free from: misapprehension and fault, Most of them had had little or

no military experience, yet in time of war they often intervened in:stra-
tegical and tactical matters. Neither in peace nor in war did they always
realize the existence or the wisdom of the army policy, that the commanding
officer of a large unit had best leave matters of detail to his ‘chief of
staff or executive; and, if he chooses to intervene in them, his orders - -
-should go through his executive, who in their case was the.General of the

ey -
14, Iet us therefore formulate the following further causes of the :
frequent difficulties of the Generals of the Army: :

24. Quoted in par. l42a of this paper.
25, Quoted in pa:.'142§ of this paper.
26. Quoted in pars. 38 and 46 of this paper. See also par. 138d.
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f. Notwithgtand the title of his position, the Gene of
the Army did not in fact commend the Army. The General of the Army, though
called by that title and assigned to command the army, did not in fact
command it; and, under our system of govermment, could not do so. His
duties are more accurately described as military adviser and Chief of Staff
to the President and Secretary of War. His title led the general himself
and others to suppose him entitled to command. His erroneous and misleading
title was a cause of friction.

g. Interference by Presidents and Secretaries of War in stra-

tegicgl and tactical matters. The Presidents and Secretaries of War 1nterfered
in time of war in strategical and tactical matters, as to which they had

little or no training or experience.

h. te ence b sidents and Secretaries of War det
of iat . The Presidents and Secretaries of War interfered from
time to time in details of military administration, which, as a matter of
policy, should have been left to the General of the Army.

145, Of the several reasons for the difficulties encountered, the
most importent is "f", the fact that the general of the army, though called
by that title and assigned to command the army, did not in fact end could
not command it, but was at most a chief of staff to the President and the
Secretary of War, and should have been so called.

145a. On page 137 of this paper is Chart I showing the organization
of the army from 1828 to 1903 according to law, as interpreted by Attorney
.General Cusing's opinion.27 On page 138 is Chart II showing the organization
for the same perlod according to the views of the chiefs of the staff depart-
ments, par. 48 of the Army Regulations of 1847, par. 125 of those of 1881,
and later regulations. Immediately after Chart II is Chart III, showing
the organization of the War Department and the Army for the same period,
as they in fact operated.

27. 7 Ops. Atty. Gen. 453 (1855), quoted in pars. 7 and 12 of this paper.
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II,. THE PRESIDENT; THE SECRETARY OF WAR
S AND THE GHIEF’OF STAFF 1903 - 1947 LN

LE&AL HISTORY
Creation of the Office of Chief of Staff

146.-: &s has already been stated in this paper,l as far back as the
Civil-War, the astute Halleck realized that, in his position as General of
the Army, he did not in fact command the Armies of:the United States, but
was merely a military adviser .to the President and. the Secretary of War.
The giving of militaery.advice: to his superior is the duty, not of a commanding
general, but of a Chief of Staff. Some ysars later, Schofield, the only
man since the early days of the republic who has served both as Secretary
of War and general of the army, concluded that the General of the Army can
at most be a chief of Staff.2 In consequence of his holding this view of
the nature of the position of Gemeral of the Army, he had far less friction
with the Secretarw'than any other occupant of 1t. : : .

147 On August l 1899, Eﬂihu Rbot sunceeded Alger as Secretary of
War. Root was a New York lawyer, who was without military experience,
except as-a private of militia for a'.few months in his.youth, and whose
governmental experience was limited to a few years! service as United States
Attorney at New York; but he had the ablest mind of any man in public life of
his time, Major General Hugh L. Scott, Chief of Staff from 1914 to 1917,
who went with Mr, Root on a- mission to Russia in the 1atter year, wrote as
follows' ‘ . e

"I parted with Mr. Root in New'York feeling that I had

had ‘the rare: privilegeof:close asgociation with the most far-~seeing

and sagacious man I had ever metj and I hereby classify him - in my nind-

as the foremost citizen of thEWRspublic.3
Lo Lo .

148. Root early reached the'conclu51on that some reform Was necessary
in the organization of the War Department. It wasifortunate for the army
that he :tame into contact with It., Coli® (afterwards Major General) William
H. Carter, then serving in the Adjutant Generall!s Office, alsc a man of
kecn mind, ready psn, and great persistence. Pursuant to Carter's advice,
Roct became convinced that the remedy for the trouble in the War Department
was the creation of a General Staff and a. Chief of Staff. .These.two men,.
more than any others, are responsible for their existence.

1. Paré. 73 and 74.
2. Par, 106 of this paper.
3. Hugh L. Scott, Some Memories of a Soldier, pp. 590-593. The present

writer, who had the pleasure of meeting Mr. Root on a few occasions
and hearing him speak on several, concurs in General Scott's opiniomn.
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149. A General Staff and a Chief of Staff with the powers necessary
to their proper functioning could be set up only by act of Congress. To
get such a bill through Gongress would require time, in which to educate
public opinion on the subject. In the meanwhile, the Secretary created
the Army War College,4 whose duties, in addition to instruction, were to
include the following: ' I -

"Flrst. To consider and report upon all questions affecting
the welfare and efficiency of the Army, including organization, methods
of administration, armament, equipment, transportatlon, ‘supplies,
mobilization, concentratlon, distribution, military preparationm,
plans of campaign, and other profess1onal matters as may be referred
to it.M -

* # S I %

"Fourth, To déGlse meanis for the harmorious and effective
cooperation of all the military forces of the United States, including

the organlzatlon of an instructed reserve, with personnel and stations
indlcated in advance, in readiness for mobilization when required,

"Fifth, To devise means for full cooperation of the military
and naval forces in’ tlme of waz"5 ' : :

150, Finally, % bill was introduced 1nto Congress February 14, 1902,
creating a General Staff and a Chief of it., Genéral Miles opposed it on
the ground that the historic position of General of the Army ought not te
be abolished 6 On the other hand, General Schofleld supported the bill.

151, In view df'pecent circulars conferrlng command upon the Chief _
of Staff and recommendations” that the same now be" “dons by statute, it is
interesting to note certain dlscussion and correspondence which occurred
while the bill for the creatioh of the General Staff was pending. At a
hearing before the Committee on Milltary Affairs of the Senate on December
17, 1902, Senator Foraker, who was a veteran of the Civil War, read aloud
the provision later enacted giving the Chief of Staff Supervision of the
troops of the line and the staff depar’cments;8 and the followifig colloquy
occurred i~ S

4. G.O, 155, Hq of the Army, Nov 27, 1901.

5. Creatlon ef ﬁhe Americen General Staff, by Maj. Gen. Willlam H. Carter,'
Sen. -Doc. 119, 68th Cong., 1lst Sess. p. 3.

6. Same, p. 31.
7. Same, p. 36.

8. Sec. 4 of act of Feb. 14. 1903. 32 Stat. 83V, newr 1IN T & Anda 224



s
ren T

. “"Senator Foraker. Shoulq not the. word be- ! comuand* or ' control, !
or something of that kind 1nstead of 'supervision'?

"Secretary Roet, I ‘think not Senator.

"Senator Foraker.: That" brings up the very identical point,
He is to be chief of staff, ~He is to be the right-hand man of the
Presidént,. .. The Pregident issues all his orders through him, Should
not the chief of staff be something more.. than a mere supervisor?

"Seceretary Root., He is the supervisor and he is the mouthpiece,
and if you put the word 'command'.in there you have departed from the
entire theory of the staff, as I understand it.

.J\J‘

:f"Senator Foraker. HoW"have you done S0y when he exercises
it under the direction of the President?

"Secretary Root,; The. chlef of staff exercisas no command of his
own., When you by statute give him Ycommand' you are giving him
something that is independent by virtue of his owrn authority."

152, Later at the same hearing, Secretary Root said that he considered
three or four different words before deciding on "superv1sion" and went on
to say,

.

form of expression as being the only ode that would not make the °
trouble .of interfering with the President's constitutional prerogative
on the one ;hand ‘and laying the foundation poss1bly of creating the very
difficulty that we are trying to get r1d of ‘on the ~other. »10

153, What Mr. Root meant is shcwn by the remark of Senator Scott at -
the same hear1ng* ) :

.M"In putting that man in ag’ Chief ‘of Staff, with the word 'command’
there, the semg trouble is liable ‘to come up that now comes up between
the lieutenant general and the Secretary of War and the President. He
might insist that he was ‘commander again "ll -

9. Reprinted in Hedrings before the Committes on Mil. Affairs, H.R. 69th
Cong., 24 Sess,, Part I, p. 145,

10. Reprinted—in Hearings-before the Committee on Mil, Affairs, H.R, 69th
Cong., 24 Sess,, Part I, P. 150,

11, Same.
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154. General Carter, the originator of the General Staff so far as the
United States is concerned, in a memorandum dated December 27, 1902, argued
against the substitution. of "command" for “supervision" in. the bill, and said:

"Having reference to Senator Foraker's comments on the word
'supervision! in the General Staff bill and the suggestion that this
word be changed to 'command! or 'control!, it is well to consider the
effect of this change before making it. The word !supervision! was
adopted because in the military sense it indicates the overseeing of
affairs in the interest of superior authority.. The word 'command!
implies directlg the power of. ths officer holding such command to
issue orders."l

155. The.word "supervision" remains in the bill as passed.:

Statutes, Regulations, and Orders with respect to Duties of the Gemer
and the Chief of Staff

156. There will be set out in this section all acts of Congress,
regulations, and orders with respect to the powers and duties of the Chief
of Staff and the General Staff. The bill creating them, drawn by Lt. Col.
Carter as previausly stated, with some amendments by Congress, was approved
by the President February 14, 1903;13 and, by its own terms, took effect
August 15, 1903, It provided. _

"That there is herehy established a Genersl Staff Corps, to be
composed of officers detailed from the Army at large, under such rules
as may be prescribed by the President.

" "Sec. 2. .That the duties of the General Staff Corps shall be to .
prepaere plans for the national defense and for the mobllization of the -
military forces .in time of war; to investigate and report upon all
questions affecting the efficiency of the Army and its state of preparation
for military operations; to render professional aid dnd assistance ta
the Secretary of War and to general officers and other superior commanders,
and to act as their agents in informing and coordinating the action of
all the different officers who are subject under the terms of this
act to the supervision of the Chief of Staff; and to perform such other
military duties not otherwise assigned by law as may be from time to
time preseribed by the President.

“gec. 3. That the General Staff Gorps shall consist of one
Chief of Staff and . . ."°

12. Creation of the American Gen. Staff, by Mbj..Gen..William-H. Carter, .
S. Doe, 119, 68th Cong., lst Sess., p. 44.

13. 32 Stat. 830.
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HSec, 4.’ That the Chief of - Staff, under thé direction of the
President of ‘'of the Secretary of War, under the direction of the ‘President,
shall have supervision of all troops of the line and of The Adjutant-
Generalts, Inspector-General's, Judge-Advocate's, Quertermasterfts,

Stbsistence, Medical, Pay, and' Ordnance departments, the Corps of
‘Erigineers, and the Signal Corps, and shall perform such other military

duties not otherwise assigned by law as ‘may be assigned to him by the

iPresident n

MO

'157 The next most important task for the creators of the General

......

Staff wag the drafting of regulations for it. On ‘that subject, General
Carter has this to say: '

"The War College board prepared the necessary regulations for

~incorporating the new organiszation in the Army, ‘and prescribing its

duties. These regulations received the careful attention of the
Secretary of War, and he wrote out the part relating to the action

of the Chief of Staff and prescribing how command in the Army should

be exercised. I retained the proof copy of the new regulations, showing

- ‘the ‘SBecretary's writing and Interlineations, and it appears with other
-papers constituting an appendix to this narrative, which I have’ filed
“in the ‘office of the Chief of Staff,nls

158 Accordingly, on Angust 14, 1903, the day before the statute

creating the General Staff was to take effect, there was issued a general
orderl publishing "additional Regulations for the Army, numbered from
1 to 20, inclusive," with respect to the General Staff Corps. Those
paragraphs télating to the duties of the War Department General Staff and
of the Chief: of Staff are quoted belows

B REIATIONS

’i“‘"2.~ The 1aw establishes the General Staff Corps as a’ separate

‘and distinet staff organization, with supervision, under superior

aquthority," over all branches of the military service, line and staff,
except such as are exempted therefrom by law or regulations, with
a View to their coordination and harmonious cooperation in the

=execution of authorized military policies.__‘f

15.

Maj. Gen. William H. Carter, Creation of the American Gen. Staff, Sen.

_Doc. 119, 68th Cong., lst Sess., pp. 54, 55.

G.0, 120, Hq. of -the Aruy, sug. 14, 1903.
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DUTIES

13, The General Staff Corps, under the direction of the Chief
of Staff, is charged with the duty of investigating and reporting upon
all questions affecting the effilciency of the Army and its state of -
preparation for military operations, and to this end considers and

-“‘ reports upon all questions relating to organization, distribution,

equipment, armament, and treining of the military forces (Regulars,
Volunteers, and Militia), propoged . legislative enactments and general
. and special regulations affecting the Army, transportation, communi-
cations, quarters, and supplies; prepares projects for maneuvers;
revises estimates for appropriatlions for the support of the Army and
advises as to disbursement of such appropriations; exercises supervision
over inspections, militla education and instruction, examinations for
the appointment and promotion of officers, efficiency records, detalls
and assignments, and all orders and instructions originating in the
course of administration in any branch of the service which have
relation to the efficiency of the military forces; prepares important’
orders and correspondence embodying the orders and instructions of the
President and Secretary of War to the Army; reviews the reports of
examining and retiring boards; and ascts upon ‘such other matters as

the Secretary of War may determine.

, ,, The General Staff Corps, under like direction, is further
charged with the duty of preparing plans for the national defense and
for the mobilization of the military forces (including the assignment
to armies, corps, divisions, and other headquarters of the necessary
quota of general staff and other staff officers), and incident thereto
with the study of possible theaters of war and of strategic questions
in general; with the collection of military information of foreign
countries and of our own; the preparation of plans of campaign, of
reports. of campaigns, battles, engagements and expeditions, and of -
technical histories of military operations of the United States.

"5. To officers of the General Staff Corps are committed the
further duties of rendering professional aid and assistance to the
~ Secretary of War and to general officers and other superior commanders
and of acting as their agents in informing and coordinating the action
of all the different officers who are subject under the provisions of
law to the supervision of the Chief of Staff.

"They perform such other military duties not otherwise assigned
by law as may from time to time be prescribed by the President. Under
the authority here conferred officers of the General Staff Corps are
intrusted with the executive duties hereinafter indicated "

* # * ¥ * ¥* * 3* ; *

"7, The foregoing assignment of duties to the General Staff
Corps does not involve in any degree the impairment of the initiative
and responsibility which special staff corps and departments now have
in the transaction of current business."

3 * * * #* ¥ ¥ # ¥* *
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CHIEF OF STAFF
Relations and Selection

. ¥10. TUnder the act of February 14, 1903, the command of the.
Army of the United States rests with the constitutional commander-
in-chief, the President. .The President will place parts of the Army,
and separate armies whenever constituted, under commanders subordinate
to his general command; and, in case of exigency seeming to him to ..
require it, he may place thw hole Army under a single commander sub- - :
ordinate to him; but in time of peace and under ordinary conditions
the administration and control of the Army are effected without any
second in command. :

"The Rresident's commgnd is exercised through the Secretary of - .
War and the Chief of Staff. The:Secretary of War is charged with ,
carrying out the policies of  the President in. military affairs, He -
directly represents . the President and is bound always to act in
conformity to the President's instructions. Under the law and the
decisions of the Supreme Court his acts are the President's acts,
and his directions and orders are the President!s directions and
orders., . o o

"The Chief of Staff reports to the Secretary of War, acts as
his military adviser, receives, from him. the ‘directions and orders
given in behalf of the Pre51dent and: gives effect, thereto in the
manner hereinafter provided. f e

"Exceptions to this ordinary course of administration may,
however, be made at any time by special direction of the President
if he sees fit to call upon.the. Chief of Staff to: give information
or advice, or receive instructions, directly

“Wherever in these regulations action by the ‘President is e
referred to,. the action of the President through the Secretary of War -
is included, and wherever the action of the Secretary.of War is referred
to the Secretary of War is deemed to act as the representative of
the President and under his directions.

"The Chief of Staff is detailed by the President from. officers -
of the Army at large not below the gradeé of brigadier general, The
successful performance of the duties of the position requires what
the title denotes - a relation of absolute confidence and personal
accord and sympathy between the Chief of Staff and the President, and
necessarily also between the Chief of Staff and. the Secretary of War.
detailed, ‘the detail will in every case cease,. uniess sooner terminated,
on'the day following the expiration of the term of office of the a
President by whom the detail is made; and if at any time the Chief of
Staff considers that he can no longer sustain toward. the President -
and the Secretary of War the relations above described, it Wlll be his
duty to apply to be relieved.™ S

% # #* % # * # * * # #*
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Duties

., M1, The Chief of Staff is charged with the duty of supervising,
under the direction of the Secretary of War, all troops of the line,
the Adjutant General's, Inspector General's, Judge Advocate Generalls,

h;Quartermaster '3, Subsistence, Medical,Pay, and Ordnance departments, the
"‘Corps of Englneers, and the Signal Corps. He performs such other

military duties not otherwise assigned by law as may be assigned to
him by the President..

12, " The” supervisory power vested by statute in the Chief of.
Staff covers primarily dutles pertaining to the command, discipline,
training, and recruitment of the Army, military operations, distribution
of trOOps, inspections, armament fortifications, military educatiocn
and’ instruction, and kindred matters, but includes also, in an advisory
capacity, such duties connectsd with fiscal administration and supplies
as are committed to him by the Secrstary of War. ..

"In respect ‘o, all duties within the scope “of his superv isory
power, and more particularly those duties enumerated in this and the
following paragraph, he makes and causes to be made inspections to
determine defects which may exist in any matter affecting the efficiency
of ‘the Army and itg gtate of preparation for war. He keeps the e
Secretary of War constantly informed of defects discovered, and under
his direction issues the necessary instructions. for their correction.

"13. Supervisory power is conferred upon the Chief of Staff
over all matters arising in the execution of acts of Congress and
executive regulstions made in pursuance thersof reIating to the ..
militia. This supervision is especially directed to matters of organi-
zation, armament, equipment, diseipline, training, and inspections.
Proposed legal enactments and regulations affecting the militla and
estimates for appropriations for its support are considered by. him,.

,.;;and his recommendations submitted to the Secretary of War,

' "14 ‘The ‘Chief of Staff is charged with the duty of informing
the Secretary of War as to the qualifications of officers as determined
by their records, with a view to proper selection for special details,
assignments, and promotions, including detail to and relief from the
General Staff Corps; also of presenting recommendations for the recog-

nition of special or distinguished services.,ﬁ

'5"15 All orders and instructions emanating from the war |
Department and all regulations are issued by the. Secretary of War
through the Chief of Staff and are communicated. to troops and individuals

'*”in‘the military sérvice through the Adjutant General.

o “u*n16 The assignment of. officers of the General Staff Corps

to stations and dutiss is made upon the recommendation of the

“Chi¥f of Staff.m

# * * # * # # # * * *
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718, In the performance of the duties hereinbefore enumerated
and in representation of 'superior authority, the Chief of Staff.
calls for information, makes investigations, issues instructions, and
exercises all other functions necessary to proper harmony and
efficiencg of action upon the part of those placed under his super-
vision.

155, The foregoing regulations were signed by Elihu Root Secretary
of War; and, as has been shown, were drawn under hig direction and in
part by him personally. Root, as has been said, had the ablest mind of
his generation in the fields of law and government. For this reason, the
act setting up the General Staff and the initial regulations are of capital
importance. They show how that great man, Elihu Root, meant that the
General Staff and Chief of Staff shall function. o

160. Particular attention is invited to paragraph 10 of the above
regulations, in which the theory of command of the Army is expressed with
the greatest clarity and correctness, whether the subject be considered
from thé standpoint of law or that of policy. This paragraph is onme of
those written by Root7personally What has already been said in this
paper on the subjectl? is in accord with the paragraph just cited.

161. Pursuant to the act and the regulations, the Chief of Staff
and the General Staff supervise,l8 investigate, consider, and report;
prepare'grojects, orders, and plans;20 revise and review estimates and
reports;2l collect information;22 render professional aid;23 inform and
coordinate;24 inspect;25 and recommend; ;26 but nowhere is it stated they
command anybody or anything. "Under his direction"?7? (i.e. the Secretary's),

16. G.0. 120, Hq. of the Army, Aug. 14, 1903.
17. Phré, 5-20 of this paper. _
18. Sec. 4 of the act; pars. 2, ii,land 13 of the regulations above quoted.
19. Sé&ec. 2 of the act; pars. 3 and 18 of the regulations.
20, Séc. 2 of the act; par. 3 of the regulations. |
21, Par. 3 of the regulations.
22, Par. 4 of the regulations.
23. Sec. 2 of the act, par. 5 gflfhe regulations.
24. Sec; 2 of the act, pars. 5, 12, and 14 of the regﬁlations.
25. Par. 12 of the regulationms. |
26, Par. 1l of the regulationms.
27. Par. 12 of the regulations.
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or "in representation of superior au.thority,"28 the Chief of Staff may

issue instructions; but that falls far short of exercising command. The
accotnt previously given<? of the colloquy with Senator Foraker shows that
Root and Carter purposely avoided the use of the word "command". In
refraining from the grant of command power to the Chief of Staff, those

two able men were putting into practice the lesson taught by seventy-five
years! experience with gensrals of the army, that under our Constitution

and laws command is vested in the President and his deputy, the Secretary

of War, that no officer under them can in fact and in truth command the

Army and that to tell one of them that he does so is likelg to make trouble.
It is “also to be noted that the General Staff is forbidden30 to impair

thé* 1n1tiative and responsibility of the special staff corps . and departments.31-

162, With only a few changes of minor importance, the foregoing
regulations were reissued in the Army Regulations of 1904,32 1908, 33
1910 34 and 1913 35 " -

163. On- Aprll 14, 1906 the Secretary of Wer issued an order respecting
the transaction of business 1n the War Department, -get forth below in fulls

"WAR DEPARTMENT,
- i 3;washington, April 14, 1906
"ORDERS o -
"All business arisxng in the Army which is referred to The
Military Secretary for the action of superior authority, and
e which does not come within the jurisdiction:of:chiefs of bureaus,
“ard all business eémsnating from the buresus of the Department
requiring the action of higher authority, will be submitted to
o m—nthe-Chief-of Staff for his ¢onsideration.

"The Assistant Secretary of War ls vested with authority
to decide all cases which do not involve-questions of ' 'policy,
the establishment or reversal of precedents, or matters of

. special or extraordinary. importance., Matters coming within

B these’ exceptlonal classes will be submitted by the Chisef of

9 Staff to the Secretary of War.direct. All other matters will-
be submitted by the Chief of Staff to the Assistant Secretary
of War. Should the Assistant Secretary of War think that the’
questions submitted to him by the Chief of Staff come w1thin ‘

28, Par, 18 of the regulations.

29. See Pars. 151, 152, and 154 of this paper.

30. Par, 7 of the regulations.

31. Chart IV, on pageli0, shows the organization of the War Department
and the Army immediately after the creation of the General Staff.

32. Pars. 755-776.

33. Pars. 755-T77.

34. Pars. 763-784.

35. Pars. 752-773.
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the exceptional classes, he will submit them to the Seeretary. The

Chief of Staff will indorse upon every paper coming to him his recom-
L mendations, views, or remarks, and transmit the same to the Secretary
o of war or to the Assistant Secretary of War, as the above rules require.

, "The submlssion of matters to the Secretary by the Chief of
. Staff will be in person. Before presentation to either the Secretary
or the Assistant Secretary the cases should be completed by obtaining the
necessary recommendation, reports, or information from the bureaus of
the Department or the military authorities outside of the Department,
. and to this end the Chief of Staff is authorized to call therefor
'by order of . the Secretary of War.! B

. "Bus1ness which reaches the Secretary's office, or that of the
Assistant Secretary, and is acted upon through the channels above
described, will be returned to the Chief of Staff, who will issue
such orders through The Military Secretary as may be required !By

. order of the Secretary of War.! The Chief of Staff is only empowered
.. to issue orders in his own name or by his own. direction to the
" General Staff Gorps. : oo

"These requirements should be clearly understood to relate to
military business, and are not in any way an ebrogation of -the following
direction in War Department Orders of November 7, 1905, viz:

'Matters of a purely civil nature will be referred by chiefs
of bureaus direct to the Secretary of War unless otherwise
required by their sub;ect—matter. - :

_ "All orders, regulatlons, and instructions cohtrary hereto are
"~ hereby revoked, .

WM. H. TAFT,
Secretary of War!

164, The above order was not incorporated in later editions of Army "
Regulations above cited, but is cited in a foot-note in them. It was signed
by Willlam H. Taft, one of our ablest Secretaries of War. It will be
noted that the order. s

a. Makes the Chief of Staff subordinate to the Secretary of
War and the Assistant Secretary. :

Lobe Requlres that busxness emanatlng from the bureaus pass through
the Chief of Staff to the Secretary or the Assistant Secretary.

“"Requires the Chief ‘of Staff to indorse his recommendations
on every paper coming before him.
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165, In principle, all the foregoing requlrements and directions

are sound, except that perhaps the limitation in subparagraph tg?, above,
should be broadened by authorlzing the Chief of. Staff to issue orders with
_ respect to staff matters in his'own name to any officer of the Army Staff,

and not merely to those of the General Staff.: The amount of business now
passing through the Department is so great that any Secretary in our time
would have to'delegate to an Assistant Secretary or the Chief of Staff more
_ authorlty than Mr. Taft gave them..n :

'166. On June 3, 1916, thére was enacted ‘the orlglnal National Defense
Act, seec. 536 of which dealt with the General Staff Corps. More than half
of this long section is concerned with the selection and organization of
the Corps, and the provisions with respect to-duties are not. so much definitions
as limltations and prohibltlons. The flrst of these is as follows:

R "All officersdetailed in said corps shall be exclusively employed
“in"the study of military problems, the preparation of plans for the
national defense and the utilization of the military forces in time
~of war,in lnvestlgatlng and reporting upon the efficiency and state
of preparedness of such forces for service in peace or war, or on
appropriate general staff duties in connection with troops, including
the National Guard, or as milltary attaches in foreign countries, or
on ‘other dutles, not of an administrative nature, on which they can
be’ 1awfvlly and properly employed 37

167, It is next directed that the mobile army and coast artillery
divisions of the office of Chief of Staff be abolished "and shall not be
re-established", and that their duties be transferred to the offices of the
Chief of Coast Artillery and the Adjutant General and to other bureaus,
"except such as comes clearly within the general powers specified in and
conferred upon members of the General Staff Corps by the organic Act of
Congress approved February 14, 1903". Section 5 goes on:

", . . subject to the exercise of the supervising, coordinating,
and informing powers conferred upon members of the General Staff Corps
by the Act of Congress last hereinbefore cited, the business trans-
~ ferred by this. proviso to certain bureaus or offices shall hereafter
"be transaetsd:exclusively by or. under the direction of: theerespective
~heads thereofy .in .138 : S
* * x * 3
"That hereafter members of the General Staff Gorps shall be

~confined strictly to the discharge of the duties of the general nature

of those specified for them in this section and in the ormnic Act

of Gongress last hereinbefore cited, and they shall not be permitted

36 39 Stat. 167.°
37. 39 Stat. 167.
38. 39 Stat. 168.
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to assume or engage ‘in work of an administrative nature that pertains

" to established bureaus or offices of the War Department, or that, being
assumed or engaged in by members of ithe General Staff Corps, would
involve impairment of the responsibility or initiative of such bureaus
or offices, or would cause Lnaurious or unnecessary duplication of or
delay in the work thereof."39

168, The frequent references in the act of 1916 to the organic act
of February 14, 1903, establishing the General Staff,40 show that it
continued in force, along with the National Defense Act. The passages just
quoted.  show most clearly and forcibly that, when it enacted the National

i Defense Act, Congress intended that:the Chief of Staff should ngt be a

Commanding General, but that he and the General Staff should be limited
to staff duties of a general nature not pertaining to'any of the staff
departments then existing.

. 169,  The United States entered the first:World War April 6, 1917.41
The high commend of the Army continued to function without important change
. until the issuance of G,0. 160, War Department, December 20, 1917, setting
up a War Council, . to cons13t of certain general officers, and defining its
duties and powers. .

170. By G. 0. 14, War Department February 9, 1918 the duties of the
Chlef of Staff were thus descrlbed. :

"1. The Ghlef of the General Staff, with the assistance of the

War Counmcil created.under General Orders; No. 160, War Department,
1917; is the immediate adviser of the Secretary of War upon all matters
relating to the Military Establishment, and is charged by the Secretary
of War with the planning and development of the Army program in its
~entirety. He exercises:such supervising and coordinating powers and
secures such information as his- judgment msy dictate, to the end that
-the war policies of the Secretary of War may be harmoniously executed
by the several corps, bureaus, and all other agencies of the Military
Establishment, and the Army program to its last detail be carried out

- speedily and efficiently. The planning of the Army program in its
entirety, the constant development thereof in its larger aspects, and

- the relating of this program to the General Staff and the entire Army

- will be the duty of the Chief of Staff and the War Council. The burden
upon the Chief of Staff, the Assistant Chiefs of Staff, and the officers
forming the General Staff in their duties in connection with the
_administration of the Army program by the Military Establishment has
so increased that it becomes immediately necessary to organlze the
General Staff into responsible divisions.

39. 39 Stat. 168.
40, 39 Stat. 166,
410 40 Stato 1-
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... Mceordingly the Chief of Staff is directed to organize the
General Staff. into five main divisions under his-direct control and
to -attach to the General Staff such personnel, officers, and civilians
that the work of the General Staff may proceed. Each division shall be
under an officer, who shall have full power to act for the Secretary
of War and the Chief of Staff upon all matters charged to his division."”

171, Near the end of the order .in a note appears the following:

"The officer in charge of each lelsion of the General Staff is
authorized to issuse instructions. of the Secretary of War and the
Chief of Staff as to matters within his control which involve the carryirg
out of policies approved by the Secretary of War and the Chief of
Staff, and may confer this authority to the chiefs of sections within
hig division."

172. Vhy the term "Chief of the General Staffm™ should be used in the
opening sentence is not cléar. Elsewhere in the order.and in the dlagram
attached he is called Chief of Staff. TFurther on, the same order sets up
the Executlve, War Plans, Eurchase and Supply, Storage and Traffic, and

Army Operations Divisions of the General Staff, each with duties defined in
detail, and each under an Assistant Chief of Staff. Each of such officers,
except the executive, was also called a director.. -The verb "direet” is a
synonym for "order", and permits ‘the 1mpllcation that the person’ called
"director" is authorized to give orders in his own name, something which
no staff officer should do except to members of the staff junior to himself.
The use of the word "director! on this and subsequent occasions, as a part
of the title of a staff officer, is contrary to sound staff theory, and
liable to lead to misapprehension as to the extent:of his powérs.

173. The variance between the last sentence quoted42 from paragraph 1
of G.0., 14 and thé sentence quoted43 from the note attached to that order
causes some obscurity. If the former:-be taken alone, it is a complete
delegatlon of the Secretary's power to each of the Assistant Chiefs of Staff,
tne like of which does not appear in any earlier order or regulation. If
the latter be read alone, it confers no more authority than is to be inferred
frem the detail of an officer as Assistant Chief of Staff. If the two be
rood toégether, the latter is &.limitation on the power delegated by the
fo‘m@r, but it seems odd to place in a note a limitation on a power granted
in the body of the order four pages before.

42. In par. 170 of this paper.

43, In par. 171 of thls paper.

72



174. Two months after the issuance of the order above discussed, the
third and fourth of the General Staff divisions created thereby were con-
solidated by Section I, G.O. 36, War Dept., April 16, 1918, into the
Purchage, Storage, and Traffic Division of the General Staff,

175. By the Overman Act of May 20, 1918, Congress authorized the
President to redistribute functions, consolidate offices and agenclies, and
trensfer dutles and powers during the first World War then in progress,
with respect to matters relating to its conduct;44 but it does not appear
that the powers graented to the President were exercised as to the Secretary
of War or the Chief of Staff, unless the definitions of the latter'!s duties
cited herein msy be considered such.

176. The provisions of G.O.'s 14 and 36 of 1918, aslready quoted or
summarized herein,45 were modified by G.0. 80, War Department, August 26,
1918, That order contains a much briefer definition of the duties of the
Chief of Staff, as follows: '

"l. The Chief of the General Staff is the immediate adviser
of the Secretary of War on all matters relating to the Military
Establishment, and is charged by the Secretary of War with the planning,
development, and execution of the Army program. The Chief of Staff
by law (act of May 12, 1917) takes rank and precedence over all officers
of the Army, and by virtue of that position and by authority of and in
the name of the Secretary of War, he issues such orders as will insure
that the policies of the War Department are harmoniously executed by
the several corps, buregus, and other agencies of the Military Estab-
lishment, and that the Army program is carried out speedily and
efficiently."

177. The order last cited created an executive assistant to the .
Chief of Staff and four divisions of the General Staff, each under a director,-
as follows: Military Intelligence; War Plans; Operations; and Purchase,
Storage, and Traffic, It stated in detail the duties of each division.

Chart V, on page 85, shows the organization of the War Department and the
Army, as set up by G. 0., 14 and modified by G. O.'s 36 and 80 of 1918,
The last of those orders omitted the broad delegation of power to the
Assistant Chiefs of Staff contained in paragraph 1 of G.0. 14;4° but
provided, in accordance with correct theory:

"The director of each division of the General Staff is authorized
to lssue instructions in the name of the Secretary of War and of the
Chief of Staff for carrying out the policies approved by the Secretary
of War and the Chief of Staff, within his control.”

178, On June 5, 1920, four years and one day after the passage of
the National Defense Act, there was approved an amendatory act, which wrote

4ee 40 Stat. 556.
45. In pars, 170, 171, and 17/ of this paper.
6. See the last sentence of the quotation in par. 171 of this paper,
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a new section 5, which it substituted for that passed in 1916. As then pewrit-
ten, section 5 contained the following passages concerning the dutiss of
the War Department General Staff and the Chief of Staff:

_ "The duties of the War Department General Staff shall
. be to prepare plans for national defense and the use of the
- military forces for that purpose, both separately and in con-
junction with the naval forces, and for the mobilization of
. the manhood of.the Nation and :its material resources in an
" - emergency, to. .investigate and report upon all questions affect-
ing the efficiency of the Army of the United States, and its
state of preparation for military operations; and to render
. profegsional -gid and asslstance to the Secretary of War and
“the Chief of Staff."4 : L

179, It will be observed that the foregolng 1s, with minor changes,
a repetition in part, but in part only, of section 2 of the act of February
14, 1903, creating the General Staff é Section 5, as rewrltten in 1920,
goes on to say. '

"The Ghief of Staff shall preside over the War Department
jGeneral Staff and, under the direction of the President, or of
. the Secretary of War'under the direction of the President,
shall cause to be made, by the War Department General Staff,
‘the necessary plans for recruiting, organizing, supplying, equip-
ping, mobilizing, training, and demobilizing the Army of the
- .United States and for the use of the military forces for national
defense. He shall transmit to the Secretary of War the plans
and recommendations prepared for that purpose by the War
Department General Staff and advise him in regard thereto;
upon the approval of such plans or recommendations by the
... Secretary of War, -he shall act as the agent of the Secretary
- of War in carrying the same into effeet. Whenever any plan
.. or recommendation. involving. legislation by Congress affecting
“national defense or the. reorganization of the Army is presented
. by the Secretary of. War to Congress, or to one of the committees
"~ of: Gongress, the same.shall be accompanied;. -when not incompatible
with the public interest, by a study prepared in the appropriate
divislon of the War Department General Staff, including the
. comments and recommendations of said divigion for or against
such plan as may be made by the Secretary of War, the Chief of
Staff, or individusl officers of the division of the War
Department General Staff in'which the plan was prepared,"49

47. 41 Btat. 736.
~48. ~Quoted in par. 156 of this paper. =~
49. 41 Stat. 764.
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180. The 1920 act repeated’C without change the provision in the
1916 act confining General Staff officers to duties of a general nature
specifled in the original act of 1903, and forbidding them to engage in
work .of an adm;nlstrative nature pertaining to the established bureaus.

181._ These statutory provislons ‘show that in 1920 it was ‘the intention
of Gongress, as it was when it first spoke in 1903

" a. That the Chief of Staff should be a chief of staff to the
President ‘and the Secretary of War, and not a Commanding General.

b. That the General Staff’ should not interfere w1th or dupllcate
the, proper work of the staff departments.

182. Parts of sections 2 and 4 of the act of February 14, 190351
with respect to the duties of the General Staff and the Chief of Staff, are
neither repeated in nor expressly repealed by either the National Defense
Act of 1916 or the amendatory act of 1920.  However, es there was no :
inconsistency between them and the later acts, those provxsions remained
. in force.52 The law in force on the subJect then wass

a. . Sections 2 and 4 'of the act of February 14, 1903,53 and

. b, Those parts of Section 5 of the National Defensg Act, as
rewritten in the adt of June 5, 1920, which dealt with duties.”% Section
5 of the National Defense Act lists as one of the duties of the Genersl
Staff the preparatien of plans "for the mobilization of the manhood of
the Nation-and" its material resources in an emergency.ﬂ The Natlonal
Security Act of 1947 as amended does not expressly repeal or amend the words
Just quoted but it imposes those duties upon the Nationgl Security
Resources. Board,55 the Jeoint Chiefs of Staff, 56 and the ‘Minitions Board, 57
and thereby takes them away from the General Staff of the Army.

50. 41 Stat 764

51. . Quoted in paq;_ 56 of thls paper.

52. A contrary eplnlon seems to have been held by the editors ﬁhbucompiléaﬁ
the U.S. Code in 1926, as they omitted the provisions in question.
-They were;, however, later placed in the Code ag sections-32s and 33s
of Title 10, :

53. Quoted in par. 156 of this paper,

54. Quoted in pars. 178 and 179 qf_ph;s paper.

55, Sec. 103(e). '

56, Sec. 211(b).

57. Sec. 213(c).
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183, The fOregoing 1aws, as, amended to the date of publication, are
found on pages 21-24 of ‘the pamphlet containing the National Defense Act
and ‘the th Readjustment Aét, printed for the use of the Committee on ..
Military Affairs of the Senate in 1945, commonly called the "green book",
They also appear in. Title 10 of the United States. Code, sections 32, 32a,
-43, 33a, 34, 36, 38.  In using the green book, or the Code otherwise than
in a late pocket supplement, the reader should bear in mind the amendment
by implication mentioned in the last part of the preceding paragraph, and
should also gubstitute "Department, of the Army™ and "Secretery of the Army"
for "iar Department™ and MSecretary of War", respectively. Furthermore,
the duty imposed upon the War Department General Staff by section 5 of the

* Ngtional Defense Act to prepare plans. in conjunction with the naval forces,
and for the mobilization of the manhood of the Nation,58 is now a function
of the‘Netional Military Establishment _

w184 The act of June 4, 1920 wrote into the National Defense Act.

a tew sectlon, 5, 99’ which abolished ‘the Second and Third Assistant Secre-
taries of War, and charged the sole remaining Assistant Secretary, under -
the- direction of the’ Secretary, with supervision over procurment of all
military supplles. Tt further provided:

- "Under the direction of’the Secretary of War chiefs of
~ branches of the Army charged with the procurement of supplies
"+ for ‘the Army shall report direct to the Assistant Secretary
- of War ‘regarding. all matters of procurement n60 _

185, " The provision just quoted 61 hae the. effect of excluding the Ghief ’
of Staff and’ the General Staff from any supervision of procurement. -:Thils .
"action was based upon the view, ' of which Mr. Benedict Crowell, Asgietent;w'
Secretary of War ddring World War I, was the principal proponent,®2 that -
procurement is a ‘matter of manufecturing and business,. that army.officers
(or at any rate“officers of the General Staff) are not as experienced in
such matters as civilians, and that therefore procurement ought to be taken

—eOUt. of military -bands-and placed in those of ¢ivilians. That theére is some

basis for this theory may be admitted; but at most it is applicable only .

to procurement in the narrowest sense; and the determinstion of requirements,
what articles the Army needs, their number or quantity, their material, .- -
design, and quality, are matters as to which Army personnel, and particularly
line officers of the Army, are entitled to be heard, since they must use or

58. 41 Stat. 763, 10 U.S. Code 34, quoted in par. 178 of *his paper.
59. 41 Stat. 764. SRR PP

60. 41 Stat. 765. For a graphic representation of the re.ult of thie
provision, see Chart VI, following par. 19C. : oo

61. See pars. 203 and 204 of this paper.
62, Crowell and Wilson, Armies of Industry, pp. 10, 11, 16, and 18,
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consume these articles, and they kmow better than any one else what they
need. Also, after these articles have been procured, Army personnel should
distribute them to the militery users or consumers; many of whom in time of
war will be at the front where civilians would be out of place.

186. This statutory. provision put the supply departments under the
supervision of the Assistant Seoretary for some of their duties and under
that of the Chief of Staft for’ others, an arrangement bad for two reasons,
In the first place, in ascending the gscale of authority there should be
integration, not dispersal. - Two men should not each have the right-to
boss one, and no man can serve two masters. In the second place, this
arrangement was bad because it by-passed the Chief of Staff and the General
Staff so far as procurement was concerned. It gave the supply departments
a channel of responsibility and communication through the Assistant Secretary
to the Secretary, not passing through the Chief''of Staff; a set-up similar
to that which existed in practice prior to the creation of the General Staff
in 1903, which led the chiefs of the staff departments to think themselves
1ndependent of the General of the Army and was one of the c¢auses for the
friction and quarrels related in the earlier part of this paper.63 TFurther-
more, in order properly to perform his job, the Chief of Staff must get
the whole picture, logistic as well as strateglc. It is for him to advise
the Secretary of the' Army and the President whether a proposed expedition
or campaign should be undertaken} and a most important factor in his decision
is the answer to the question whether the- neceSsary suppliss can be obtained,
and obtained inh-time, - The Chief of' Staff can not intelligently answer that
question unless ‘the chlefs of the supply departments report to h1m.64

187, Iet us contlnue our consideratlon of general orders and Army
Regulations affecting the high command of the Army. Section IITy G.O. 48,
War Department, August 12, 1920, revoked the general orders issued in 1918
concernlng the duties of the Chief of Staff and the General Staff and providedc

"l. The Chxef of Staff is the immediate adviser of the
Secretary of War on all matters relating to the Military Estab-
"+ lishipent, and is charged by the Secretary of War with the
" planning, development and execution of the Army program. He
- shall cause the War Department General Staff to prepare the
U necessary plans for recrulting, organ121ng, supplylng, equipping,

- use of the mllitary forces for national defense, 4s agent of,

~ and in the name of the Secretary of War, he issues such orders
as will insure that the poliecies of the War Department are
harmoniously executsd by all branches and agencies of the
Military Establishment and thgtthe Army program is carried out
speedily and efficiently."

63- ParS . 52"145;

64. In support of this view, see Sec. Baker's opinion quoted in par. 238 of
this paper.
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o regpr U
5

:Regulatlons on the General Staff were rewritten and con51derab1y shortened.

oo "2. The War Department General Staff is charged with the
.preparation of plans as outlined in the preceding paragraph,
including those for the mobilization of the manhood of the

. natlion and its material resources. It will investigate and

. report upon questions affecting the:efficiency of all branches
.- of the Army snd: the state of preparation of all branches for
- military operations, It will perform such other military dutles,
- not otherwise prescribed by the President, and will render pro-
. - fesgional aid to the Secretary of_war, the Assistant Secretary
: ;of War and the Chlef of Staff."

‘188 By Change in Army: Regulatlon 113, February 2, 1921, the Army

-~ Howevery.the Chief of Staff and the General Staff still rémained what those
. titles mean.: The one:did not become a commandlng general, nor the other

se
o

an operating agency.

By paragraph 25, S.0. 155-0 ‘War Department, July 7, 1921,

,there was convened at the War:Department a board of which ‘the President

was Major General James G. Harbord, who had been Chief of Staff of the

-::American Expeditionary Forces during a largs part of the first World
;. War, which board was charged; among other duties, with recommendlng the
. future - grganizatlon of the War Department General Staff. It submitted a.

report, 5 to which it appended & draft gensral order to put into effect
its recommendations. Accordingly, there was promulgated G.0. 41, War
Department,, -August 16, .1921. Only three months later there was issued

the first of the pamphlet Army Regulations, AR 10-15, General Staff,
‘Organization and General Duties, November 25, 1921. The General Order
.and. Army Regulation:.cited were each copies, with minor changes only, of

the drafts prepared by the Harbord board

~i¢; 190 In discu551ng the new set-up, it will be more convenient to

refer to: the paragraphs as they are humbered in AR 10-15, November 25,
1921, Paragraph 1 is headed "Chief of Staff, general duties." This is
ten lines in. dength, and is all there is:on the subject of the dutles

 of the Chief: of Staff. ‘Paragraph 4 is headed, "War Department General

Staff general,dupies“ - Subparagraph 4a is a much abbreviated rewriting
of paragraphs on the same. subject in earlier Army Regulations. On the
other hand, paragraph 7 sets up thé five divisions of the General Staff,
G-1, G=-2,-G=3, G-4, and War Plans Division, which we had for many years
thereafter; and'each-of:the paragraphs from 8 to 12 states in.considerable

65. Printed in the National Defense Hearings before the Commlttee on Mil
_ Affairs, H.R. 69th Cong. 2d Sess., 1927, p. 646.- o
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detail the duties of one of them.66 Paragraph 4b. 15 a. limitatlon, as
followss - _ .

"b, The divisions and subdivisions of the War Department
General Staff will not engage in administrative duties for
the performance of which an agency exists, but will confine
_themselves’ to the preparation of plans and policies (particu~

1j,larly those concerning mobilization) and to the supervision
" '6f the execution oflsuoh polic1es as may be approved by the
Secretary of War." '

',1?1‘. Paragraph 6 says:

NG Issuance of Instructions- The Deputy Chief of Staff
and the’ ‘Assistant Chiefs of Staff, in charge of the divisions
of the General Staff herelnafter provided for, are guthorized
on matters under their supervision to issue instructions in

- the name of the Secretary of war and the Chief of Staff."

192. The foregoxng gives “the Deputy and ‘the Assistant Chiefs of
Staff a free hand to issue any instructions they please in the name of
elther the ‘Sécretary of War or thé Chief of Staff. Unless it were the
obscure provision of G,0. 14 of 1918, 67 no earlier order or regulation
went so far. The provisions just quoted is very different from the care-
fully worded delegation of authority in Secretary Taft's order of April
1%, 1906368 and reminds one of General Schofield!s complalnt that, until
he stopped that practice, the Adjutarit General was issuing orders in the
name of the Secretary of War or the general of the army, as he pleased
without prevxous reference of the intended orders to either.69 “No doubt
the increase in the volume of business passing through the department made
necessary a greater delegation of authority than General Schofield or
Secretary Taft thought proper, but such an inlimited grant as that made
in the paragraph just quoted risks the reduction of the Secretary of War
and the Chief of Staff to figure-heads. Such a delegation would be intol~-
erable if the Secretary of War and the Chief’of Staff did not place the fullest
confidence in the Deputy and Assistants, as they usually do. Presumably
the Secretary of War and the Chief of Staff give oral directions to these
subordinates as to the line to be drawn between matters on which the latter

66, Chart VI shows the organization sét up by G.0. 41, War Dept., 1921;
AR 10~15, Nov. 25, 1921; and sec, 5a, added to the National Defense
Act in 1920 and discussed in pars. 184~186 of this paper.

67. See pars. 170, 171, and 173 'of this paper.

68. Quoted in par. 163 of this paper.

69. See par. 104 of thls paper.
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may act and those which they must reserve for higher authority; but it
would seem better sdministrative practice to do as Mr. Taft did, and
publish a regulation or order on the subject.

193. ‘There are several omissions from AR 10-15, November 25, 1921,
of provisions which hed appeared in previous Regulations, one of which
will be mentioned. In.the. original regulations for the General Staff,
drawn in 1903 under the supervision of Elihu Root and in part written
by him, appears the following under the heading,"Chief of Staff"s

"The successful performaence or the duties of the position
requires what the title denotes ~ & relation of sbsolute con-
fidence and personal accord and sympathy between the Chief of

. Staff and the President, and necessarily also between the

.. Chief af Staff and the Secretary of:War. For this reason,

f'ﬂ;without any reflection whatever upon the officer detailed,

j?'the detail will in every case cease, unless sooner termlnated

. on the day following the. explration of the term of office of
the President by whom the detail is made; and if at any time .
the Chief of Staff considers:that he can no longer sustain - .
toward the Pregident and the:-Secretary of War the relations S

{rabove described, it will be his duty to apply to be relieved.?70

194.  Mr, Root's ideas on this point are also shown by the following =
remarks . by him at . the hearing on December 13,1902, before the Committee ™
on Military Affairs. of ;the House .of: Representatives on the Blll estebllsh— T
ing the General Staff, as. follows' : ! i

s NIEY (the_tltle ef Ghief of Staff) “"earries with it the
idea of .the utmost -confidence on the part of the superior
officer -= the. President - and -the utmost loyalty on the part

., of ‘the officer who agsumes the position of Chief of Staff.

. Tt carries with it the obligation on the part of the Chief

.ap OF Staff with the utmost fidelity to lay aside all ideas of

Py personal aggrandigement, except by promoting the efficiency

.hﬁ,;.‘,_and carrying out the policy of his superior."7}

N % %

"Mr. Stevens. Does that mean that the President shall
e 7 REYE the power to change the staff to conform to his views? .

i Apitraprmns

70, See a fuller quotatlon from these regulations in par. 158 of this paper... .

71. Reprinted In the Nationsl Defense Hearings before the Committee on Mil., .
Affairs, H.R., 69th Cong., 2d Sess., Part I, Historical Docs., p. 118. =~
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"Mr. Root, Yes, sir; it ought to be so. It is impossible
that you should have éffective administration unless the man at
the head can have his ideas carried out by men in whom he has
confidence and who are ‘loyal to him. LIC

195. At a hearing about the same time before the corresponding
committee of the Senate, John M., Schofield, who had been at one time
Secretary of War and at another General of the Army, was even more forth-
right on the subject. Said he:

"The personal relations between the President, the Sec~
retary, of War, and the commanding general are, after all,
more important than any law, and that is one of the reasons
why this bill is absolutely indispensable, or something like
it. Yeu must give to the President discretion to select
"that man. You might as well leave over a Cabinet Officer

. from the preceding administration who belonged to another
_party. 73

196. A provision substantially the same as that above quoted74
appeared in every edition of Army Regulations from 1903 to 1921, but
has not appeared 31nce.ﬁ, _

1965, In previous paragraphs75 6f this paper, reference has been
made to recent” differepces of epinion between the'Secrstary of the Navy
and certain officers of 'high rank in that service. Some newspapers have
referred to the vélief of Admirval Iouis E. Denfeld from the position of
Chief ‘of Naval Operations es a "dismissal", and have accused the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of injustice to an able and’ distinguished officer,
No officer ‘of any of the armed services could serve so long as Admiral
Denfield and ‘hold such responsible assignments without forming some ideas

as to how his service should be run. It is nothing to his discredit if
those ideas should be at variance with the policies of his superior, the
Secretary. If neither is'able to convince.the.other that he'is wrong; the
princ7gle of eivilian control of the armed services, which as has been
said, /©"is basic in our government, and the express words of the Con-
stitution making ‘the Preszdent the Commander in Chief, '’ require the

72, Same, P22 b

73. Reprinted in the National Defense Hearings ‘before the Committee on Mil.
: Affairs, H. R., 69th Cong., 24 Sess. Pert I, Historical Docs., p. 85.

“ 74.' In par. 193 of this paper.
75. Pars. l42g-s.
76. In par. 10 of this paper.
7. See pars. 1-20 of this paper.
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military man to yleld and loyally support the policies of his civilian
superior. If he finds himself unable to do so, he should ask to be relieved.
The regulation drawn by Secretary:Root, and already quoted, 78 in force

in the Army from 1903 to 1921, merely stated this principle and applied it
to the Chief of Staff. If the Navy had had such a regulation as that drawn
by Secretary Root for the Army, and had made it applicable to the Chief

of Naval:Operations, Admiral Denfeld's relief pursuant to it might have

been accomplished with legs friction, without discredit to him, and

without accusations that the Secretary had done him an injustice.

196b. A similar situation might arise in the Army. .The regulation
drawn by Root, and in force for many years, requiring the Chief of Staff
to ask to be relieved upon the expiration of the President'!s term, and
at any other time when he is not in accord and sympathy with the Presi-
dent and the Secretary, was w1se and just and should be restored.

197. Two years after- the issue of the Army Regulations just dis-~
cussed, on October 13, 1923, the War Department published a "Handbook
for the War Department General Staff. On the very first page of that
pamphlet it is stated. '

"The relations of the Secretary of War with the War De—_w
partment General Staff, as they are set forth in the law, are
'in' accord with past military experience and sound military

- ‘policy,-which is ‘that one-~man:authority and responsibility
“is fundamental t6 military organization. : The one man in-the -
War Departmént 18:the Secretary of War, and &ds the respresen~. -
' ﬁtﬁtive‘bfithsufiesident he :exercises control of the Army.
. and -ig’résponsible for theproper administration of the Mili-
- itary ‘Establishiment.. There can:be no-hope:of:building up or
‘maintaining ax iefficient:’ erganizatlon which is commanded by

 a committee or & ‘council’or a staff,' The War Department
-Genere 1 St ff .as uch gxer ises mo command.™(7

, Wext to the :Preéident, in line of command,-80 but:-'rSub—
“ject toithe orders of thé Secretary of War as the represen-
tative of the Presidérit; and to the:supervision:of:the Chlef
of Staff, are corps area and department commanders, com~-

... .mManders of various independent activities, such gs the general.

and special service schools, and, in time of war, the com-
mander in chief at General Headquarters, who report directly
to the War Department and issue orders in their own names."

P I
R T

sy

78. In par. 193 of this paper.
79. Underscoring supplied.
80. Italics in the originsl.
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i98.

The foregoiﬁg‘is.ﬁe1le§ed to be both important and sound.

The vwriter of the handbook, and those who authorized its publication,
were obviously of that opinion, or else they would not have put the
sentences above quoted on the. flrst page.

199.

The lack of any official written statement of what matters

must be sent to the Secretary of War for his personal action, upon which
comment has been made;8l is supplied by this handbook. On page 2 it is
s5id, with respect to the Secretary. o y . . _

200,

LN there are. brought to his attention all proposed new
policies of a general.nature, all major exceptions to exigt-~

Cing policies, and all other. matters that common sense, or his

personal desires, dlctate should come to hlm. All matters

" having a political aspect are his."

The handbook goes.on to enumerate, in addition, fifteen sorts

of business as.to which the; Secretary reserves to. himself final action.
Tnsre is no more recent edition of this handbook nor any resclssion of
it; but spparently it is nét now in force.

200g. By section.9-of the act of July.2, 1926, 82 there was created
an additional ASSlﬁtant Secretary of war, commonly called the Y“Assistant
S"creuary of War for Air", though the. last two words are not found in the
satute clted That gct states his duties to be "to aid the Secretary in

fost ering mllitory aeronautics, and.to perform such functions as the
Secretary may.direct", Paragraph 3, Circular J, War Department, December 11,

1926, which purports to define the duties of this new office, does little
more than repeat the statute just quoted. That circular goes on to say.83

. YThe channel of communication between the Secretary of War,
the Assistant Secretary of War (Act of March 5, 1890), and the
Air Corps on all matters of current procurement will be through
the Assistant Secretary of War (Act of July 2, 1926). Cor-
respondence pertaining to procurement planning will be sent

_dlrect to the Assistant Secretary of War (Act of March 5, 1890)."

200b. The foreg01ng expressly establishes e direct channel of cqmy .
runication between the Alr Corps and the Assistant Secretary of War as to
_current procurement, by-passing the Chief of Staff.

81. In par. 192 of this paper.

82. L4 Stat. 784.

83. In par. 6.



200¢. The first detailed statement of the duties of the Assistant
Secretary of War for Air appears in AR 6-5, April 21, 1930. Among them
are such matters as "the supervision of expenditures of funds appropriated
for the Air Corps", 84 wthe approval of layouts of Air Corps statiogs"
and 'the approval of plans for Air Corps technical construction®.8
conferment of general supervisory authority upon an Assistant Secretary of
War over a gingle arm or branch, and in particular the imposition upon him
of dutiés such as those cited, could hardly fail to cause direct and constant
communication between him and the chief of that arm or branch, by-passing
the Chief of Staff, and thereby preventing him from obtaining that full
Imowledge of all that is planned or done in the army staff, which is neces~
sary for the Intelligent exercise of his functions as military advisor to
the Secretary and as chief of that staff. 87 Though the Secretary undoubtedly
needs more than one Under or Aséistant Secretary to help him, it is concluded
that, for the reason just stated, no' Undef" or Assistant Secretary should
be placed directly and solely over any member of the staff, as such an
arrangement tends to diminish the information and authority which the Chief
of Staff needs for the proper discharge of his duties. The position of
Assistant Secretary of War for Air was infiled from 1933 to 1942, which
seems to indicate that it- was ‘not urgently needed, at least in time of peacs.

201. A new edition of AR 10-15, General Staff Organization and Duties,
was published August 18, 1936. Paragraph 1 of the edition of 1921, on the
duties of the Chief of Staff, became paragraph lg without change. Paragraph
1b is new, and reads as follows.v_ .

s, As Commanding General of the Field Forces. - The Chief of
Staff, in addition tg his duties as such, is, in peace, by direction
~of the President, the Commanding General of the Fi¢ld Forces and in that
" capacity directs ‘the field operations and the general training of the
several armies, of the overseas forces, and of General Headquarters
units. He continues to exercise command of the field forces after
the outbreak of war until such time as the President shall have
_ speciflcaily des;gnated a commanding general therefor."

© -202. To give &" Chieg of’ Staff command is a oontradiction in terms.
It has already been shown that Secretary Root and General Carter vigorously
opposed thg conferment of ‘the power 't6 command upon the Chief of Staff.
To-make the Chief of Staff a Commanding General is to undo.the work of
Root"and Carter in creating the General Staff and to return to the organi-
zation which existed from 1828 to 1903, . whén the Army was headed by a general
of the army. As hds been’ shown in prev1ous parts of this paper89 that
plan did not ‘work well.

8. Par. 2d.
....... 85, Par2hy -
86, Par. 2i.
87. See pars. 184-186 of this paper.
88, See pars. 151-154 of this paper.

89. See pars. 52-145 of this paper.
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203. - Section 1 of the Act of December. 16, 1940,90 -ereated the office
of Under Secretary of War. Section 2 amended Section 5a of the National
Defense Act to read as follows:.. ;

WHereafter the Secretary'of the Army, in addition to other
‘duties imposed upon him by law, shall be charged with the super-~
vision of the procurement of all military supplies and other
business of the Department of ‘the Army pertaining thereto and
the assurance of adequate provision for the mobilization of

' materiel and industrial organizations essential to wartime needs,

and he may assign to the Under Secretary of the Army and The ’

~ Assistant Secretary of the Army such duties in connection there-~

~ with as he may deem proper. ¥ *.¥* Chiefs of branches of the Army

 shall report regarding all matters of procurement direct to ‘the

~ Secretary of the Army, the Under Secretary of the Army, or The
Assistant Secretarw'of the Armg as the Secretary of the Army

- shall have prescribed % % %09 ' ‘

204., As originally enacted the abcve atatute was temporary; but it
was made permanent by the act of May 15, 1947,92 The Secretary deleseted
his functions under the above statute to the Under Secretary of War, 73
The delegation was later changed to the Assistant Secretary of War.9

205. On December 18 1941, only eleven days after the attack on
Pearl Harbor, Congress enacted Title I of the First War Powers Act, 95
substantially a reenactment of the Overman Act of the First World war,96
which authorized the President to redistribute functions, transfer duties,
and consolidate offices, .for the better conduct of the-war.

206, On February 28, 1942, the President issued Executive Order
908297 entitled "Reorganization of the Army and Transfer of Functions

90. 54 Stat. 1224, 5 U.S.Code 18la..

91. 54 Stat. 1224, 10 U,S.Code 1193. For comments on prov1sions of this
type, see pars. 184-186 of this, paper. . o R

92. “61 Stat 93. L
93, ThlS delegation was made by War Department Orders C, 21 April 1941; re-
. peated and confirmed by par. 7, Circular 59, War Dept., March 2, 1942;
pars. 2 and 3, Circular 11, War Dept., 9 Jan. 1945; pars. 2-and 3,
AR 5-5, 2 April 1945.
94- Paro 2, AR 5-5, 15 MBI‘Ch 1948.
95. 55 Stat.. 838, . .
96, See par. 175 of this paper.
97. 7 Federal Register 1609.
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within the War Department." In the preamble, the President said that he
did so by authority of the act cited in the preceding sentence and as
Commander in Chief, The order set up a Ground Force, whose name was
afterward changed €6 Field Forces, y with'a Gommandlng General; an Air
Force within the Army; "and a Service of Supply, whose name was afterwards
changed to Army Service Forces. To place one officer in command of all
land forces is to set up an organization similar to that of the 19th
century, when the army had an officer called "general of the army",

who, as has besen shown, nominslly commanded the army, but who neverthe-
less did not in fact and could not do s0.97.1

207. Paragraph 6 of Executive Order 9082, after conferring power
upon the Secretary to carry out the reorganization and give detailed in-
structions with respect thereto, goes on to say: "Such duties by the
Secretary of War are to be performed subject always to the exercise by
the President directly through the Chief of Staff of his functions as
Commander in Chief in relation to strategy, tactics, and operations. n98
There is nothlng unconstltutioﬁal or’ illeaal ‘in the sentence just quoted.
If the President wants to give his orders as to strategy and tactics
direct to the Chief of Staff, and by-pass the Secretary of War, he may
do so; just as the commanding officer of a tactical unit may give orders
direet to units within his command, by-passing his chiof of ‘gtaff or
executive; but such by-pasging of the Secretary of War is contrary to-the
custom of the service., At the’ hearings on the bill to create the Gemeral
Staff, Senator Alger, who had been’ Secretary of War, ‘and Mr. Root, who
then held that position, had ‘this dlalogue-’: t

"Senator Alger. Iet me ask you a question which I ought not
to ask you, but I w1ll, because no case of the sort ever occurred
in my own experience. Has the President ever'issued an order to
the commanding general wlthout lssuing it through you?

"Seceretary Root. I think not. ‘
i +Sengtor Alger, Is that the custom?
! R ' T SR L SR W

"Secretary Root. That is not the custom.  Never in my time
has there been any such thing done,"99

.m~§°9ﬁ$9? F?rieli’_th(Qﬁd serve@ﬁ%a theNSegatetmanylyears,,interjected:

97.1. See pars. 52-145 of this paper.
98. 7 Federal Register 1609.
99. Hearings before the Committee on Mil. Affairs of the Senate, Dsc. 17 1902,

printed in Hearings before the Committee on Mil. Affairs, H.R. 69th
Cong., 2d Sess., Part I, p. 135,
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"I have never knoun the Preeident to give direct o*“ﬂ“s
lgnoring the Secretary ‘of War, -There is no doubt he could do
it, and instead of a ‘thing being done by ‘otder of the Sec-
retary of War, the President éould issue en order direct, as
Commander in Chief; but I suppose it has always been done through
the Secretary_of. War and communicated to the commanding general
in that wey."l00"

208, It may safely be said that for the President to issue a millta“y
order otherwise than through the Secretary of War has been highly excep-
tlonal and contrary to custom-atiall times-in .our-history. 4s a general
rule, for reasons of policy though not of “law, the President ought not
%o do so; just as a commanding officer Gught not, save in exceptional
cases, to by-pass hig chief of staff or executive. The sentence quoted
from Executlive Order 9082 lends support to the notion that the Secretary
of War is in charge of the fiséal and logistical ‘gide of the Army!'s work,
%S has nothing to do with military operations. That notion, which is
without warrant of law, was one of the principal causes of the frequent
z7uabbles between Secretaries of War and generals of the army from
Winfield Scott to Miles. To'get rid of it was ‘one of the reasoms for
. t2e replacement of the general of the army by the Chief of Staff,

209. Circular 59, War Department, March 2, °1942, was issued three
deys after the Executive Order and implemented ft. Section 3 of that
circular gave very brief definitions .of ‘the dutieS'of the Ghlef of Staff
eid the General Staff; but those definitions will not be set “‘out here,
as they remained in force only four months, and wére superseded by those

quoted in the following peragraphs of this paper.10l”'The eiréular also
m‘t up the Services of Supply (whose title was soon changed “to Army Som-
vice Forces), the Army Ground Forces (whose title was later changed to .
é Ty F;eld Forces), and the Army Air Forces, each under a Gommand;ng o
caera

-

100, Szme, p. 135

771, Pars. 210 and 212,

i°2. See Chart VI, e e
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210. On July 13, 1942, there was published the latest edition of
AR 10-15, General Staff - QOrganization and General Duties. Though it has
never been formally. resclnded, parts of it are Inconsistent with subsequent
gtatutes’ and circulars, so that it is difficult to tell how much of it is
in force. ' That regulation has in paragraph 1 a definition of the duties
of the Ghief of Staff, as follows:

"1, CHIEF OF STAFF. - a. Executive of Commander-~in-Chief.
The Chief of Staff is the exscutive through whom the President
of the United Statea, as Commander-in-~Chief, exercises his-
functions in relatIOn to stratagy, tactics, and operations..

' - Inmediate gdviser of Secretagz of War. - The Chief of
Staff is the immediate adviser of the Secretary of War and is

charged by him with the planning, development and execution
of the military program. ’ o

“c. General, ~ The Chief of Staff exercises general super-
vision over the Army of the United States and the Military
Establishment necessary thereto."

211, It is to be noted that ‘this edition omits the statement contained
in that of 1936,103 that the Chief of Staff commands the field forces,
General, Army Ground ForCes, whose title was afterwards changed to Chief,
Army Field Forces. “Paragraph la, quoted above,,is open to the objection..
that it contains no mention of the Secretary of Yar, . .and might be 1nterpreted
as supporting the erroneous notionlO4 that the President issues his orders
to the General of the Army or the Chief of Staff direct, and not throuﬁ
the Secretary of War, and the equally mistaken idea of Generals Scott, 105
Milesl06 Bagan,107¢4nd others, from which so much trouble has arisen, - .
that the Secretary has no right to give orders to the General of the Army,
the Chief of Staff, or other military persommel. It is also to be noted
that in paragraph lg the Chief of Staff is sald to be the executive of the
President in respect of strategy, tactics, and operations. Logistics is
the Under Secretary. The Uhder Secretary of War had at that time, and the
Under Secretary of the Army has now, supervision over procurement (producer
logistics), but mot over distribution and supply (consumer logistics).
Even if it be admitted that civilian control of the former is advantageous,

103, Quoted in par. 201 of this paper.
104. Discussed in pars. 207 and 208,
105. See pars. 12 and 59 of this paper.
106, See par. 131 of this paper.
107. See par. 130 of this paper.
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and is directed by law; that is not true of the latter. Distribution and
supply are placed by law in military hands;, and ought so.to remasin. ..Even
in the fileld of procurement, the military are entitled ‘to have a say as

to requirements; 1.e., what articles are needed; of what material, design,
and quality; and in what quantity. The military are also entitled to be "
heard as to priority. These questions should be considered by persons of -
military training and experience in the G-4 of Supply Division of the General
Staff, and-fecomméndafioﬁSrwith respect thereto submitted by it to the
Chief of :Staffi. This last is.necessary because the Chlef of :Staff can

not othervwise: pﬂoperly -supsrvise and control.the work of.that division

of hig stdff It is even more nécessary because the. problems :above men- . .
tioned are tled in with the work of other divisions of the genéral staff;
with G-1, because the procurement of subsistence, clothing, arms, and
equipment must be correlated with the procurement of men; and with the

War Plans or Operations Division, because operations, éspecially those of
an offensive ‘chardcter; ‘depend upon:the procurement and supply of ammunitidn,
gasoline, and other things. ‘For'these reasons, it’'is submitted that the
word "logistlcs':should havebéen included in.the geriterce under con-
sideration. The definition quoted in the preceding paragraph from the

1942 edition of ‘AR 10<15 is.faulty and may be dangerous, because it permits
the implication that the Ghief of Staff has nothing to do: with logistics.-

212, Paragraph 4 of the Same editicn of AR 10-15108 thus defines -
the dutles of the War Department General Staff. Pk

"4. WAR DEPARTMENT GENERAL STAFF.- The War Department
General Staff, under "thé direction of the Chief-of Staff,
plahs, - and coordinates the development of the Army and assists
-~ the Chief of Staff in the direction of the field operations
.. of the:Army:o6f. the United States. It 1is:specially charged-
. .with: providing-such broad basic plans:.and policies .as will
engble the Commanding Genérals of the Army Ground ‘Forces,
Army Air Forces, Services of Supply, defense commands, task
- forees, and theaters of operation to prepare and execute de- .
tailed programs. The War Department General Staff supervises
the execution of these detailed programs;T’In 86 .doing, it does
not engage in administrative duties or in operations for the
performance of which an agency exists." = S : .

' 213. So far as it goes, the above definition 'is correct and in

accord with the basic idea of the General Staff, though perhaps it might

with advantage be fuller, However, paragraphs 7-11 of the same regulation

gtatelthe duties of the several divisions of the General Staff in great
etai

108. That of July 13, 1942.
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214, -On May 14, 1946, the President issued Executive Order 9722,109
citing in the preamble the first War Powers Actll® and his position as .
Commander in Chief as his authority for doing so. By that order the
President directed the Secretary of War, within thirty days next ensuing,
to reassign to such agencies as he might deem appropriate the powers pre-
viously assigned to the Services of Supply, which had been renamed the
Army Service Forces. ' The same day there was lssued Circular 138, War
Department, 1946, a pamphlet of thirty-four pagéd, which completely re-
organized the War Depertgient, and among other things, abolished the Army
Service Forceslll and provided for a ground force, an alr force within
the Army, and six army areas.ll2

215. As has been said in this paper,113 Title I of the first War
Powers Actllé authorized the President, notwithstanding any existing
law, to redistribute governmental functions, to consolidate offices, and
transfer duties, 48 He might think fit, the better to carry on the war.
This i{s'a tremendous power. " It amounts to suspending all the laws on
the organization of the government ‘and authorizing the President to dis-
regard them and to reshape the entire governmental machineny. King
Charles I of Engldnd lost lis head; and his son, King James I1I, his throne,
because among other reasons,’ they presumed to suspend and disregard the
laws. The grant of power is to the President. In Executive Order 9722
he undertook to delegate it to the Secretary of War. Was it lawful for
him to do so? Probably" so, sinne the  acts of the Secretary within the
gcope of his authority are those of the President, even without any
~express delegation. ZEven so, it is suggested that it would have been
preferable, on grounds of propriety and policy, for the exercise of so
extraordinary a poyer to, have ‘taken the form of an Executive Order signsd
by the President. himself,. as had been done in thé reorganization of 1942,115
What has just been said is equally applicable to ‘the use of departmental
circulars in effécting two. later reorganizations.ll6

109, 11 Fe@eggl,Régiste§f32§1:7ff e L

120, Aot of Dec, 18, 1941; 55 Stab. 838. "See. par. 205 of this paper.

111, Par. 5 of the Circular; | - o

112. Par. 2a'of the Giroular.”

115" Par 205 of this paper.

114. Act of Dec. 18, 1941, 55 Stat. 838.

-~-136+- See pary 206 of this paper.

116. See Circulars 64 and 342, Dept. of the Army, 10 March and 1 Nov 1948, "
respectively.
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216. Iet us examine the text of Circular 138, the instrument used
to describe and put into effect the' reorganization of 14 Mhy 1946
thus defines the duties of the Ghief of Staff ‘

CHIEF OF STAFF - The Ghlef of’ S%aff is the principal military
adviser to the President and to the" Secretary of War on the conduct of
var and the principal militaty adviser and executive to the Secretary
of War on the activities of the Militery Establishment, The Chief"
of Staff has command of all components of the Army of the United States
and of the operating forces comprising the Army Ground -Forces, the
Army Air Forces, the army areas, oveérsea: ‘departments, task forces,’
base commands, defense commands;’ commandé in theaters of operations,
and gll other commands, and the relatéd supply and service establish-
ments of the Army, and is responsible to the Secretary of War for thelir
use in war and plans end prepatations for their readiness for war. The
Chief of Staff, under the direetion of the Sécrétary of War, ls reéspon-
sible for the coordination and directiohi of the War Department Geheral
end Speeial Staffs and the administrative and technical services.117

217. The foregoing paragraph ‘makes the Chief of Staff the Commanding
General of all components of the Army, the ground and air forces, army areas,
departments, commands, theaters, supply and service establishments all over
the world. In short, it mskes him the Commanding General, U.S. Army. The
exercise of command by a Chief of Staff is a contradiction in terms and at
variance with the original idea of°a general staff, as that idea originated
in Burope, as it developed there both' in Germamy and in France, as it was
adapted to American conditions by Carter shd promulgated by Root, as it was
clothed in statutory form by several Congresses, and as_it successfully
operated from 1903 to 1936 and again from 1942 to 1946,118 g total of
thirty-seven years. The paragraph last quoted revived in substance, though
not in name, the position of General of the Army, notwithstanding the dif-
ficulties and frictions, which, as has been shown,ll9 marked its history
for seventy-five years, even when it was filled by such great soldiers as
Scott, Grant, Sherman, and Sheridan. If the sentence with respect to command
be taken out of the above definitioh of thée duties of the Chief of Staff,
there is not much left, but that little is correct as far as it goes.

218, In Circular 138 of 1946, the duties of the General Staff are
defined in paragraph 19, of which the first part is as follows:

"10. WAR DEPARTMENT GENERALS STAFF, - The War Department General
Staff under the direction of the Chief of Staff will be responsible

117. Par. 8 of the Circular.

118, From 1936 to 1942, pursusnt to par. 1b, AR 10-15, Aug. 18, 1936, the
Chief of Staff was the Commanding General of the Field Forces. See
Pars. 201 and 202 of this paper.

119. Pars. 52-145 of this paper.
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for the development of the Army and will insure the existence of s
well-balanced and efficient military team. Tt is specifically charged
with the duty of providing such broad basic policies and plans as will
_enable the Commending Generals of the Army Ground Forces, the Army
Air Forces, task forces, theaters.of operations, overseas commands, and
such other commands as may be established, and the heads of the ..
administrative and technical services, to prepare and execute detailed
programs. In addition, the General Staff assists the Chief of Staff
by issuing in the name of the Secretary of War and the Chief of Staff,
necegsary directives to implement such plans and policies and super-
... vises the execution of these.directives. In performing its duties the
. "General Staffifollows the principle of decentralization to the fullest
.. Gegree, No'fuhetlion will be performed at the general or special: staff
“flevel of 'thé War: Department which can be: decentralized to the major
commands,” the' army aress, or[the administrative and technical services
without™loss of adequate contyol of operations by the General and: Special
....otaffs. The War Department General Staff will include six divisions,
Lffeach under the .imfediate.'cantrol of a director. Each director will
*" pYan, direct, and; supervise the exeqution of operations within the
 confines of. his: sphere of .action, . éﬁ carrying ‘out their dutles, the.
' " DiFectors-of -the six General, stafﬁ ivisions. ;ﬁiuﬁ be- g-uided bys.‘the ._
;”jfollowing general principles.i SR e ’
~-They will paan, direct coordinate, and supérvise.
They will assist the Chief of ‘Staff in getting things
' done,: im addition,to.coordinating, planning and: '
policybmaking on an. Army-wide.level."

P
.....

:"2i§.- The definition gees on to emphasize decentralization and: the
avoidance 6f dipIication. Next folloy .six paragraphs, each of which.atates

Hwin detail the dﬁties of one of the Directors.

220, Ih this reorganization the officers who were formerly ealled
Assistant’ Chiefs of Staff are renamed. "Directors". That word means one .
who directs;119.1 and it is twice expressly stated in the quotation just made
that’ the Direotors will direct. .Elsewhers in the Circular,120 it is said

Woae

120, Par.”2b(3) of Circular 138...,

"‘119 1 By"'par lc, Ciri: 12 Dept of the Army, “28 Feb 1950, the title of

"Director" was abolished and that of MAssistant Chief of Staff"

eee—- regtored.  See also pars. 35~39, SR 10-5-1, 11 April 1950. The

Army Organization Act of 1950 (Public Iaw 581 81st Congress), in
secs. 201, 203, and 204, uses the term "Assistant Chief of Staff."

APHRS Fo S
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that the War Department General Staff "must also direct"”. This was again
inconsistent with the basic principle that no staff officer msy give orders
or directions in his own name, except to members of the staff subordinate
to him. ‘

221, It is provided in paragraph 14 of Circular 138 that the Director
of Serviece, Supply, and Procurement shall report to the Chief of Staff on
natters pertaining to service and supply and shall act under the direction
of the Under Secretary of War as to procurement and related matters. This
continued the dual responsibility of the staff departments established at
the instance of Mr. Crowell by section 5g of the National Defemse Act, an
arrangement unsound in principle for reasons already stated. 2

121. 8ee pzrz. 184-186 of this paper. The arrangement mentioned in the text
has been set aside by sec. 10 of the Army Organization Act of 1950
(Public law 581, 81st Congress), which gives the Secretary of the Army
full supervisory power over all affairs of the Army Establishment and
authorizes him to delegate those powers to the Under and Assistant
Secretaries, and sec. 204 of the same act, which makes the Chief of
Staff directly responsible to the Secretary of the Army and gives him
stpervision of all members and organizations of the Army.
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‘B. ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY ,
Operations of the Command Téam of ths President
the Secretary of War, and the Ghief of Staff, 1903 - 1947

223, There is not go mUch material available with respect to the oper-
ation of the above command team' as there is- concerning the" operation of the
earlier command team composed of the President, the Se¢retary of War, and the
general of the army. Of the ten men who served as genersl of the army from
1828 to 1903, all but thres wrote memoirs. There are also many biographies
by others of the more important.among them. Of the seventeen men who have
served as Chief of Staff of the army from 1903 to 1947, only four (March,
Pershing, Hugh L. Scott, and Eiséntiower) have left memoirs; and of these
the books by Pershing and Eigenhiower cover their periods of field command
only, and not their service as Chief of Staff. This- 1eaves Hugh L. Scott and
March as the only onés of the ‘sevéntéen who have left an autobiographical
record of their services as Chief of Staff. Biographies by other authors have
been written of a few of the Chiefs of Staff only Ne good general histories
have been written of so: recent " time.

224, Ideutenant-General Samuel B. M, Ioung, the last general of the
army and the first Chief of Staff, Seérved in those’ capacities only five
months. No record has been found ‘'of any frietion’or 'difficulty during his
brief service. He was succeedéd Januaty 9,1904, by Iieutenant-Genem 1
Adna R. Chaffee., Chaffee had been a field and not a staff soldier, and
found duty as the head of the recently .created.General Staff Corps strange.
He discovered that some in authority in the army who had opposed the creation
of the General Staff were still opposing it: During his two years as Chief
of Staff, he had to: fight these offitceis. 'Brigadier General Fred C.
Ainsworth, then Chief: of Record and PehsionOffice, soon to become the
Military Secretary, end later ‘the Adjutant General, was one of these,
and an open break between them took place.1 , .

224a. Major General John C Bétee wes Chief of Steff from January 15
to April 13, 1906, less than three months. No record has been found of
enything*noteworthy during his briefgterm;' i - '

1. Maj. Gen. William H Carter, Iife T Im. Gen. Chaffee, pp. R67-269;
Herman Hagedorn, Ieonard WQod, Vol. II, p. 97.

94



225. The next Chief of Staff was Major General J. Franklin Bell,
who served four years, from April 14, 1906 to April 21, 1910. During the
terms of these three officers as Chief of Staff, the Contest between the
General Staff and the staff departments continued and increased in inten-
sity.2 The subject of the dispute was the boundary between the powers of
the two contending parties. In this struggle, the léaders on either side
were the Chief of Staff for the time being and Brigadier General (later
Major General) Fred C. Ainsworth, successively Chief of the Record and
Pension Office, Military Secretary,3 and the AdJutant General.

Isonard WOOd} 1210-12;4

226, Major General leonard Wood;-a man of unusual ability and force,
vas Chief of Staff from April 22, '1910;to April 20, 1914. He had been
educated in:medicine, had served. firsb Qe ‘contract surgeon ‘and then a8 jb
‘medical officer in the regular army. At the outbreak of the Spanish Wayp .
he was appointed colonel of thé Ist U.S. Volunteer Cavalry, better lkmown |
as the Rough Riders, of which Thecdors ‘Roosévelt was lleutenant-colonel,

.. Wood was made a brigadier general of volunteers ‘during the Santzago cam-

,;apaign and later successively-became governor- ‘of ‘Santlago province, major .
general of Volunteers, governor general of Cuba, brigadier genem 1l and major
general in the regular army. Most of his military service had been in the
Medical Corps and in military govermment. It is therefore easy to under-
stand the opposition to hiy appolntment::as a géreral officer in the regular
army by many line officers, and, after his detail as. Chief of Staff,. their
dislike of having him m‘ that position. Nevertheless Wood had in fact

a thorough kncwledge.pf all branches of the military art.4 He was intensely

+ L i R

2. It is said in Herman Hagedorn's bilbgraphy of Ieonard Wood (Vol. II, p. 97)
. thatAinsworth drove Bell into the hospital. Hagedorn is, however, a
.;~strong partisan of his subject; and, in this writer!'s opinion, not

aluays juat to Wood's opponents, of whom Ainsworth was one,

3. The title of the Adjutent Generai Was changed to Military Secretary
April 23, 1904, and changed back Mdrch'Z, 1907.

Le A, distinguished -general officer, a graduate ‘of the Military Academy, said
: 1n the writer's -hearingy that, of the“séveral chiefs of staff with whom

he had been personally acquaintéd, Wood '"knew his stuff" the best. As

the above statement and that cited in the following note were mads

in private conversation, the writer-thinks that-it would be discourteous
" to the speakers to give their names in this paper; but he will be glad

to communicate them: orally to his superlors, if desired.
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loyal to those under hlS command, but never wholly'subordinate and loyal to
his superiors.”’ In consequence, at least one of Wood''s-‘gsuperiors did'-not :
trust~him,© On the other hand, he seems to have gotten along well with some
others, notably with Stimson, Secretary of War dur;ng the lagt half of
Taft's term gs Pre51dent A and with’ March Chlef of”’ Staff durlng most of
Worid War 1. » _ _ S I
227  But the greatest friction durlng WOod's tour gs Chief of Staff
arose between him and. the Adjutant General, Major General Fred C, Ainsworth.
Both were graduetes in medicine who had entered the army as medical officers,
and they had known each other. since that time. Alnsworth invited Wéod,
reporting for duty at Washington as Chief of Staff, to stay at his houSe
until Woed could move into his own quarters, and WOod did so.? But the
honeymoon ‘did not: last, and after a while the two men were not on speaking
terms. 10 The quarrel came to a head in a controversy arising out of the

5. A gentleman, who, holding a high position, had close contact with General
Wood for over a year, made the above statement to the writer. The
first half of. it.is.supported by the warm ‘affection felt toward Wood
by his aides qnd ‘others who served under’ him (see Hagedorn, Leonard
Wood, Vol. I, pp. 276; 398; Vol. II, pp.:. 119, 460, énd elsewhere).

The second part of the statement is supported by the opinion formed
by President, Wilsonl Secretary of War Baker, apg Gefieral Pershing that
Wood was insubordinate, in conseqiuence of which they ‘refused: to allow.
him to serve in France. For proof of the above statement as to Pres-
ident Wilson'!s opinion.of Wood, see a letter of the President quoted
in Peyton C. March, :The Nation at War, p. 68, and’ Hagedorn, Ieonard
Waod, Vol II; p. 295; and also .see. ‘Frederick Palmer, ‘Newton D. Baker,
Vol. I, p. 163.- As to Secretary Bakér's opinlon, gée quotations-from
him in Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol, II, pp. 240, 244, and Hagedortij
leonard Wood, pp. 286, 287, As to General Pershlng‘s opinidn of Wood,
see Hagedorn, leonard Wood, Vol. II, pp. 267,286, and Palmer, Newton
D. Baker, Vol, II, p. 239.; Though_ Hagedorn is an ardent admirer of
General Woaod, his biography ‘of thit officer-contains much material
tending to support the opinion of the President, the Secretary, and
the Commander in Chief of the American Ekpeditlonary Forces. See,

for example;.Vol. II, pp. 103, 156, 167, 200, See also Frederlck
Palmer, Bliss, Peacemaker, p. 218... _ :

bt

6. This statements is made on the authorlty of the gentleman mentloned in
the preceding note. : : :

7. Hagedorn, Ieonard Wood, Vol. II, pp. 101, .1_10','; 112.
8. Peyton C. March, The Nation at Wer;'pp. 268, 269,
9. Hagedorn, leonard Wood, Vol II, p. 95

10. Hagedorn, Ieonard Wood, Vol. II, p. 108 o

96



recommendation in a general staff study that the company muster roll be
abolished and a descriptive list for each soldier be substituted for it.

Upon this paper being referred to Ainsworth as- Adjutant General for comment,
after considerable delay and repeated reminders he: submitted a memorandum

on February 3, 1912, making strong arguments against the proposal and advising
its rejection. If Ainsworth 'had done no'more, he would have been subject

to no blame; but he let-his temper run away with him and abused the proponents
of the plan in language warmer than is proper for an official communication,
He called the proposal, "a mere subterfuge of a kind that would be scorned

by honorable men™; and said that, "it is most inadvisable ever to intrust

to incompetent amateurs the management of business that is of nation-wide
importance!, Woérst of all, Ainsworth said that his statement was submitted
"in the confident expectation that when other, if not wiser, counsels shall
prevail; and after experience with the proposed plan or any similar plan shall
have shown the inevitable evil effécts’ thereof the statement will receive

the consideration that may not be given to it now" Such langusge was grossly
improper, and Secretary Stimson prepared to have Ainsworth tried by general
court-martial; but the latter, realizing that he had gone too far, requested
retirement, was retired, and-his trial never toeok-place.:

228, It would be a ‘mistake, ‘howevery: “to regard the ‘incident above
described as merely a personal quarrel between Wood and ‘Ainsworth. It
vas far more; it was a bringing to the light of the disagreement and friction
constantly going on between two sets of men, both of'. whom were in general
equally able and patriotic., ‘The disagreement was as to the proper boundary
betwsen the duties of the organizations to which they respectively belonged,
the Geheral Staff and the Staff Départme nts.

229, WOodrow Wilson became President March 4, 1913 ‘Hig first Sec-
retary of War was ILindley M. Garrison. Wilson and Garrison retained General
Leonard Wood as Chief of Staff until the expiration of ‘his four year term;
when Wood, who was still seversalyeéars under the age for retirement reverted
to his position as a major gehieral of the line. o

WOt n_and .L . 1914-1917

230 " The next Chief -of Staff, Mejor General Willlem W. Wotherspoon,
served as such only six months (April 21 - November 15, 1914). The first
World War broke out’ in”Europe during his ‘term, and it might be supposed
that that world-shaking event would have led the United States to re~examine
1ts military situation, including the organization of its army; but the
policy of Willlam J. Bryan, President Wilson's first Secretary of State,
was oppoyed to'any:step which might ‘even remotely suggest our intention to
take up arms, and nothing of importance to the present induiry occurred
during General Wotherspoon's brief term. Unlike Bryan, Secretary Garrison
favored military preparedness, and a struggle ensued between them, each
striving to bring the President to his way of thinking. Wilson's own natural
bent was in favor of peaceful measures only. He snvisioned, as did Bryan,
the United States as maintaining strict neutrality, avoiding war and the
threat of war, and finally acting as the arbiter who would persuade the
wvarring nations to make peace. L .
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e ~R31.  Major -General Hugh L. Scott, 'who-had been Assistant Chief of
Staff under General Wotherspoon, became Chief of Staff Novemberyléi 1914.
His personal relations with Secretary Garrison were most -cordial.l

’ 232. Bryan resigned from the position of Secretary of State June 9,

- 1915, because the President!s second note to Germany sbout the sinking of the
Iusitania was stiffer than Bryan thought that it ought to have been; but that
Wilson was not at that time converted to preparedness is shown by an incident
related by Major General Tasker H. Bliss, Assistant Chief of Staff. At the
date of the occurrence, early in the autumn of 1915, due to the temporary
sbsence of their superiors, Henry S. Breckenridge," A551stant Secretary of
War, was Acting Secretary, and Bliss was Acting Chief of ‘Staff. Bliss said
that one morning Breckinridge came to his (Bllss's) offlce and told him that
he had just been at the White House. e .

He (Breckinridge) "foundﬁhim” (Wilson)»"holding a copy of the
Baltimore Sun in his hand, 'trembling and white.with passion.! The
President pointed to a little paragraph of two-lines.in.an out-of-the~
way part of a sheet, evidently put in just to fill space. It read
something like this: .'It is understood that the General Staff is
preparing a plan in the event of ‘war with Germany. _

. "The President asked Mr, Breckinridge if he supposed that was
--true. Mr, Breckinrdige said.that he did not know. The President directed
- ‘him to make-an immediate:-investigation-and, if it:proved true, to relieve
.;at once every officer ofithe General Staff: -and:order him out of Wash-

.’mg‘hon. M. Breck:.nridge put: the 1nvestigata.on wpto me, 112

233. General Bliss was equal to the occasion. Hls acccunt goes on:

o MI.told him-that. the. lay.creating the-General. Staff made it its
duty 6" prepare plans for the.national: .defense?t; that I was President
_:of the war College-when the: General Staff was. organized in 1903; that

hplans for war with Germany, England France, Italy, Japan, Mexico, etec.
I seid that if the President took the action threatened, it would
only make patent to everybody vhat pretty much everybody already knew

"] think the President realized this in a cooler moment. Nothing
further was said to him about the matter; nor did he again mention it,"13

11. Sec. Garr;son"s lette; of Feb 13, 1916 written three days after his
resignatlon,xquoted in Hugh L. Scott, Some Memoirs of a Soldier, p. 548.

12. Frederick Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. I, p. AO

13. Same gitation as in preceding note; also Frederick Palmer, Bliss, Peacemsker,
p. 106,

98



234. A few months later, 1n his annual message to Congress of December 7,
1915,14 President Wilson showed himself so far a convert to preparedness as"
to advocate, pursuant to Secretary Garrison's recommendation, a moderate
increase in the regular army and s "Qontinental Army", 1.e., a national
nilitia of 400,000 men not subject to state control, as is the National
Guard, enlisted for three years, during which they would undergo short periods
of training, and be subject to call during a second period of three years.
It will be noted that this plan closely resemblés "Universal Military :
Training", urged by President Truman upon the 80th and 8lst Congresses; andi
also that the federalization of the National Guard, advocated by the board .
of which Mr. Gray, then The Assistant Secretary of War, was president, would
result in a similar force.

'235. The Continental Army scheme gained hardly a friend in Congress,
partly because of the general trend in favor of '"keeping us out of war',
and partly for reasons stated in an‘editorial in The Nation, That paper
admitted that there was much to be said for a wholly federal force if we
could "make a clean sweep of American traditions, political conditions, and
in herited prejudices. We doubt:not they will prove too strong for other
militery theorists who start oltiby making a tabula rasa of our past."15
Secretary Gerrlison wanted the President to fight for the Continental Army;
but Wilson answered that thechiefithirig was toiget a trained reserve, that
he was not committed to any one plen, and’had- anopen: migd This was not
enough for Garrison, and he resighed’ Febiuary' 10;:1916.10 Assistant Sec-
retary of War Breckiniidge:resighed’ at the pame time' in sympathy with his
chief. This clash betweén the President’ oh/the one hand and the Secretary
of War and the Assistant Secretary on the other seems to have arlsen from an
honest difference of opinion, reatherthah from any defect in the organization
of the high comuand. o ‘

236, After General Scoﬂt had served as Secretary ad interim for
nearly a month, Predident Wilson: ‘appointed’ Newton D. Baker Secretary of
War on March 9, 1916, Beker was ‘brought up in Shepherdstown, West Virginia,"
and moved first to Martinsburg, West Virginia;- and then to Cleveland, Chio,
where he became city attorney and fihally mayor. ‘He was sald to be a member

L4 53 Congressional Record 95. *ﬂﬁlx
15. The Nation, Feb. 17, 1916, Vol. 102, p.183, 184

16 " The correspondence leading up to Mr. Garrison's resignation is as follows:
1l Jan. 12, 1916, Garrison to Wilson; Jan, 17, 1916, Wilson to Garrison;
.-Feb, 9,-1916, Garrison to Wilson; Feb, 9, 1916, Wilson to Garrison;

Feb. 10, 1916, Ietter of resignation, Garrison to Wilson. These
letters are summarized in the Literary Digest for Feb., 19, 1916,
Vol. 52, p. 425.
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of three pscifist societies,17 and wag without military trainlng or experience;
so that it is not surprising that the army regarded with apprehension his
occupancy of the post of Secretary whils & war was raging in vhich we might
become involved, However, like Root, he more than compensated for his ig-
norance of things military by the possession of ‘& keen and well trained mind,
which he applied with industry to the problems presented to him.

237. During Scott’s tour as Chief of Staff “both under Garrison and
under Baker, the contest betwaep ‘the General Staff and the Staff Departments
over the line separating their fUnctions continued 18 That that is true and
that Congress considsred some action _necessary to prevent cncroachment
of the one upon the other 13 shown by the limitations upon the numbers and
activities of the Genéral’ Staff Gorps whlch it wrote into section 5 of the
National Defenge Act 19 These were so gtriet as to’ 1ndicate congressional
suspicion of or hostility %o the Genersl Staff Corps. Its number was limited
to fifty-five, not more than half of whom might serve in the District of
Columbia or vieclnity. Neither the pergonnel of the War College nor other
officers not members of the’ General Staff Corps. éﬁould be: attached to or
employed in the office of 4l e“Chief of Staff The dutles of the General
Staff were defined in de all affirmatlvely, and’ negatlvely by strict pro-
hibitions of the performa““e of work of an administrative mature pertaining
to the bureaus or offices £ the War Department,, or which ‘would involve
impairment of. their x‘éspo_ umity or initiative, ' ™

238. A EOntrOVersy arose as to the construc _on of the foregoing
provisions. - Mbjor General Enoch H. Crowder,’ the Jud e Advocate General,
wrote a 1ong ‘and” careful opinion, dated July'24, 1916, . construing the act
strictly.20 Secretary’Bake:{ who was himself & 'egy able,lawyer, took

17. Frederick Balmer, Newton . Baker, VoI. I, p. 7.° °
18. H.L. Scott, Some Memories of a Soldier, p. 547.

19. 39 Stat. 167, quoted in. part in par. 167 of . this paper. See also par.
180. T e

20. “The text of this opinionuis'attached as 1nclosure 2 to Tab III-A, p.
84 of the Appendix to the Steff Study of this division on the organization
of the Department of the Army, 15 July 1948. It is printed at p. 165 of
the Hearings on the National Defense before the Committee on Military
Affairs of the House of -Representatives, 69th Cong., 2d Sess., volume
containing Historical Documents. relating to the reorganization plans
of the War Dept. and to the. present Nationsl Defense Act. It is also
printed in Maj. Gen, Otto L.” Nelson, Jr., National Sscurity and the
General Staff, p, 188,
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General Crowder!s opinion home with him; and after nearly two months wrote

. one of his own,?l which overruled Crowder's. Baker, approaching the prob-

" lem from the standpoint of history, noted that thirteen years before, upon
_the recommendation of Secretary Hoot, after'long study of the subject, Congress
had passed the Act of February 14, 1903, ‘eréating the Chief of Staff and the
_General Staff, and definifig their duties carefully; and that it was not to
“"be supposed that Congress, by ‘& Wglaneing blow", i.e., a prohibition of the
General Staff engaging in administrative duxiee, had intended radically to
change the powers of the General Staff, He found the definitlion of the
word "administrative® in sectisn 5 of the Natlonal Defense Act itself,22
/1.e., duties pertaining "o established bureaus or offices of the War

" Department, or that, being assumed or engaged in by members of the General
Staff Corps, would 1nvolve impairiient of the responsibility or initiative
of such bureaus or-offices, or would cause injurious or unnecessary dupli-
cation of or delay in the work thereof; Secretary Baker thus summarized
‘”his conclusions: '

"Finding the intention of the act to be as here set forth,
it is my opinion that the:Chlef of:the Gereral Staff ls the
primary advisor of the Secrétdry of War in all matters having - :
to do with the Military Esteblishmeént; that in order properly . .
.. to inform himself, the Chief of ‘the General Staff must know
~*' of the proceedings“in the varlous’bureaus, ‘departments, and
- offices; that, to as:1&rge an-extent as possible, the action -
of these bureaus, depértments, and offices ‘should be reguldted by lerge
policies laid down by the Secretary of War, the carrying out of
which would involve-mérely adminlstrative activity; but that in
order to make sure thiAt these polidieé’are not being departed from
or ought not’to be’ changed, ir 6rder: ‘préperly ‘to harmonizs the relations
of several bureaus; it 18°not only dppropiiate but necessary for the
Chief of the Genersl Staff to pursue, with as great detail as his
Judgment dictetes, the execution.of. these policies through the several
bureaus, "

e % %
"The policy of the Whr Department, therefore, will remain
g héretofore: - The Chief of: Staff, speaking in the name of the
Secretary of War, will coordinate and supervise the various bureaus,
offices, and departments of the War Department; he will advise the
Secretary of Warj; he wlll inform himself in as great detail as in

e Hugh L. Scott Some Memories of a Soldier, ‘PP. 546~547; Palmer, Newton
2.2 Dy Baker, Vol I, pp. 65*66* Nelson, Netional Security and the General
;1{Staff pp 197-198.v A

22, Quoted in part in par. 167 of thie paperr e
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his judgment seems necessary to qualify him adequately to adiise
‘the Secretary of War."23

239, Though the Secretary adopted a broad view of the powers of the
Chief of Staff, it i1s noteworthy that he does not say that that officer
commands the Army or any part of it,

240, The personal relations between Secretary Baker and General Scott
appear to have been more than cordial. When he bsgen his term as Secretary,
Baker said to Scott, "General Scott, you know all gbout this. I know
nothing. You must treat me as a father would his son."24 This feeling
appears to have continued. On his part, the soldier of more than thirty
years service became almost lyrical gbout his Chief., Said Scott of Baker,
"What a joy it was to work with a man having e mind and courage like that!"R5

2,1, As has been stated, 26 Mr. Baker is said, befere taking office
as Secretary, to have been a pacifist, and President Wilson was at first
opposed to any form of preparedness for war, and was slowly and with dif-
ficulty brought to the contrary view. Of thelr conversion, and how well they
worked with him after we entered the war, their first Chief of Staff,
General Scott, has this to say.

o "Secretary Baker had taken up the war portfolio as a paci~

- ‘fist some time before the war was declared, but he changed his mind
after coming to the War Department, as he was great enough to announce
in a public speech. When he did fall in with our plans, and had the
full support of the:President, they were invincible. No President or
Secretary in all our history ever waged as great a war and waged it so
directly and so- quickly to a successful issue as they did, and history
cannot avoid #warding them this credit.n27

242, Secretery‘Baker's father was a physician, who had served in his
youth as a priVate in the Confederate Army. The son thus wrote of his
'father.

23. Opinion of the Secretary of War of Sep. 13, 1916, on the Effect of Sec. 5,
National Defense Act, printed in the hearings cited in the third note
preceding this, at pp. 172, 180, 181 and in General Nelson's book cited
“1n that note, at pp. 198 209. X
24§fﬂletter from Gen. Bliss, who vas Assistant Chief of Staff and present
when the words were uttered, to Frederick Palmer, quoted in Palmer s
book, Newton D. Baker, Vol. I, p. 1l.
25, -H.L. Scott, Some Memories of a Soldier, p. 532.
26. In par. 236 of this paper.’

27. H.L. Scott, Some Memories of a Soldier, p. 558.
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1] think that the thing he more often said to me than anything
else was that the reason the South seemed to prevall for so long from
a military point of view was that President Davis let lee alone, while
Stanton and Lincoln constantly interfered with Federal commanders.
Only once did President Davis give Géneral Iee a military order,
Father told me, and Iee!s answer was to unbuckle his sword and hand
it to Davis. Davis handed it back, tore up the order, and from that
time on never interfered. So when I became Secretary of War the idea
deep in my childhood recgllection was that in military systems the
military man is commander-in—chief and ghat civilian interference with
commanders in the field is dangerous."?

243. Dr. Baker took too favorable a view of Davis! conduct toward his
generals, and too harsh a one of Iincoln's; but, whether .or not the incident
between Davis and Iee ever occurred, the story is important as showing
Secretary Baker!s idea of what should be the relation between a high civil
official and his chief military advisor in time of war,

Tasker H. ‘Bliss, 1917-1918

4. In Mhy 1917 the Secretary of. War sent General Scott to Russia
as a member of a special ‘mission headed by Elihu Root.. During his absence,
Major General Tasker H; Bliss was Acting Chief of Staff. On September 22,
1917, Scott reached the age of retirement, was relieved as Chief of Staff,
end was succeeded by Bliss. Bliss had been President of:the Army War College,
en original member of the General Staff, Assistant €hief of Staff under
Scott, and Acting Chief 1n his absence. Baker! 8 biogrephy says of Bliss:

"Bgker had learned +o turn to Bliss 1f he wanted a situation
thoroughly and impartially analyzed, or a difficult task, which. -
required broad vision, handled competently. He had been one of Root‘s

- -counsellors-in forming the General Staff end had held a wide range of
_important commands without ever having been drawn into a cliqus. He
‘had the réspect of the leaders of Gongreas and all the Secretaries of
War under whom he had served."29 e

245. Baker himself has written this of Bliss:

‘"Bliss had in a higher degree than anybody else with whom I
have eveér beei in'contact, the habit of deliberate and consecutive
thinking. Nearly everybedy else, including myself,:thinks spasmod-
fically and if a good idea occurs to me, I reach a good solution, but

28, Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. I, p. 159
29. Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol I, pp. 143, 144,
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Bliss! mind was a comprehensive card index and his method of using it
_was like one of these machines they have in the Census Bureau where
.~ you feed in ten thousand cards with various data aipon them and then
read at the bottom. of the machinie the totdl number of cross-eyed persons
~in the ten thousand. He had what I like to call & brooding intelligence
and nothing is more characteristic of my recollection of him than to
. gee him sitting in his office or mine, looking out the window making
up his mind, It was a slow, methodical, inclusive, and consecutive
~recollection of each material element to which there was automaticelly
given the proper weight, and when he fé&laxed he had a result which he
could state, almost categorically, and demonstrate to anybody who :
doubted by instantly marshaling all the ‘questions and considerations on
both sides. o

- "1T do not know whether I have really conveyed a pilcture, but
I have one in my own mind. When he had a problem to solve, he thought
it out first from beginning to end. Whenhe had reached his conclusion
... the statement of the conclusion was as convincing to an auditor as the
_.demonstration of a proposition in Eucl:.d”"3O

246. Vhat was Bliss's feeling toward Baker? Bliss wrote that Baker
was the wise chief whom he "loved moTe than any man on:earth."3l Bliss -
was an excellent Chief of Staff, the relations between him and Secretary
Baker were harmonious, and they made a most efficient team. The only pity
was that Bliss's occupancy of the position was so briefi -

The Firgt Wo;;d ﬂar and its Aftermath

247. On September 10 1917 Secretary Baker wrote General Pershing,
-saying that it was planned to relieve Bliss as Chief of. Staff when he. should
reach retirement age, and that he wanted as Chlef of Staff a young man who had
had experience in France. He suggested Peyton C. March,:and asked Pershlng's
';recommendations.32 Pershing answered on November 13, 1917, recommendin
Major General John Biddle as his first -choice, and March as his second.

30. Ietter of Baker, quoted by Frederick Palmer in his book, Bliss ‘Peacemaker,
pp. 158, 159, For other highly favorable estimates of Bliss, see
Palmer, Newton D. Eaker, Vol. I, p. 414; Peyton C. March, The Nation
at War, p. 299; and John J. Pershing, My Experlences in the World War,
Vol. I, p. 331. .

‘31. Palmer, Bliss, Péacemsker, p. 184. Seé also same ‘book, p. 463.

32. Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. I, p. 376; Pershing, My Experienceq
in the World War, Vol. I. p. 226, -

33. Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Yol. I, p. 377; Pershing, My Experiences
in the World War, Vol. I, p. 229.
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Bliss left Washington in January 1918 for France io represent. the United
States on the Supreme War Council,34 retaining for’ the: time bging his assign-
ment as Chief of Staff; and Biddle wgg sent ‘beck to ‘the United States and made
Acting Chief of St.e\ff.j Either Biddle ' fot, want the job or did not
satisfy Secretary Baker,’ as he was not made Chief of Staff; and on January
‘26, the Secretary cabled to General Pershing asking the return to the

United States of March, who was then a Major ‘Gen 3gral and Chief of Artillery
of the American Expeditionary Forces in, France. Pershing complied,

and General Biddle was sent to London to command all United States troops in
the British Ielee » and March began ‘to, function as Acting Chief of Staff,
March 4, 1918.37 May 25, 1918, ‘Bliss wag relieved and March was detailed

as Chief of Staff,38 and Merch served es su,ch during the rest of the war and
until June 30, 1921,

248, March was a man of tremendous industry. He worked until twelve
or one at night, and was usually the first.one present in the morning.39
He required others to do the like, if neceaaary .40 He was also a man of
sound judgment. The sagacious Bernard Baruch, who so ably served his country
in two World Wars, said that nine timss out of ten March's decisions were
right.41l March was also a man of décision and foree.42 Secretary Baker
vrote, "I find his judgment quick and sure. "3 March himself said:

"1 decided orally the great mase of questione ‘which were brought
up on every variety of subject,’ » the officer presenting the question
- making a record of the decision on the spot; and in every way saved
every second possiblé’ in the handling of the enormous amount of work
that was necessary in the conduct of such a war.!'

34. Paluer, Newton D. Beker, Vol. I, }. 423,

35, G.0. 4, War Dept., Jan. 9, 1918, o

3'6-;“-"March, The Nati.?n et Wer, p. 36, Pa]mer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. II, p. 84,
37. 6.0 23; War Dept: Maich 4, dsig, T Coo
38....G.0.-52, War-Dept.; May: 25, 1918.

-39, -March,’ The Nation at War, 'y .,_Newton D, Baker, Vol. n, Pe 157.

40. March, book ci‘bed, P 39., e

41.» Statement to Frederick Palmer, quoted in the letter 's book above cited
Vol. II, P, 204. L e . .

42. Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol II PP 203, 204, 330,
43. Pelmer, book cited, Vol. II, pp. 157, 158.
4h. March, book cited, pp. 51, 52.
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249, But March had the defects of his quallties. He had none of the
conventional amenities. Baker wrote: . - o
- .. "I used to say to General March that he wasted a substantlal
part -of. my time, and he would ask how; and.I would tell him that I
hed to go around with a cruse of oil and a bandage to fix up the wounds
which he.had made.. These seemed unnecessary in the day's work, and if
I could gbandon. the-oil and bandage, I could probably devote more time
to- my oun job but he ‘would go out and make more wounds. w46

250. Uhderneath his copy of a blunt cablegram to Pershing drawn by
March, Bazsr wrote,, "An-excellent illustration of the way not to send a
message.“ But :Baker was.just enough to add: "March's manners were not
always considerate, but he dld get results, %48 : _

251. March's ewn book furnishes evidence of the truth of Baker's
statement about .his menners. March wrote that Major General Henry T. Allen,
commanding our-Army.ef Occupation of the Rhineland after the first World
War, "brazenly: spoke"49 about a certain confidential letter. Of certain -
Congressmen and Army officers of high rank, March wrote, "None of them
know what they are.talking about."50 He charged that General Pershing
made "preposterous-demands"51 for the shipment of men to France. General
March may have been right as to the substance of what he wrote in the-passages
Just quoted, but he might have written it in.less offensive language. ‘March
admits that.he did not act "sugviter in modo"; but contends that he functloned
"fort;ter in, ge", and "go$ results" res o ¥ i

hat

252. The pext qusstion is, how dxd‘the eommand team work-when-i ‘uas
composed of Milson as President; Baker as Secritary of War, March &s:Chief
of Staff, and Pershlng as Commanding General, American Expeditionary Forces,
FTance? First let us consider President Wilson., Was he competent as.

45, Palmer, book cited, Vol. II, p.?R03 .

46, Iecture by Baker at Army War College, May 11, 1929,. quoted by Palmer in
book cited, Vol II, p. 204

47. The word "not“ is underscored in the original.
48, :Palmer,.Newtoﬁ~D}_Baker,sVol.-II;vpp; 209,-210;*d
49. March, book previously cited, p. 109,

50. Same, p. 111.

51. March, book previously ecited, p. 254.

52. Same, p. 352.
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i..and he neither Knew nor cared anything about military matters.”

Commander in Chief? What were his relations as such with his subordinates?
It has already been shown53 'thut, at an earlier period, .after the outbreak
of the first World War but . before the United States became a belligerent,
Wilson was so ignorant of the work of the Army that he became angry upon
reading that the General Staff was preparing a plan for use in the event
of war with Germany. But he did not even then inslist upon the execution of
his order that, in consequence of such action, every officer of the General
Staff be sent away from Washington. Wilson's ambition was, not to lead the
United States in a successful war, but te.be the peacsmaker of ghe world; o4
After the
United States declared war, his:attitude changed; but he had the good sense
to leave military affairs to the Secretary of War and the military men.
Secretary Baker:laid before Wilson only questions involving a departure from
‘5. established policy. . It wag Baker's habit to submit such matters in writing
.in the most compact form. The President would return these papers with
notes of rarely more than three or four sentences each, and invariably these
confirmed Baker's proposals or actions. The President placed entire confi-
dence in the Secretary and left to him full control of the War Department.56

253. President: Wilson extended the same support to the Chief of Staff
of the Army, General March.?’ March says that he was overruled only twice,
as to expeditions to Siberia and to Murmensk, which were ordered contrary
to March's advice that the war would be won or lost on the western front,
and that forces ought not to be diverted to other theaters.’® March says
that President Wilson:and Secretary Baker gave him "the most perfect sup-
port any man could desire"; and never sousht military-ddvice from any one but
him, General Bliss, and General:Pershing’ General Match even weht so far
as to compare Wilson to "that other great war:President, Abraham Lincoln". 60

53. See par. 232 of this paper. .
54.. ‘Palmer,:Newton D. Baker, Vol. I, P 58,
55. Same, Vol. I, p. 372, Mbrch, The Nhtion<at War, p. 361

56. Palmer's book cited, Vol. I, pp. 371 372; March The Nation at War,
pp. 158, 161, 261. .-

51. Mhrchés book, at pages cited in preceding note, and also pp. 359, 360,
and 363.

58, March, book cited, p. 113.
59. Same, p. 161. -
60, Same, p. 360.
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254, Let us next turn to Secretary Baker. It has already been shown®1
that he possessed President Wilson's confidence. How did he get' "a1ong with
his subordinates, of whom the two most important were March “Chief of Staff
of the Army, and Persing, Commandér in Chief of ‘the American ‘Expeditionary
Forces, France? As has been stated,62 Baker was’ annoyed by March'g harsh
manner toward s gordinates, but he realized ‘Marchls great ability, 3 and gave
him a free hand.% What the Secretary thought ‘of" March is shown by the two
extracts which follow. The first is from the report of the Secretary of
War for 1919: . C L

"On the military side, T tiould be wanting were” I to fail to

refer to the broad imagination, the unremitting energy, the firmness

of purpose with which the Chief of Staff, General March, has pressed

forward the program. Without his strength and vision much that was

done could ‘not have been done either o soon or go well."““

255. The second 1s the inseription which’ Baker wrote in a cOpy of
Palmer's blography of him, which he presented to March: = ' s

"To General Peyton C. March,’ whose work 1nfthe War' Department
was of incalculable value both to his6country ‘and mankind, from his
affectionate and edmiring associate."y .

e

March's opinion of Baker is thus stated.in March's book: ..

1Secretary Baker was & little mar phy51cally, but ‘that uss the
only small thing about him, He united a remarkably’ alert mind with a
mastery of the apt word, and a sense of. fairness and Justice I have
never seen surpassed in anyone. ' .

13 * #

%I have served in Washington repeatedly in mw long c¢areger in the
Army, and have known personally ten: Secretaries of War. I have studied
the work of the War Department from its foundation, and higve formed
an estimate of the various heads of that great department.u It is my '

61. In par. 252 of this paper.
62. In pars. 249 and 250 of this paper.
63. " Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. II, PP, 157, 158

64. Assistant Sec. of War Frederick Keppel, quoted by March -An book cited,
at page 162. . _ .

65. March, book cited,‘p.'j76;'
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considered opinlon that Newton D. Baker is the greatest War Secretary
this Netion has ever produced. :An in saying that, I do not exclude the
forceful Stanton or the billiant Root, No Secretary of War in our
entire history ever faced such.problems as confronted Secretary Baker;
Ho Secretary ever solved: his difficulties with more success. Sec~
retaries of War who have followed him have found his state papers models
of clearness, justice, and freedem from error, I have it from one of
his successors that when various problems have confronted him, he has
studied the opinions written by Secretary Baker in similar cases and
hHas found those opinions unassailable. 'They were,! he said '100
f”Tpercent right' " o R .

: ﬂ*‘ ¥ %

‘ "This man has grown upon the country as his services and character
‘are more clearly revealed. Many .persons have furnished guesses as to
_the precise character and quality of that service, but I know. We
~ were associated together for more than three years, working ‘every day
"“without regard to hours under a pressure of events which rem gved any
'possibility of hiding-the true character of the individual n

......

256. There could ‘be no higher praise.

257, What were the relations ‘between Secretary Baker and General
Pershing: General March mentions several occasions when Secretary Baker
overruled Pershing.:-i;‘;qp» i ;

a. Pershing asked for 100 Uhited States divisions in France.
On the basis of a General Staff study which concluded that 80 was the greatest
number which could be supplied, Bgker fixed that as the maximum,67

T »oTwo men were tried by General Court Martial for sleeping on
post in. the front lines, ‘convicted, and sentencedto ‘death. "General Pershing
approved the gémtences but was obliged by Article of War 48 to send the
records 'of trial to-the War Department for corifirmstion of or other’action
on the sentences by the President. Because there was no indication ‘of dis-
.. loyalty or conscicus disregard of duty, and because they had been without
sleep on previous nights, Seécretary Baker recommended to the President ..
that he pardon the accused and restore them to duty, which the President
did, General Pershing then recommended that the Articles of War be amended

‘.66. March book cited, pp. 365, 373, and 376
67. March, The Nation at War, pp. 251, 253, 2635 Palmer, Newton D. Baker,

Vol. II, pp. 346, 347. Palmer, Baker's biographer, says (Vol. II,
p. 252), that Pershing asked for 110 divisions.
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80 as to permit :the Commanding General in the field to take fina% action on
such cases, but SecretarY Baker and the President overruled him X

¢. Pershing said that too many promotions were being made of
officers serving in the United States, and intimated that all or nearly: all
should be made from thogse in the American Expeditionary Forces. Secretary
Baker ruled that fairmess to troops:in the United States and the maintenance
of theéir morale required that they be eligible for promotion also.69

258, General March sums up the situation by saying that Baker supported
Pershing when he degerved support, and turned h1m down when he did not,

259. What Baker thought of ‘Pershing is shown by a letter from the
former to the latter, dated September 10, 1917 in whieh it was eaid.

"Your couree from the moment yoz landed in England has given both
the President and me the greateést satisfaction and pleasure. As you
know, you started with our full confidence, but we feel happy to have
our judgment justifiad as it has been at every point by your discretion,
tact, and effective activity.71

260, Pershing answered Nbvember 13, 1917:
"In . conclueion, Mr. Secretary, permit me’ to congratulate you

and the country in. that we have: you as a. Secretary. You are doing a
: great work and doing it well 72 .

261 If this were his only etatement on. the subject Pershing's answer
might be dismissed as a polite and meaningless. response to the compliment
which the Secretary had paid to him. But Pershing was under no compulsion
__%to pay compliments unless he meant them, when, after his retirement, he was

“writing his memoirs. At that time, notwithstanding the disapproval of his
recommendutions: by the Secretary to.which General March alludes, General
Pershing wrote:

T

68, March, The Nation at War, pp. 263, 264, G.C.M.0O.'s 92 and 93, War Dept.,
May 10, 1918. Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. II, pp. 283~291.

69. Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. II 208-211; March, The Nation at War,
pp. 264-266,

70, March, book cited, p. 266.
71, Jobn J, Pershing, My Experiences in the World War, Vol. I, p. 224.

72. Same, Vol. I, p. 230.
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: 9] am grateful to Pregident Wilson and Secretary Baker for having
selected me to command our armies and for the whole-hearted and un- e
failing support they accorded me."?3 _

262. What were the- relations between March, as Chief of Staff of the
Army, and Pershing, as Commanding General of the American Expeditionary 0
Forces? To the three occasions when Baker overruled Pershing may be added ...
a fourth on which March did so, and in which it 1s not apparent that Baker
acted personally.

B On August- 7, 1918 Pershing requested that eight cavalry i
regiments be sent him during that month and the next. This was denied by
March for lack of vessels adapted to the transportation of horses.74

263. 1In the early part of his book, dealing with the period when
March was serving in Europe under Pershing's commend, Pershing compliments
him highly. 75 While so serving, presumsbly at Persghing's request or with .
his approval, March was promoted to major general-amd put in charge of all
the artillery of the American Expeditionary Forces.. O Pershing had recom=:-
mended March as his second choice for Chief of Staff, next after Biddle, and
had therefore been in large part responsible for March's selection for that
position. Nevertheless, March's book contalns marnyuncomplimentary remarks
about Pershing. March's reference to Pershing!s "preposterous demands®"
has already been mentioned. 7T Mapch -further.said that Pershing "had about as
few qualifications for digéemacy as -any man I.mew," 78 spoke of his "inability
to function in teamwork,"’7 and said that “he'wanted 4 rubber stamp for Chief
of Staff at home, so he could be entirely independent of any superivision
or control,"so and that Pershing "showed clearly 8 marked fear of men whom
he recognized as men. of great abllity" 81 - S

on e
T

73. Seme, Fbreword Vol. I, XV, to—the ‘same effect see same book Vol. II, e
p. 319. _ o

4. M’arché Nation at War, pp. 274-277; Palmer, Newton D. Baker, Vol. II,
p. 33

75, 'Vol- I, pp. 174 and. 229.. o

76. March, The Nation:-at War, p. 34
77. Same, p. 254. See par. 251 of this paper.
78. Same, p. 194.
9. Seme, p. 266,
80, Same citation.
81, Same, p. 268,
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263a, The foregoing quotations reinforce what was sald by Secretary
Baker as to March's harshness of manner and language.82  They also show
that March came to hold a comperatively low opinion of Pershing s character
and ability. Nevertheless, in justice. to March, it should be said that,
according to all the evidence, and not. merely that coming from March himself,
save in a few instances when he thought that he had good reasons for doing
otherwise, March supported Pershing fully.

. 263b. As has been said the early part of Pershing's book is com-
plimentary to March., It makes no accusations against March by name, but
_further on it contains many complaints of shortages and delays in sending

‘men ‘and materials to’ France.83 For example, General Pershing saids:..

“There is an 1mpression here that our cablegrans are not being
carefully studied and thoroughly coordinated. There seems to be energy
enough behind thlngs, but, perhaps, . it 1s not as well directed by the
.Staff as it might be,.. It may possibly be due to faulty General Staff
organization, which, as nearly as I can learn, has not yet reached
that point of perfection vhich would enable all these matters to be

. handled systematically.. In any event,; there 1§ not the;satisfectory
teamwork with us. over here that should exigt, 154 :
! 264, Further on in the same letter, General Pershing sald with re~
spect to the General Staffs .. e : .

"There may be some of the personnel that is not entirely
satisfactory."uh L cerl

“* R *'

. "I have at times doubted whether you will get it geing smoothly
without ‘taking some.one who has actually gone through this organization
‘here froii beginning to end, as you know this is the only general staff

~ organization that our army has ever had. All this comes to ry mind
following the idea of an oceasional change, of which you spoke when here
*as belng your intention, "85 :

82, See par;'249 of this paper.

83. Vol. I, pp. 145, 146, 181-183, 198, 222; Vol. II, pp. 105, 130, 222,
308-310, and elsewhere.

- 84. Pershing, My Experiences in the World War, Vol. II, p. 223.

85. Pershing, My Experiences in the World War, Vol. II, p. 223.
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265, This amounted to a guarded suggestion of the supersession of March
as Chief of Staff of the Army by some offiger chosen from the American .
Expeditionary Forces. Gensral March so interpreted it, and says in his '
book86 that he did not know about this letter until after the war, or there
would have been a showdown. NP :

' 266, " The discussion of the relations between ‘March as Chief of Steff
and Pershing as Commanding General, American Expeditionary Forces, may be
thus summarized: ~ In the beginning those relations were cordial. March
developed some asperity toward Pershing, though in general he supported him
loyally. Pershing appatently blamed March for failure to keep him fully
supplied; and finally suggested to. Secretary Baker that March be replaced
by an officer from the American Expeditionary Forces. There vas, however,
no break between them, and they worked together with sufficient efficiency
to bring the greatest 'war which had ever occurred up to that time to a suc~
céssful termination in a little over eight months from March's aesumption of
the" duties ‘of Chief of Staff.

267, Turning aside from the personal relations of its members and
looking at" the" problem in a broader way, let us inquire how the command team
worked -’ during ‘the great ﬁest ‘6F the first Wor¥ld War. The contest for power
between the General Staff and the staff departments continued, as it had
since the creation of the General Staff in 1903. Indeed it was the suc-
cessor of the earlier 'contest of 75 years duration between the General of
the Army and the staff departments. The co-existence of the Purchase,
Storage, and Traffic Division of the General Staff, other co-ordinating
agencies, and the eupply departments of the staff res %ted in delay, dup~
lication of effort, "layering", and inflated overhead.

268, Notwithstanding the foregoing defects and the complaints of
General Pershing as to shortages of men and suppliss, the command team of
World War I worked: better “than that of the Civil War and infinitely better
thgn thit of the Spanish-American War. That team successfully moved across
an ‘ocean and maintgined on its farﬁher ‘shore a force of 2,100,000 men; and
againét the opposition ‘of well-led, uell-supplied, and Powerful enemies,
fhHAt Férce with the 4id of its allies” ‘successfully performed its mission
within a year and a half from the time when its first detachment landed.
From the standpoint of logistics no like task of such magnitude had before

- been.accomplished-in -the history of the world, No military effort of our
forces falled for lack of men, munitions, subsistence, or other supplies.
Save in the rarest instances, no soldier of the American Expeditionary

8. Pp. 266, 267. |
87. A Staff Study on. Organization of the Department of the. Army,. Management:

Division, Office 'of the Comptroller of the Army, 15 July 1948 (off-set
edition), pp. 6, 8.
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Forces . lacked food, clothing, shelter, arms, or ammunitlon, or medical care
and hospitalizetion if he needed them. The training was eéxcellent, the.
strategical leadership brilliant. The contrast with the eonfusion and break-
down in the far smaller effort of the Spanish-American War is striking.
The improvement was mainly due to. the-existence of a General Staff, and in
considerable part to the substitution of the Chief.of Staff for the General

of the Army.

r to G 1 1 21-1

269. For two reasone, it is. 1mpossible to write fully and frankly
about the operation of the Command Team since -the close-.of the first World
War.  ‘The first reasons is that there is little material available from which
to write it. Few biographies, autobiographies, and histories of' the time have
yet been written. The second reason is that, sinece the period is so recent,
and since many of ‘the actors are living and much higher in rank than the
present writer; it would be unseemly for him to write as frankly about their
acts as he has done with respect to the events of long ago.

270. The act of September 3, 1919,88 "revived" the office of "General
of the ‘Arniies. of the Unlted States", and authorized the Presidert to ap=
point to that office a general officer who had specially distinguished himself
in the recent. war. - Gongrees intended that the President should appoint
Pershing to that. office, rand he did so. Pershing was detailed as Chief of
Staff. of the Army by G.0. 22, War Department, June 3, 1921, effective Julyl,
1921. During Pershing's tour as Chief of Staff the General Staff ceme to have
a purpose someswhat different from that intended by Secreta"y Root. Root was
seeking to esteblish a composite brain to assist him in discharging his total
responsibilities to the President as Commander-in-Chief of the Army. Upon
General Pershing's assumption of the position of Chief of Staff of the Army,
the General Staff tended to become the Chief of Staff's composite brain to
assist him in command of the mobile field forces. -This is evidenced by three
developments. In the first place, by the act of June 4, 1920, passed before
Pershing became Chief of Staff, Congress, over the objection of Secretary
Baker, .8plit responsibility for staff work in the War Department by imposing
upon the Assistant Secretary of War statutory respongibility for procurement
and providing that the chiefs of branches should report dirsctly to him as
to it.89 This gave the'heads of the staff departments a channel to the
Secretary which by-passed the Chief of Staff and the General Staff. Second,
Pershing adopted the tactical staff organization borrowed from the French
--field-forces, which had worked s6 well at General Headquarters, American

88. 41 Stat, 283.

89. Sec. 5a, National Defense Act, as amended By the act of June 4, 1920,
Sec. 5; 41 Stat. 764. See pars. 184~186 of this paper.
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Expeditionary Forces, France. Third, he revived the theory of Winfield

Scott and Miles that the highest ranking line officer of the army, with this
tactical general staff, would take personal command of the mobile forces

in the field in the event of war. These changes have tended to make the =~
General Staff, during Pershing's tour as Chief of Staff and since, something
less than general, so far as the Secretary‘ s responsibility to the President
as Commander-in-Chief is concerned. ‘ , '

270g. On September 12, 1924, the day before General Pershing'é retire-
ment, Hon. John W. Weeks, the Secretary of War, said ina public address:-

"Tt seems fitting 1o remind you that practically the entire
reorganization of our land defense forces under the act of 1920 has
-~ been directed by General Pershing . . . Our best means of paying tribute
. to General Pershing, of recognizing our debt to him, of honoring him, -
1s to take up now the task which he ig compelled to relinquish. He:
. has organized a new army, an army of citizens. In future, as we have
today, let us support his pol:.cy and continve to carry out. his well- e
- 1aid plans."90 , ER

271, The next two Chiefs of Staff wers Gererale John L. Hines
(1924-1926) and Charles P. Summerall (1926-1930).. Next was General Douglas
MacArthur (1930-1935), already known as a brilliant'and forceful officer. -
- That President Roosevelt considered his services satisfactory is shown by -
the fact that the President reta:,ned him-as Chisf" of Staff for ten months
after the expiration of the usual four-year term.”’ The next was General -
Malin Graig (1935-1939), who was succecded by General George C. Marshall. ‘ j‘-

Lo -RT124 Probably the greatest fault in pla.nn4 ng during the period between
the two World Wars was the failure to foresee that’ we ‘might become engaged: -
in a war on more than one front, and that inm suchcage the scheme of having
a sinsle General’ Headquarters subordifate to the War Department would not:" "
work,?1 For this and other reasons,92  ths: wisdom of having a Chief, Army‘
AField Forcee, as’ at preeent, is doubtful. S

: 2'73 During the period between the two WOrld Wars, the Air Gorps
(later celled the Army Air Forces) was growing with great rapidity. The
yearning of its officers for complete independence of the army made them
restive of control by the General Staff and the Secretary of ‘War, and re- *
sulted in friction on the level of the high command.93 _ 2

90, Avery D. ‘Andrews, My Friend and' Clés'eﬁete, -Johnd J . Pershing, pp. 2'73'; ‘ éﬂ.
91, - Willlam Frye,-Marshall, Citizen Soldier, p. 267. B
92. See par. 206 of this paper.

93. Frye, book cited, pp. 252-255.
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George C. Marshgll, 1939-1

The §econd World War T

274, General George G. “Marshall vas Chief 5f Staff from September 1,
1939, to November 19, 1945. Franklin D, Roosevelt was President from March 4,
1933, until his death on April 12, 1945, twelve years, most of which was in
time of peacs; but ;88 the three years and four months during which he vas

respect of the problem w1th which this’ paper deals than ‘the eight years
and nine months of peace, it will be more ‘cotivenidént to consider him as s
member of the command team during the Sscond World War, That war differed
from the first in three respects, which to 8 marked degree affected the
high command e B .

275, In the first place, that vas a war, not on a single front as
was the First World War, but on several fronts. i oL

276, Secondly, in the First'world Var bur navy did a tremendous job
in transporting a large part of our army and its’ supplies 6 France, and in
preventing enemy vessels from interfering with their transportatlon, but
neverthelegs that was mainly a war on land, and there were no fleet actions
in which our navy was engaged, and no landings on ‘a hostilé shore or other.
joint operations of our army and navy. In the Second World War there were
many such joint operations, in some of which the naval interest was primary.
We then had without statutory authority, a Ghief of Staff to the President

command ‘of the army and navy, none of which existed 1n the earlier var. The B
statement that there vas n statutory authority for the foregoing does not
mean that the things done were f11egal, The Presideént as.Commander in Ghief'f'
may, without statutory authority, détail any officer of the armed services to
any duty of a military nature.% It was therefore entirely lawful for the

President to detail: ﬁdmiral Ieahy to be his Chief of Staff and to make .

the other orders and’ dispositions mentioned A _ .

' 277. Thirdly, though we ‘had’ allies in both Wa ,there was no unity
of command of allied forces in World War 1 until__he_last ‘Tew months of
hostilities. In the Second World Wer, unity of command in a single theater
among allies was the rule, and not the exception; and the Combined Chiefs of
--Staff;-representing the-high-command of &ll-the armed forces of the United - —-

States and Great Britain, were get up at Washington,. .

278. The differences above mentioned betwéen the two World Wars pro-
foundly affected the work of the command team of the army. Exolnding from
consideration ‘for the time’ being’ '5fficérs of our ‘allies and our own Navy,
the U.S. Army command team during the Second World War, from the "day of .
infamy", December 7, 1941, until the death ‘of “President Roosevelt April 12,
1945, consisted of Franklin D. Roogevelt as. President and Commander in Chief,
Henry I. Stiison as Secretary of War, and George C. Marshall as Chief of '
Staff, How did that team work’ ol wr o S

94. Billings v. United States, 23 C. Cls. 166(1828).
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279. First, let us consider.President Roosevelt as Commander in Chief
in war., He was not a good administrator. Secretary ‘Stimson confided to his
diary in March 1943:

_ WBut the President is the poorest administrator I have ever
wurked under in respect to the-orderly procedure and routine of his
perfbrmance. He 1s not a good chogser of men and he does not lmow
how 'to use them in co-ordination, 95

280, At times- the President was too kind-hearted to get rid of a sub-
ordinate in whom he had lost confidemce, or wha would not carry out his
policies. At ‘times he ‘failed ‘to make prompt and-definite decisions on questions
of policy; and occasionally he committed the opposite fault og making a "snap"
decision, without sufficient consultation with his advisors.?© During hos-
tilities, the President set up many new.agencles whose chiefs reported directly
to him and not to the head of any exscutive department, thereby creating a
"fantastically complex administrative mechanism."97 The jurisdictional
boundaries between the business of these agencies and that of the War Depart-
ment were so nebulous that a large part of Secretary Stimson!s time and
strength were taken up in trying to smooth out the differences created
thereby.98

'282. On the other hand, President Roosevelt was a man of charm,
ability, and force; and he had.a firm understanding of the facts of war.%?
In .an address at Commencement at Harvard University, June 11, 1942, Secrstary
Stimson spoke of the President's foresight and grasp of strategic factors,
his courage and determination, snd his leadership. .-In. a letter to Mrs.
Roosevelt four days after her husband}s death he said:

, " "He was an ideal war Commander in Chief. His vision of the
‘broad problems: of : the strategy. of the war was sound and accurate, and
his relations: to his military advisers and commandérs; were admirably
correct. In the execution of their duties he gave them freedom, backed
them up, and held them responsible. In all these particulars he seems
“to me to have been our greatest war President."100

955V”Henry L. Stimson and: MbGeorge Bundy, On Active Service :in Peace and’ War,
New York, Harper & Bros., 1948, p. 495. :

96;@xSame, p. 414; see also Frys, Marshall, Citizen—Soldier, ppP. 249-255.
97. Stimson and Bundy, book cited, p. 500,

|?8.> Same, pp. 494-496 555-561, 665, Frye, book cited pp. 249=254,.

.99. Stimson and' Bundy, book cited, o 665 L '

100, Same, p. 667,
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283, These might be discounted as complimeﬁts appro,riate to 8. apeech
at Commencement at the President's alma mater and to'a letter of condolence
to the President!s widow; but, when writing hig" inry, Mr. Stimson was under
no compulsion to put down: anyth 5 else then ‘the. naked truth as he saw it..
After -admitting that Mr. Roosevel was not a good administrator Mr.,Stimson -
went on to say in his diary: o T .

"But his vision over the broad reaches of events during the

crises of the war has always been vigorous and quick and clear and guided
by a very strong faith in the future of our country and of freedom,
democracy, and humanitarianism throughout the. werld.. Furthermore, on
matters of military’grand strategy, he has ne”rmy alvays’ been sound and.
he has followed" substantially throughout with great fidelity the vigws
" of his military and naval adviSers. In the Ammy on no important occasion
has he ever intervened with personal or political desires. in the appoint-
ment of commanders.” He has always been guided in this respect by the
views of the Staff” and myseif.5 L

"On the whole he has been a superb war President - far'more so
than any other President of our history. His role has not at all been
merély a negative ‘one.  He has’ pushed fbr_decieions of sound strategy

and carried them through against strong 6p os fon L7, L MI01T

284, In support of his last" statement Mr. St eon mentioned President
Roosevelt's insistende on the invasion of Nbrmandy,from England, against
the opposition-of Mr;tﬂhurchill, who favored attacking from the Mediterranean.

285, The book "on' Attive Service in Peage’ ar War®, which has been cited
and quoted, carries on’the title page, as its, u'hors the names of Henry L.
Stimson and McGeorge Bundy. As the introductiont and final notelO3 show,
it was written in 1947 by Mr. Bundy, under Mr, Stimson's supervision and
subject to his approval, in the “attempt to substitute a joint effort for the
singlehanded autobiography he" (Mr., Stimson) "might have undertaken if he
were a little younger". Im that book it is said that, Mr. Stimson "was wholly
certain that the Army had nev.““hed“a finer‘Commander in Chief™", 104 1%
should be remembered that Mr. Stimson’ ‘hed . een a, 1ifelong Republican, an un-
successful Republican candidate for governor of Tew York, and a member of
the cabinet of two Republican presidents, ‘one of whom was Mr. Roosevelt!s
defeated rival in 1933, = . . L

101, Stimson and Bundy, book cited, pp. €65, 666.
102, Same, p. xi. e
103. Same, p. 673.
104. Same, p. 664.
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286, Mr. Stimson's political background, as stated above, and his
high character prevent any ong_ from maintaining that he lacked cbjectivity
and impartiality. His long and close contact with the President and their
Joint concern with the command of the army forbid any contention that Mr.
Stimson was not acquainted with the facts upon which to base an opinion.

His acknowledged ability and his long experjence in public office exclude
the possibility of argument that he’ was 1ncompetent to evaluate those facts.
His high estimate of Mr. Roosevelt es Commander in_Chief must therefore

be accepted. _ , . ,

! 3 pepst g franin

287. Another man with an excellent opportunlty ‘to form an estimate'~
of President Roogevelt as Commander in Chief was General Eisenhower, who
became a member of the command team as to Africa and Burope. What he
thought of the captain .of the teem is shown by his statement, as follows: '

"ith some of Mr. Roosevelt's political acts I could never
possibly agree., But T knew him solely in his capacity as leader of
& nation at war - and-in that capacity he seemed to me to fulfill all
that could possibly be expected of him, "105 _ .

288, The second member of the command teem ‘was Henry L. Stimson.
To begin with, he had bgtter, experiential qualificatlons than any other
Secretary of War for many years. He had Served nine years in the National
Guard, and later as a colonel of Field Artiliery in the First World War,
during which period he attended and graduated from- the General Staff School
at Iangres,. France., He had been a leading New York 1awyer, United States
attorney,.. Secretary of Yar on. a ‘previous” occasiOn, Governor—General of the-

Philippine Islands, and Secretary of State. *Tn additiop and more important,
he had ability, character, and vision. Marshall's bivgrapher correctly says ‘-

that, when Stimson became Secretary of War, "Intrigue and clash of purpose

and intent disappeared from the (War) Department, andlan almost perfect team

Vi de .,',
CRRER

of statesmen began to pull together." 106 ki
289. The third member of e teat was George C.’ Marshell, Chief of

Staff. It requires. mo digcernment to gpeak faVorably of ‘one who has already -

reached high position, nor is. praise given at such a time almays sincere.
Ist us therefore first consider what was said of Marshall earlier in his

career., In 1916, when Johnson Hagood, afterwards Major General, was a lieu-

tenant-colonel and Marshall was a captain, the former was required to submit
an ‘éffi¢iency repovrt upon-thelatter, -When asked whether he would desire
to have Marshall serve under him, Hagood answered:

105. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, pp. 409, 410.
106. Frye, book cited, p. 278.
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"Yes, but I would prefer to serve under his command . . .
In my judgment there are not five officers in the army as well
qualified as he. to command :a-divislon in the-. field.T el e

LR He should be made a brigadier general in the Regular
Army, and every day this ls postponed is a loss to the Army and .
the nation. (He is) the best officer in the Army below the grade
of major, and there are not six better in any grade.

"I have known this officer many years by reputation, and served
with him in the Philippine Islands during-the Batangas
Maneuvers. He is a military genlius.and one of those rare cases of
wonderful military development duping peace. He is of the proper
age, has had the training and experience, and possesses the abllity
to command large bodies of troops in the field.

. "The Army and the nation sorely need such men in the grade of . -
general officers at this time, and if I had the power I would nominate .
him to fill the next vacancy in grade of brigadler general in the line .
of the Army notwithstanding the law llmlting the selection to colonels."107

290 Marshall was one of Fbrshing's aldes during the First World VWar.
This writer; who was stationed at General Headquarters, American Expeditionary
Forces, France, at that time, was then told of a conversation, during which
another officer said to Marshall, "George, it may be a long time before you
get your first star, but it won't be long after that before you get your
second." Marshall was then a major in permsnent rank. What the officer
meant was that.the legal requirement of promotion by seniority up to the grade
of colonel would prevent Marghall from becoming a general for many years;
but, as promotzon thereafter.was by selection, he.would later move up
quickly General Hagood's report the remark Just quoted and General
Pershing!s selection of him as aide show that, even in those days, Mhrshall‘s
outstanding ability was recognized. General Pershing called Marshall the
finest officer of World War I.108 General MacArthur, when Chief of Staff,
called him one of 'the bést, if not the bést officer in the Army, and slated
him for Chief of Infantry.109 General Dawes, in charge of procurement in . -
the American Expeditionary Forces, and later Vice-President, said that
Marshall was the best officer in the Army,110 . .. .

107. Frye, book cited, pp. 119, 120,
108. Same, p. 226.
109, Same,

110. Samne.
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291, Marshall's highest temporary rank in the First World War was
colonel. Soon after that war, when he had reverted to his permanent rank
of major, Major General Fox Conner, who had been G~3 of the American’ FEx-
peditionary Forces sald. . _ S .

"We cannot escape ‘another great war, When we go into that war
it will be in company with allies. Systems of single command will
bihave to be worked out. We must not accept the Tcoordination! concept
under which Foch wags compelled to work. We must insist on individual
and single responsibility - leaders will have to learn how to overcome

nationalistic congiderations in the conduct of campaigns. One man
who can do it is Marshall - he is close to being a gemius."11l

292, In 1937, two years before the term of General Craig as Chief of
Staff was to expire, Mr. Woodring, the Secretary of War, said that Marshall
would succesd him.li2 Iouis A. Johnson, Assistant Secretary of War, recom-
mended him successively to be Assistant Chief of Staff, War Plans Division,

"gnd Deputy Chief of Staff.l13 Genmeral Craig, Chief of Staff, recommended

Marshall to be his deputy.ll4 Major General Stanley D. Embick Deputy Chief .
of. Staff in 1938, recomménded to Secretary Woodring that he make Marshall

va brigadier general and bring him to. Washlngton, with a view to his ultimately
becoming Chief of Staff 115

293. When a vacancy had occurred in that positlon in 1935, General
Pershing had recommended to the President the -detail of Major General Hugh A.
:Drum for detail as Chief of Staff. . Instead, .the President appointed General
Craig. :-When the end of the latter's_term was approaching, though Drum was =~
the senior line officer of the Army,116 had an excellent record, and was
the obvious cholgce; Pershing did not renew his recommendation, but sug-
gested Marshall,ll? L

i

111; ‘Eisenhower, Grusade in Europe, p. 18
112, Frye, Mhrshall, Citizen-Soldier, ﬁ. 237
113, . Same,..pp.. 246, 248i~-

114, Same, p. R48.

115, Same, p. 247.

116, Except for one major general, who then had but two months to serve be-
fore reaching the age of compulsory retirement.

117. Book last cited, p. 246.

i1



294. The foregoing summary shows that those. in a position to know
Marshall's character and ability before he became Chief of Staff were unani-
mously of the opinion that he was the outstanding soldler ‘6f the army of
his time. That his performance of his duties as Chief ¢f Staff confirmed
this reputation is so well known as to make citation of’ authorlty unnecessary,
but it may be permissible to quote members of the command team next below
and above General Marshall. General Eisenhower, vhen he was Commanding
General in Africa and later in Burope, was next below Marshall., He reported
to Marshall for duty in the War Plans Division, General Staff, December 14,
1941, a week after the attack on: Pearl Harbor. He remarks that, at the be-
ginning of all prior wars, the government, including. the War and Navy Depart-
ments, had been unprepared, and washlngton in chaos. General Eisenhower
continues: .

"his time, hdwever, the War Department had achleved a gratifying
level of efficiency.before the outbreak of. war. So far as my own
observations during the months I served. there would Justlfy a judgment,
this was due to the vision and determination of one man, General
Marshall. Naturally he had support. He was backed up by the President
and by many of our ablest leaders in Congress and .in key positions
in the Administretion. But it would have been easy for General Marshall,
during 1940-41, to drift along with.the -current, to Jet things slide
in anticipation-of.a normal end to a. brilllantmilltary career -~ for
he had earned, throughout the professional Army, a reputation for
brilliance. Instead he had for many months.deliberately followed the
hard way, determined that at whatever cost to himself or to anyone

~ else the Army should be decentl{ grepared for.the conflict which he
-dally, almest heurly, expected bt

rioco

295. The member of the command team next above Marshall was Secretary
Stimson. What was his opinion of: General, Marghall? Of the latter's leader-
ship of the General Staff, Mr. Stlmson's book says._;

#Y?" "In the General Staff offlcers came and went, but the atmosphere
* Lof that body remained an atmosphere mnspired by George Marshall.
" The unity and harmony at the top remained unbroken, and it was a team
v*of men, whose single object was to win the WaT.

296 At a small gatherlng of- War Department OffiCLBIS on V-E day,
Secretary Stlmson thus addressed General Mershall~

ny. want to acknowledge my great personal debt to you, sir,
in common with the whole country.  .No one who is thinking of himself
can rise to true heights. You have never thought of yourself. Seldom

118, Eisenhower, book cited, p. 16.

119, Stimson and Bundy, book clted, p. 409
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can a man put aside such a thing as being the commanding general

of the greatest field army in our history. This decision was made by

you for wholly unselfish reasons. But you have made your position as

Chief of Staff a greater one. I have never seen a task of such magni~-
tude performed by man.

"It is rare in late life to make new friends; at my age it 1is
a slow process but there is no one for whom I have such deep respect
and I think greater affection.

"T have seen a great many soldiers in my 1ifet1me and you, siry
are the finest soldier I have ever known. 1120

297. Again, the forégoing might be discounted as exuberance natural
on V-E day. But, unless he meant his words, and felt himself under a duty
to write or speak them, Secretary Stimson had no occasion to go out of his i
way to praise General Marshall just before leaving office himself. On
September 18, 1945, three days before his resignation took effect, in a
letter to President Truman Mr. Stimson wrote thus of General Marshall:

"His mind has guided the grand strategy of our campaigns
« « » It was his mind and character that carried through the trans--
Channel campeign against Germany . . . Similarly his views have con-
trolled the Pacific campaign although there he has been most modest
and careful in recognizing the role of the thy. His views guided
Mr. Roogevelt throughout.

"The construction of the American Arﬁ&jhas been entirely the
fruit of his initiative and supervision. Iikewise its training.
As a result we have had an army unparalleled in our history with a
high command of supreme and uniform excellence . . . With this Army
we have won a most difficult dval war with practically no serious set-
backs and astonishingly 'according to plan.' The estimate of our
forces required has been adéquate and yet not excessive., For instance, .
Marshall estimated against the larger estimates of others * ¥ ¥ that
elghty-nine American divisions would suffice, On the successful close
of the war, all but two of these divisions had been committed to
action inh the field. His timetables of the successive operations
have been accurate and the close of the war has been ultimately achieved
far sooner than most of us had anticipated.

' “Show me any var in higtory which has produced a general with
such a surprisingly perféét’record as his in this greatest and most
difficult war of all history,121

120. Same, P 664
121, Stimson and Bundy, book clted, PpP. 662, 663. o
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298, At a press. conference the following day, Mr.: Stimson said-

"General. Marshall's leadership “takes its authority directly

-from his great strength of character, I have néver knowr a ‘man

vho geemed so surely to breathe the democratic American spirit N

"***

"He is likew1se the most generous of men, keeping himself in
the background so that his subordinates may receive all credit for
duties well done. - -

"Hls courtesy and consideration for his associates, of whatever
rank, are remarked by all who know him, ~ ‘His devotion to the nation
he serves is a vital quality which infusges” everything he ‘does. ‘During
the course of a long lifetime, much of it spent -in positions of public
trust, I have had considerable experience with men in Government.
General Marshall has’ given mé a new gauge of what such service should
be. The destiny of: America at ‘the’ ‘most ‘¢ritical time of its national :
existence has been_in the hands of a great and good citizen. Iet
no man forget it.' " ' CT ’

299. It would. naturally bé’ expected that ‘a- command ‘team whose membersfa

thought so highly of each.other as these gubtations indicate would ‘work
vell, and such was the fact .12

300 One action by Mr, Stimson'with reference to the high command

deserves speclal mention.. 'In 1942 ‘it was proposed- %o make Gen. Marshall,
not Chief of Staff, but Commanding Genéral’of theé Army. The book by
Messrs. Stimson and Bundy, already mentioned 124 has this to say as to
the above proposal: L .

. was not lightly chosen,u

"The title of Ghief of»Staff borrowed by Root from Europe,
it ‘was'a delibérate statement of ‘the. fact .

:,lthat the highest military ‘officer of the Army exercises his authority

" only by direction of the President. The name was- designed by Root

. to. implant & conception of military responsibility wholly differemt

from that which had led ‘Commanding Generals'! after the Civil War: to
believe that they were independent of the- ignorant whims -of presi-". .
dents and ‘seécretaries of war: To Stimson it seemed’ ¥ital that this:
reform should not be’ jeopardized ~even’ unintentionally, by any change
in the title and function of the Chiéf &f Staff in 1942, and he ac~

cordingly vetoed the Staff‘s proposal to vest the Chief of Staff with

-122.

123.
124,

Same, pp. 663, 664 _ ‘ . .
See the quotation in par. 288 of this paper.

A note to par. 279 and in par. 285 pﬁvthis paper.
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the title of Commander. In the case of a man like General Marshall,
fully’ alive to his responsibility both to the Secretary of War and to
the President, the matter was quite unimportant, and Stimson certainly
intended no disparagement of that great officer. It was further
obvious that in the course of hig duties, the Chief of Staff must
inevitably exercise many of the functions of a commander, and Stimson
was the first to insist that his authority must be unconditionally
recognized by every other officer in the Army. But this authority must
be that of the President's representative - under the Constitution there
could be only one Gommander 'in Chief, and to recognize any lesser
officer with such a title was either insubordination or flagrant misusge
of language. The Army was an instrument of the President; there must
be no repetition of the state of mind which had led General Sherman

as ‘Commanding General! in 1874, to move his headquarters away from
the wickedness of washington to st. Iouie 1125

“7" 301, Accordingly Mr. Stimson vetoed the proposal to make General
Marshall Commanding General of the Army, and he remained Chief of Staff. 126
The present writer is of the opinion that Secretary Stimson's action was
wiss, that to carry out the proposal would have been a backward step, and
would have risked a repetition of the disharmony and malfunctioning of the
high command which marked our military history from the days of Winfield
Scott to thoge of Miles,127 particularly if the army should be headed by
an’ officer less modest and deferentlal to his superiors than Marshall. .

302, It is also interesting and instructive to consider Mr. Stimson's
1deas and practice as to his own powers in respect to matters of detail.
It is axiomatic that a superior ought not to attempt to do the work of
his subordinates. So experienced an adminlstretor as Mr. Stimson would
have agreed to the foregoing, but he. expressly stated to General Somervell,
Commanding General of the Army Service Forces, that he reserved to himself
the right to "dip down" into the lower levels and interest himself keenly
and directly in particular matters. Among the topics with respect to
vhich Mr, Stimson "dipped down" were the development of radar and military
intelligence, including particularly the breaking of enemy codes, liaison
with the Office of Strategic Services,. and,exchpnge of militgry information
with other branches of our government and with~our allies.l?8 guch "dipping
down" is unquestionably lawful; and, provided it does not amount to the per-
formance of the subordinate!s work, is advantageous to the superior in
making him vaua;nted with what is going on, and making his supervlsion
and control over his subordinates real and effective.

YR

125. Stimson and Bundy, book cited, pp. 459, 451 ‘ ‘
126, Same, P. 450 See also William Frye, Marshall, Citizen-Soldier, p. 281.
127. See pars. 54-133 of this paper.

128, Stimson and Bundy, book cited, pp. 453-455.
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303, It is to be concluded from the foregoing that;during the
Second World -War, the command team of thesarmy worked with a:-tiigh- dEgree
of efficiency, far better than in our-nineteenth century wars;- ‘and eéven
better than in the First World War. As compared with-ouriwars of the nine-
teenth century, the reasons for the higher efficiency of the command
team in World War II are the same-as’those.already givenl?9 for the like
superiority of the command team in World Wdr-I; namely, the existence ~:%:
of a General Staff and the substitution of the Ghief of Staff for the
General of the Army.- TR '

304 What were the reasons for the improvement in the work of the
command team in the Second World War over the First? In part they were"
personal. Wilson, Baker, March, and Pershing were all men of great ability
and force, little if any inferior in these respects to their successdrs -
in World War II.. But Wilson knew nothing about the art of making war, -
cared -little about it, and was primarily concerned with making peace.
President F. D, Roosevelt had previously been Assistant Secretary of the
Navy; end, as Mr. Stimson said,l30 his vision with respect to strategy was
sound and accurate. Wilson was inclined to be opinionated and stubborn,
and- lacked : the finesse, suav1ty, and charm of Roosevelt. 7

305. Both Baker and Stimson were men of keen mind and excellent
lawyers; and both had executive ability, character, and vision. Stimson-
had higher experiential qualifications. Baker had been a pacifist, and
never wore uniform for a day; whereas Stimson had had nine years in the
National Guard and served-in:field grades throughout the First World War.
Both had had extensive experience in public service; but, except for a-
year in his youth -as private secretary to. the Postmsster Geéneral, that: of
Baker had been as city :solicitor and mayor of Cleveland, wheréas Stimsont
had included an earlier term as Secretary of War and one ‘as Seeretary’ of
State.. Both rendered services of such value to their country- that -it- _
seems ungrateful to compare them; bufi so far asithere was any difference oot
between them, ‘those . of Stimson vere probably of higher quality. A

306 In professional knowledge, judgment administrative ability,
and force, March and Pershing were in the same class as Marshall and Eisenhower;
but the later pair surpassed the: earlier in diplomacy,:tact;. ‘and consid~
eration for otherssl,}f The possession or lack of these qualities ‘makes " -
a difference in the efficienQy with which -8 man functions 1n a high office.*

129. In par. 268 of this | paper_ .._1
130. In the passages quoted in pars. 282 and 283 of thls paper.

131. As to March's tactlessness, see pars. 249-251 of this paper. March's
opinion as to Pershing's lack of diplomacy is quoted in par. 262,
ante. The author's statement is in part based upon his own con-
tacts with the four officers mentioned, and upon statements to
him by others who had more such contacts than he.
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307, -:In general, though both teams were composed of men of the
highest character and ability, each of the members of the command team of
World War II played: his position somewhat better than the man who had
occupied it in WOrld War 1. .

308, However, there were reasons deeper than. those arising from the
characters:and talents of the members of the teams, why the command team
of the Second World War worked better than that of the First, One of these
reasons was that the second team learned from the experience of the first. .
Iooking backward, the members of the command tesm of the First World War "~
could find no war in which many nations and large numbers of men were
engaged in several theaters later than the Napoleonic conflicts.  But it
was one year less than a century from 1815 to 1914, from the defeat of
Napoleon at Waterloo to the outbreak of the First World War. The parti-
cipants in that war were not born until long after the egrlier had ended,
and its battles to.them were merely history. Meanwhile, there had been _
so many changes in weapons that tactics had greatly changed. Furthermore,
the-numbers involved:in the Napoleonic wars were far lgss than those in
the First World War, troops were iransported across no wider body of water”
than the English Channel -or the Mediterranean Sea, and the expenditure of
ammunition was far less. The conditions existing in the Napoleonic wars
with respect to tactics and logistics were therefore so.different from
those of World War I, that- the high oommand of the 1atter war could learn
comparatively little from it. Ctio

309. How different was the situatlon of the' members of the command

team of World:War II! .41l of them, all of the senior memberg of their'- e
staffs, 4nd all.the general and flag officers had taken part in World“War

4117 of ficers of high rank had studied at. the service schools the strategy,
tactics,: and logistics of: World War-I, and could follow what had ‘then been
successfully done and avoid what:had then failed. Except in the’ air, there
had %ot been such great -changesin weapons .and equipment as tm.make the "7
experience of the first World Waz-irrelevant. It may therefore be concluded
that one reason for the better working of the command team in the Second "

) mWorld War was that it had the experience of the First upon which to build.

310 But there was still another reason why the command team worked
better:in the-Second World War than in the First. As has been. shown earller
in this paper, the General Staff came-into:existence in 1903, againet ;5"
great opposition from within and without the Army. That opposition continued
..for.many years; but, after the First World War, it dwindled away to almost
nothing. The Army and the Public came to Tealize the necéssity for, and
the value of, the General Staff. The General. Staff, on its part, became
better organized internally, its officers were better trained and it aid
its job better in the Second World War, than in the First.
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i D. Eisenhower ~-19/8
After the Second World War

311. Mr. Truman has been President since April 12, 1945. Mr. Stimson
resigned from the office of Secretary of War on September 21, 1945, his
78th birthday; and was succeeded by Robert P. Patterson, who served until
July 24, 1947, when Kenneth C. Royall took oath as the last Secretary of
War, which position he occupied until September 18, 1947, when he became
the first Secretary of the Army. After General Marshall's relief on
November 18, 1945, General Eisenhower was Chief of Staff during the rest
of the existence of the War Department. As the events of these periods
are so recent and so well known, they will not be discussed here. The
National Security Act took effect on September 19, 1947, This paper will
close with that date. _
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C. CONCLUSION
The Team Worked Well

312. The time has now come to compare the working of the earlier
command team of the President, the Secretary of War, and the General of
the Army, which existed from 1828 to 1903, with the later command team of
the President, the Secretary of War, and the Chief of Staff, which existed
from 1903 to 1947. As has been shown, the later team on the whole worked
well; certainly far better than the earlier one. Tt brought to successful
conclusion the operations of our army in two world wars, operations of a
magnitude . and complexity never before known in history, against powerful
enemies, well armed, well equipped, and well led. This is not to say that
the later command team worked perfectly, for no organization operated by
fallible human beings can do so. Such faults and shortcomings as were dis-
closed were in some cases due to the personalities and peculiarities of the
men involved, Most of the friction which existed was not, as in the days
of the general of the army, between the highest military officer and the
two highest civil officers (President and Secretary of War); but between
the Chief of Staff and one or another of the heads of the principal staff
departments. It is also noteworthy that most of these difficulties arose
in the early years of the existence of the General Staff, and have been
infrequent since the first World War. Notwithstanding these difficulties,
it is concluded (and this is the most important conclusion of this paper)
that the history of the command of the army for over a century shows that
the highest military member of the command team of the Army should be called
and should be in fact a Chief of Staff, and not a Commanding General.
Consistently with that provision of our Constitution which makes the Presi-
dent Commander in Chief, the senior officer of the Army can in truth and
in fact be nothing more, whatever he may be called.
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IITI. RECOMMENDATIONS

313. It is illogical and contrary to the meaning of the term to provide
by law or regulation that a Chief of Staff command anybody except the members
of the staff of which he is the chief. Such a provision is also contrary
to the theory of the General Staff as formulated by Root and as construed
by Stimson, each of whom refused to6 grant command of the Army t0 the Chief
of Staff.l But the objection to conferring command upon the Chiéf of Staff
goes deeper than a mere erroneous use of words or a departure from accepted
theory. It has been shown? that under our constitution the President is
Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces; and that, by Whatever title he may
be called, and whatever regulations or circulars may say, the ranking general
of the line at the seat of government cannot in truth ‘and in fact command
the Army. He can make dec131ons or give orders only so far as ‘the President
or the Secretary expressly or tacitly authorizes him to do so. "An officer
who possesses only such powers, and no general in our army can constitu-
tionally have more, is not a commanding officer, as that term is used in the
army. He is in fact a m111tary adviser to the President and the Secretary
of War or of the Army and their Chief of Staff or executive officer for the
command of the Army. He can not’ constltutlonally ‘be anything more. To" 1
say in his title or in a circular or regulation that he commands the army
is untrue; and is likely to cause misunderstanding, frictlon, and trouble,
as it did from Winfield Scott's time to that of Miles.3 Furthermore, to
make the Chief of Staff a. commander is, in fact, to deprive the Secretary
of a staff, A General Staff de31gned to assist a tactlcal commander to
direct military operatlons is neeessarlly a dlfferent organlsm from a staff
designed to assist the Secretary in. performlng his m1851on as the head of
the Army establlshment. T -

3. It has happened in some Latln-Amerlcan countrles and elsewhere
that a general, relying upon ‘the. obedience of the Army to hlm rather than
to the President or other chief of state, has overthrown the government and
made himself - dlctator.: There is no evidence that, in the 17l years of our
existence as a.nation, any. general in the United States Army ever intended,
mich less attempted, anything of. the sort; and this writer has ﬁO’fear that
any of them ever will. Nevertheless, ~debates in Congress on uniflcation
and public discussion of that topic. dlsclose the existence. of" such a fear
in the minds . of some people. The best way to dlSpel such’ fears and’ to make
it impossible for such an event to happen is to make“;t clear t0,'the public,
to the Army, and to- the highest ranklng officer in it, that, however great
may be the power which that officer exercises, it is not his own power, but
that of the Pre51dent, which he w1e1ds, that the Pres;dent may at any moment

1. See pars, 151, 152, 15k, and 300 of. thle paper.
2. See pars. 1-h of. thle Paper | f‘.‘ :
3. See pars. 135-1Lls of this p"a"p'er L
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limit or take away his power, and that no order of such officer is to be
obeyed unless it is authorized by the President. This constitutes an ad-
ditional reason for the recommendation below. R

315, It is therefore recommended:

a. All statements in regulations or circulars now in forcs,
providing that the Chief of Staff command any part of the Army other than
the Army Staff, should be deleted.

316, The verb “direct! is substantially equivalent to "command'.
Pursuant to correct staff theory,no staff officer of his own authority
directs or commands anybody, except other staff officers junior to himself,
To call one of them a director permits the inference that the officer of L
his own authgrity issues directives or orders, and that he is-in the chain. ., .
of command,vhere no staff officer ought to be. It is therefore recommended:. . . .

b. The word "director", as a part of the title of certain
officers of the army staff, should be changed to "assistant: chief of staff"
or other appropriate terms, and all regulations or circulars authorizing

any officer of the army staff of his own authority to direct or issue d1rec-.
tives to anybody except an’ immediate subordlnate, should be changed

317. The two preceding recommendations are not intended to deny that
the President and the Secretary of the Army may, and undoubtedly will,
delegate very broad powers to the Chief of Staff, the Vice, Deputy, and .
Assistant Chiefs of Staff.. Indeed, the volume and complexity of army busi- .
ness are such that they could not do otherwise. It would be physically
impossible for the Secretary personally to read and approve every order or
directive which ‘must’ 1gsue from the Department of the Army. . If the two
foregoing recommendations 'be: approved and implemented, the Chief of Staff, = ..
the Vice, Deputy, and Assistant ‘Chiefs of Staff would,-as they do now, issue -
various directives not specifically authorized by the Secretary. But they
would do so "by order of the Secretary of “the.Army"; pursuant to.general
authority expressly or tacitly delegated to them by the- Secretary, and the
Secretary, as the deputy and" spokesman of-the President, would: have. the right
to require that such questiofis as he might specify be. reserved for his personal
decision, and to "dip down" and ‘handle personally’such matters as “he pleased. .
With less power than'this, the Secretary would not have real control over
the Army, and the" President would cease: to be-in faet:its Commander~in-Chief';
and it must never be forgotten that no regulation, clircular, nor even an
act of Congress, can deprive the President of his powers as such.  Army of-
ficers should be the last persomns to seek to limit or deny his full exercise
of -those powers. o

318, 1In the interest of flexibility, it is desirsble that the statutes
specify the powers and duties of military personnel only in the most general
terms, if at all; but this is not true with respect to regulations. In
order to attain efficiency, and to prevent misunderstanding, friection,
duplication of work, and clashes of authority, regulations or circulars
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should deseribe the duties and powers of officers clearly and precisely.
This is particularly true of the Chief of Staff and the General Staff,
in order that the line may be distinctly drawn between their field of
operation and that of the speclal, techn:.cal, and administrative staff.
It is therefore recommended:

: ¢. The powers, duties, and responsibilities of =sll concerned

with the command of the Army should be set forth by regulation in clear
and precise language. In particular, the powers, duties, and responsibilities
of the Chief of Staff and the General Staff should be clearly and precisely
defined. :

319. The foregoing recommendation is believed to be valid, irrespec-
tive of the separate question of what should go into the deflnltlons, which
is covered in the following recommendatlons. .

320. The definitions of the dutles of the Chief of Staff and the General
Staff in the statutes passed and regulations issued at the date of the
creation of the General Staff and soon:thereafter were clear, full, precise,
and in accord with correct staff theory., They were drawn under the super-
vision of Elihu Root, Secretary -of War, and the parts relating to the Chief
of Staff and preseribing how the command of the Army should be exercised
were written by him personally.32 He was advised by Major General William
H. Carter. Those two men possessed the ablest minds which have ever addressed
themselves to the problem of army organization, and were the creators of our
General Staff. Iater definitions have often been too brief and general,
and not always based on sound staff theory. It is therefore recommended:

d. All definitions of the rights, dutles, and powers of the
Chief of Staff and the.General Staff now contained in regulations, circulars,
or orders should be revised to accord in principle with the original defini~
tions promulgated at the time of the creation of the General Staff or soon
thereafter. These definitions should apply to the relations between the
Chief of Staff, the Vice Chief of Staff, the Deputy Chiefs of Staff, the -
Assistant Chiefs of Staff-and-their offices, on the one hand, and the
special, technical, and administrative staff, on the other, even if we should
cease to have anything called a general staff.,

320g. A4s has been shawn,4 section 5a of the National Defense Act,
as amended, requires the supply. departments.of the army to report to the
Secretary, the Under Secretary, or the Assistant Secretary of the Army
as to procurement, thereby by-passing the Chief of Staff. Since those
departments are subject to the supervision of- the Chief of Staff as to
other matters, such as requirements, storage, . and distribution, this pro--
vision is bad as giving. them two. masters. ‘It is.also objectionable in -

" 3a. See Par: 157 of this paper, =~
4. 41 Stat. 764, 765; 10 U.S. Code 1193. See Pars. 184-186 of this peper.
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that it deprives the Chief of Staff of knowledge of the logistic situation
which he needs for the proper performance of his duties, and limits, if it
docs not deay, his right 16 control important parts of the army steff.

321, It is therefore recommended:

e. ‘The Chief of Staff should command the entire army staff.
No- member of it should be placed under the command or supervision of, or
vequired bo-report to, any one who is not hlmself under the Chief of Staff.

i 322. As a partieular application of recommendation "e," it is further
‘ recommended _

' "7 " £, That provision of section 5a of the- National Defense Act
‘ds amended,5 requiring the chiefs of branches to report directly to the
Secretary of the Army, thé Upder Secretary, or the Assistant Secretary,
as to matters of procurement, should be repealed. -

- 323. In order to avoid any possible misunderstanding of the scope of’
“effect of the. two preceding recommendations, it is desirable to make
cartain disclaimers with respect to them. In the first place, it is not
intended by them to deny or limit civilian control of the Army. The Chief
of Staff will still report-to and be, as to-all his duties, under the

. orders of the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of Defense, and the
President, all of whom are civilians. The Chief of Staff will still at
any mcﬁent be subject to be relieved as such by the President, or by :
the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the Army acting on behalf of
tae President. -

324. If the Secretary of the Army elects %o delegate to the Uhder <t

Secrstary or the Assistant Secretary that part of this authority over the. ;.
Chief of Staff which relates to procurement, he'may still do so; but the -
reports from the supply departments will come to-the Secretary, the Under
Seeretary, or the Assistant Secretary, through the Chief of Staff, and
not direct. This need nét prevent personal conférences on matters of
official business between the Secretary, the Under Secretary, or the
=dssistant Secretary, and the head of one of the supply departments. The
Secretery may now send for and personally confer with any officer or
clvilian in his department, and will still be able to do so; but this is ..
-“and should be the exception and not the rule; and reports going|up and. . .-
directions coming down should pass through the Chief of Staff. SO ;

325. Neither would adoption of recommendations Me! and "f" preclude
putting into-effect the plan of having a separate branch of the staff -
charged with all proeurement, or Mr. Crowell's ideéa that procurement
should be done by ecivilians only, and not by military men.6 This paper

e ei——

5. 10 U.S. Code 1193,
6. See péfﬁ 185 of this paper.
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is solely concerned with command; and not with the internal organization
of the staff, or, wbether its members shall all bé military men or some

of them civilians. A1l that recomendations "e!" and "f* advocate is

that all of the staff, and the personnel charged with procurement in par-
ticular, be under the orders of the Chief" of Staff and report to him, or -
to the Secretary through him. g

326, Until lately, the p051tion of Chief of Staff, as a matter of
law, was merely a particular duty to which a general officer was detailed
by the President, or by the, Secretary acting for the President, just as some
other general might be detailed. to command a territorial department or a
division. For reasons not convincing to this writer, recent Chiefs of Staff
were nominated to the Senate, confirmed by it, and appointed by the President.
The considerations, which, as préviously. stated 7 make it desirable that
the President should be relieved,of the presence of a Chief of Staff in
whom he lacks confidence, make it equally desirable that he should have a
free hand in deciding who shall be Chief of Staff. If the Chief of Staff
be made such by a mere military order detailing some general officer to that
position, as was done watil lately, the President has freedom of choice.
If he must appoint ths Chief of Staff subgect to confirmation by the Senate,
he is obliged to choose some’ of ficer whom, the Senste will confirm. The
objection is not merely tneoretical it may be practically important.
Some high-ranking gensrals have been politicalLy active. Jackson, Winfield
Scott, Taylor, and Grant were dll candidates” for the presidency when they
were generals on the active list of the Armw Wood received many votes for
the nomination for Pres1dcnt in the Hepﬁblican convention of 1920 and
MacArthur a few in that of 1948 If confirmation of a Chief of Staff by
the Senate is necessary, a majority ‘of’ ‘that body might refuse it to a general
kmown to have been active in the" opposite party. Worse still, an adverse
majority in the Senate, by refusing to confirm any oneé else, might try to
force the President to app01nt a political general of its party, or some
other officer in whom he had- no confidence. “"If the relations between the
President and the mdjority in the Senate were agaln to reach such a state
of exacerbation as they did during the term of Pr931dent Andrew Johnson,
Congress might try this method, as it then tried others, to deprive the
President of the command of the Army which thé Constitution gives him,
Furthermore, it is questionable whether any restraint, even by the Senate
and pursuant to an act of Congress, of the President's freedom of cholce .
of his Chief of Staff, is not an unconstitutional limitation on his povers
as Commander in Ghlef.

327, It is therefore_recommended:,
g. The position of Chief of Staff should be filled by detail,

made as are other details, by the President-as Commander in Chief, of his-
own free choice; and confirmation by the Senate should not be required.

7. See pars. 193 and 196 of this paper, also the recommendation in par. 327.
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328, In paragraph 10 of §egulations published at the time of the
creation of the General Staff,® and repeated in subsequent editions until
1921,9 it was sald, with entire correctness, that the successful performance
of the duties of the Chief of Staff requires absolute confidence and personal
accord between him and the President and the Secretary of War. It was o
therefore directed that the detall of the Chief of Staff would cease upon
the expiration of the term of the President and at any other time when the
Chief of Staff could no longer sustain the relations described toward
President and Secretary. This paragraph has been dropped from later editione
of Army Regulations. It is recommended: . :

h, The. last two sentences of par. 10 of the Regulations for the

General Staff, issued February 14, 1903, which sentences were repeated in
several subsequent editions of Army Regulations, and later omitted, and whioh
related to the necessity. for .confidence and trust between the Chief of Staff.
and the President and the Secretary of War, and directed that the detall of -
the Chief of Staff should cease upon the expiration of the term of the e
President, and at any other time ‘when that relation cannot be maintained,
should be restored. N

329, When there was a general of the army, it was contended on his
behalf and that of the line, that the staff departments had become, not
the servants but the masters of the line and of the general. Since there
has been a Chief of Staff of the Army, the staff departments have complained’
that the General Staff, composed mainly of]ine officers on detail therein,. =
is from time to time invading their province. There is some basis for the -
accusation. The belief that it was true led Congress in 1916 and again in' i
1920 to enact many limitations on the activities of the General Staff. :
The Staff Study prepared by the Maiiagement Division of the Office of the
Comptroller of the Army, on the Organization of the Department of the Army,
dated 15 July 1948, refers to "layering", Elication of work, and performance
of operating functions by the Genéral Staff. The officers of the staff
corps are. just as patriotic, loyal; hnd able as the officers of the line and "~
the Genergl.Staff;-end know much’mors” about their specialities than the lat-~
ter. What the officers of the Genéral Staff may do, and all that they
ought to do-in this respect, Is to 1ay down policies governing the work
of the staff depprtments, and see that ﬁhoee policies are followed.

330.. There ts now on. the statute book a paragraph of section 5 of the
National Defense Act,;11 passed in 1916 and re-enacted in 1920, confining
members, .of. the: General: Staff to duties such as are specified in that act and
the act of 1903 creating the Gemeral Staff, and forbidding them to engage in
work which would involve impairment of the responsibility or initiative of
the bureaus. Certain provisions of recent circulars might be unlawful as

8. Quoéeq;in pare: 158 end;lél‘of this paper.
9. See pars. 193-196 of this paper. -

10. -Pp. 6,.8.

11. Quoted in par. 167 of this paper.
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violating the above act, except for the powers to redistribute functions
and duties conferred upon the President by the First War Powers Act 12
The paragraph cited from section 5 of the National Defense Act is the
twice declared policy of Congress. Even if, for the sake of flexibllity,
it is repealed, as is proposed in the pending Army Organization Bill,13
that paragraph declares a policy which is sound on its merits, and ought
to be followed., It is therefore recommended:

i. All provisions of regulations, circulars, and orders incon-
sistent with the last paragraph of section 5 of the National Defense Act,
forbidding members of the General Staff to engage in work other than that
of the nature specified by law, or which involves impairment of the respon-
sibility or initiste of the bureaus, should be rescinded; and that paragraph
should be obeyed so long as there is a General Staff. If the General Staff
shall be abolished, that paragraph should govern the relations between
Chief of Staff, the Vice Chief of Staff, and the Deputy Chiefs of Staff,
oE thehone hand, and the special, administrative, and technical staff on
the other.

12, See par. 205 of this paper.
13. Sec. 401(a), S. 2334 and H.R. 5794.
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CHART 11

THE ORGANIZATION OF THE WAR DEPARTMENT AND THE ARMY
1828 - 1903 |
ACCORDING TO THE VIEWS OF THE CHIEFS OF THE STAFF DEPARTMENTS
AND MANY OF THE GENERALS OF THE ARMY

AND ACCORDING TO PAR. 48 OF AR OF 1847, PAR. 125 OF
AR OF 1881, AND LATER ARMY REGULATIONS

PRESIDENT
SECRETARY GENERAL
OF WAR OF THE ARMY
CHIEF OF THE STAFF DEPTS TERRITORYTAL DEPTS

NOTE: For the organization for the same period accordipg to law, see
Chart I, page 137 of this paper. For the organization, as the
War Department and the Army in fact operated, See Chart III,

on page 65.
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CHART III

THE ORGANIZATION OF THE WAR DEPARTMENT AND THE ARMY
1828 - 1903
AS THEY IN FACT OPERATED

PRESIDENT

SECRETARY GENERAL
OF WAR OF THE ARMY

C

CHIEF OF STAFF DEPARTMENTS

TERRITORIAL DEPARTMENTS

NOTE: For the organization for the same period according to law, see
Chart I, page 137 of this paper.
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CHART IV

PRESIDENT

SECRETARY
OF WAR

CHIEF OF
STAFF

ORGANIZATION OF THE WAR DEPARTMENT AND THE ARMY
IN THE LATTER PART OF 1903
FOLLOWING THE CREATION OF THE GENERAL STAFF

GENERAL STAFF

1ST

2ND

DIVISION/DIVISION

3RD
DIVISION

CHIEFS OF STAFF

DEPARTMENTS

l il

NOTE:

Lo

TERRITORIAL DEPARTMENTS

The matters agssigned to each of the three divisions are listed
in Appendix D to the Annual Report, of the Secretary of War for
1903; but their allocation does not seem to follow any logical




ORGANIZATION OF THE WAR DEPARTMENT AND THE ARMY

CHART V

SET UP BY G.0.' s 14, 36, AND 80, WAR DEPARTMENT, 1918

PRESIDENT
SECRETARY
OF WAR
CHIEF
OF STAFF
EXECUTIVE
ASSISTANT
| DIRECTOR OF
. DIRECTOR DIRECTCR DIRECTOR PURCHASE
OF MILITARY OF OF STORAGE
INTELLIGENCE WAR PLANS OPERATIONS AND
o TRAFFIC

CHIEFS OF STAFF

DEPARTMENTS

AMERICAN
EXPERDITIONARY
FORCES
FRANCE

TERRITORIAL DEPTS IN THE U. S.
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CHART VI

ORGANIZATION OF THE WAR DEPARTMENT AND THE ARMY
: PURSUANT TO SECTION 5a,
ADDED TO THE NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT JUNE 5, 192v
G.0. 41,WAR DEPARTMENT, AUGUST 16,1921
AND AR 10-15,NOVEMBER 25,1921

PRESIDENT

' SECRETARY
OF WAR
|

—

CHIEF OF STAFF

ASST SECRETARY
- OF WAR

ACefS

. 6G=2

ACofS

ACof S

A C of S'l

WAR PLANS
DIV

NN

I 7
1

LI

1

CHIEF

‘CHIEF

. OF
AIR CORPS

CHIEF
SIGNA
0

CHIEFS OF ADMINISTRATIVE
STAFF DEPTS \ 5

_J
|

=
!
|
|
I
i
|

.

'SURGEON
GEN

CORPS AREAS AND OVERSEAS DEPART

LEGEND: — — Reports regarding all matters of procurement

L2
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CHART VII
ORGANIZATION OF THE WAR DEPARTMENT AND THE ARMY
1942 :
PURSUANT TO EXECUTIVE ORDER 9082, FEBRUARY 28, 1942
CIRCULAR 59, WAR DEPARTMENT, MARCH 2, 1942
AND AR 10-15, JULY 13, 1942

~ -

PRESIDENT
SECRETARY
OF WAR |
| | |
| I 1 | Il
UNDER SE ASST SEC ASST SEC OF WAR
OF WAR OF WAR ~ FOR AIR
, |
]
: CHIEF OF STAFF
= -
- -
=N | 1 1 ] 1
= ACof s|[Acof s|{[acofs|[Acets]] AcCofs
§ I G-1- G-2 6-3 .|| 6-4 ||WAR PLANS DIV
| ]
B
'PROCUREMEN
@ AN
' | ] L | ] L
C G | CG CG
SERVICES | | commanns | | TEEATERS | | (T88€ || spMy GROUND | | ARMY ATR
OF SUPPLY 1 it FORCES 2 FORCES
| | | | 1 | ] l . ]
CHIEF OF
ADMINISTRATIVE
. | SERVICES
SUPPLY SERVICES |
| | l | ]
v _ , ADMINISTRATIVE
i I | | ] | | | SERVICES
I 11 III| | IV \ VI VII | [VIII{ | IX

CORPS AREAS
1 - Title later changed to Army Service Forces
2 - Title later changed to Army Field Forces
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ddams. John, Presidents 34. e
Adams, John Quincy, Pregident; 53. ST

Adjutant Gemeral, U.S. Army; issued orders without consulting Secretary ot
War: .or General of the Army 104, 106b, Sohofield'e orders. to, 80, 106b,-

107,.

Administration; interference by President.and- Seeretary of-War in detaiIe'"':"“ |
of, 59, 66, 88-90, 94-98a, 102, 106a, 143, 1li4h.

Alr Corps; 273. _ y

Ainsworth, Fred C,, Brig. Gen., ;I, Gen, 224, 225, 227, 228 | e
Alger, Russell A., Secretary of War, Segtg; 115-117, 131, 133, 207. ... -
Allen, Henry T., ngor Gen., 251. L
tyvong, John Sec'\“ of War; toolr' 'command on northern frontier, -:_9_,-,.'i
Army Field Forces; 201 206 209, 272. )

Army, Secretarz of; See Secretary of the A.rmy e e
Army Service Forceg; 206, 209, 214. _ Loeh i
Assistant Secretary of We 3 orders with respect to duties of, 163-165, .

Second and Third, aboliehed *184; charged with supervision of procurement,
184-~186, 200a,200c, 204, 270, Aest Ssc., of Var for Air, 200;_—9. .

Army War College;: creetion, 29

s early 1ife and appoi.ntment, 236; opinion":

as to powers of Gen. Staff, 238 239; relations between Major Gen. H. L.
Scott and, 240; his views as to command, 242, 243;‘character and ability,
240, 241y 246, 2555 ‘2563 reletione with Pershing, 257-261, comparison with
S'bimeon, 305. i e . o

Baruch, gernard 248.

J. Franklin, or Gen,, Chief of Staff; 225,
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Benton, Thomas H., Sepator; 54.

Biddle, John, Major Gen.; 247.

Bligs, Tssker H.,, Gen; conversation with Pres. Wilson as to war plans,
1232, 233; Chief of Staffy.244-247;-Sec, Baker's opinion of Bliss, 244,
245; Bliss's opinion of: Seec; Baker;:246;.on Supreme War Council; 247.

dge, He t. Sec. of 3 232, 235.

W., 23-25» 53.
Bryan, William J., Sec. of State; 230, 232.
Buchgnan, James, President; 61,63..

Cemerop, Simon, Seg. of War; 62,.63a, 65-

Carter, Willism H,, Major Gen.; contact with Root, 148; character, 148,;
originator of Gen. Staff, U.S. Army, 154; memorandum by Carter, concerning
command of .the Army by - the Chief of Staff, 154 y o - .

Cavalry; Pershing's request for, overruled by Merch 262

ffee R t. Gen ief of Staff; 224.-

Chase, Salmon P., Secretary of the Tregsury; 62, 65.

gg; s A;gx ;gld Fg;ggs, see Army Fleld Forces.

1ef of Navel erations, commanda operating forces, 35, statutory duties,
142b, d; differences of opinion between Sec. of the Navy and, 196g.

" Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; statute authorizes him to command Air Force, 35.

h;ef of Stgff, U,S, A;gx Halleck a381gned as, 27; need for, 105, gen. of
-the army could.at.most.be, 73, 74, 77, 106, 139-142, 144f, 145; creation of
-5;the office of;..146-155;-statutes concerning, 150-156, 161, 166-168, 178-
182, 201, 320, regulations concerning, 157-162, 188-193, 210 211; .orders
with respect to duties of, 163-165, 168, 170-174, 176, 187, 189-192,
201; orders with respect to duties of, 163-165, 168, 170-174, 176, 187,
189-192, 201; Sec. 5, Nat'l Defense Act, with respect to, 166-~168; by-passed
as to procurement, 184-186, 210, 211, 320g-325; confidence between President
and Chief of Staff, 158, 4193-1962, 328; relations between Pres.)  Sed. of
War, and Chief of Staff, 197, 198; orders by Pres. direct to Chief of Staff,
207, 208, 210, 211; circulars concertiing, 209, 216~217; highest army °
officer should be Chief of Staff and not commanding general, 312-315;
can never - become dictator, 314; dutiés of Chief of Staff shouid be stated
by statute in general terms, if at all, but should be precisely defined by
regulation, 318; should command the entire army staff, 321,
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Circulars; J, Dee. 11, 1926, on channels of communication, 200a; 59, March 2,
1942, as to duties of Chief of Staff, Gen. Staff, Army Service Forces, and
Army Ground Forces, 209; 138, May 14, 1946, reorganizing War Dept, 214-221.

Civil War; statutes, 25-31; Winfield Seott and the beginnings, 61-64, Mch.e:L:Lam,5‘-5Z
65-69; Halleck, 70-74; Gremt, 75-87.

Cleveland, Grover, President; 107.
Cockrell, Francis M., Semator; 207.

Combined Chiefs of Staff; 277

Command ; Root's opposition to conferment of, on Chief of Staff, 151—155,
" Gen. . Staff does not, 197; Sec., of War next to Pres. in line of, 198;
confermont upon Chief of Staff of, 201, 202, 216, 217; Baker's views.as to, S
242, 243; Stimgon's réfusal to confer cotmand 6T the army upor Marshell,” 1_“' :
300, 301; highest army officer should not be commanding general,*312. e

Commission to investigate the Conduct of the ﬂgr with Sggin, 108-113, 113-123, =
130. : o

ARl E L

between Sec. of War end Gen. of the Army, 135-145, as to uorking of the com-
mard teams in the two World Wars, 307, 3123 that the highest. army; officer
should be Chief of Staff and not Gommanding General 312.'f;“

Confidence; between Pres. and Chief of Staff,.l58, 193-196, 196b, 328 between -
Secreuary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Operations, 1965. -

Cons titu.tion= U. o} Art. II, sec. 1, 1 Art. II, ‘sec. 2, 1, 5, Art II, ‘gec 3, 1.

Gonstitutional Convention 1 b

Gortinental Argx proposed by Sec. Garrison, 2343 Gongress declined to establieh, 235

Corbin, Hanry C., Major Gen.; 133.

Craig, Malin, Cen.; Chief of Staff, 271, 292, 293. I

Crowder, Fnoch H., Major Gen., Judpe-Advocate Gen.; 238.
Crowell, Bensdict, Assistant Sec. of War; 185, 325. ... -

Cushing, iCaleby Attorney General; 7,:12, 13, 64.

Dana, Charles A., Asst. Sec. of War; 80. L R N OO

Davis, Jefferson; Secretary.of War; 39, 56-60,

Defense, Dept, of; 18.
Defense, Sec. of: see Secretary of Defense.

Denfield, Iouis E., Adriral; 196a.
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Detail; distinguished from office, 49; gen. of army held position by, 50;
Chief of Staff should be designated by, 326, 327.

Dictator; Chief of Staff can never become, 314.

"D down" by superior; 302,317.

Director; unsuitability of term, 172, 218-220, 316.

Divigiong; Baker overruled Pershing as to number of, in France during
WOrld War I, 257&.

Dodge, Grenville M., Chgirman 'of Comgsiog. to_investigate the c’ogduct of
the War with Spain; 108, .. =~

Drum, Hugh A., Lt. Gem.;:293. 'l .. . | ~ e .
Eagan, Charleg P,, Erig. Gen., quarrel with It. Gen. Miles, 129, 130, 131g _

i ore . Memoj_rs’ 223, his opinion Of mrShﬂu,
2943 comparison with Pershing, 306 Chief of Staff, 311.

Elkins, Stephen B., Segratgn of: W§; 10’7.

Executive Orders; 9082, Feb. 28, 1942, setting up.Ground Forces, Service of
Supply, and providing for orders by Pres. direct to Chief of Staff, 206~
20839722, May ‘14,1946, diréecting Seec. of War to reassign powers previously
assigned to Army Service Forces, 214-221.

Field Forces; see Army Field Forces. _

Fillmore, Millard, Pregiden 55 N
Firgt War Powerg Act; see War Powers Act First

First Vorld War; see Vorld War I.
Flexibility; statutes should not specify duties of military personnel, 318.
Floyd, John B, Secretary of War; 39, 61.

Foraker, Jogeph B., Senator; colloqw with Root on command, 151-155.
Gaines, Fdmund P., Brig. Gen.; 24, 53.
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Garrison, Iindley M., Sec, of WQr, 229-231.

General Headquarters; 272.

General of the Armies; statute with respect to Washington's appointment as,
33, 34.

General of the Army; brief history of the position, 21-27; statutes with
respect to, 28-37, 40-43, 48, 50, 138d; Grant detalled as, 29; except
Falleck, senior officer was, 36; duties of, 37-50, 138d; regulatiomns
with respect to, 38, 39, 46, 47, 1384; orders with respect to, A4-46, -: .
1383; 1eft War Dept. in war-time, 125-127, friction between him and
Sec, of War, 39, 53, 54, 56-61, 65, 67, 84,-86, 88-90, %, 95, 97-98a, .
102-107, 115-117, 127, 128, 131-133, 135-146; was detail, not office,

49, 50; staff of, 63, 98, 114, 117a, 138e; could at most be chief of staff, .
73, Th, 77, 106, 139-142, 144f, 145; list of gens. of the army, 137.

Goneral Staffs Root and Carter become convinced of necessity fof, 148;

Milesi opposition to creation of, 150; act creating, 150-156, 161; regulations

with recpeet to, 157-162, 188; orders with respect to, 163-165, 170-174,
187, 183-192; organization of, 170-174, 177; duties of, 1565 158, 178-182,
186-192, 197, 198, 209, 212, 213, 218-221, 320; sec. 5, Nat'l Defense Act,
with respect to, 166~168; amendments of 1920 thereto, 178=182; statutes
now in force with respect to, 181, 182; Handbook for, 197-200; conflict
between line and, 166, 167, 180,:181,:190, 212, 213, 218, 219, 224, 225,
227, 228, 237-239, 266, 330; opinions:of Gen. Crowder and Sec. Baker as

to powers of, 238, 239; worked better. in World War II than in I, 310;
duties of, should be gtated by statute ln general terms, 1f at all, but
should be preceisely defined by regulation, 318. - . el e

Covernors of gtates; as comdrs-in-chief of. the militia, 2; informed Sec. of
War of regiments furnished 62.

K {.--

G"e“t Ulvsses S. Gen. Preside t, Gen. of the Army, 27, 75-93, T Gen,,veji -

<9; trusted by Congress, 41; a national hero, 43; Pres., 44, 94, 97, 98
89, 3263 relations with Halleck, 72, 75, 78-83.: ST —

Ground Forcess seeArmy. Field: Forces.

Halleck, Hanry W.!ﬁygig;_ggg.; Gen. of ﬁhe Army, 26, 70-74, 139; relieved
and assigned as Chief of Staff, 27, 75, 77, 78, 80, 82; commanded army
though not senior, 36.

Harbnrd, Jemes G., Major-Gen.; 189.
Harrison, Benjamin, Pregident; 107.

I
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Hines, John L., Gen.; Chief of Staff, 271.

- Holt, Jogeph, Secretary of War; 62. .-
Inspector General, U.S. Army; left War Dept. during Spanish American War, 126,

Jackson, Andrew, Major Gen, Pregident; 23,:24; 326.
James 11, King o _E_h;gl_a_l;d, 2.

Johnson, Andrew, Presiden 41-43, 88 90-93 ’ 326
Johngon, lIouls A . ggt Seg, Egr, 292,

Joint Chiefs of Staff, 17, 276
Joint Qperations, 276 '

Knox, He Secret of w r; 22.

lamont, Daniel H., Secretgn g mr, 10'7 o
i 1 of “the: F ee‘b, Chief of Staff to Pres., 276.

Lieutengnt General; commanding the English Army, 2,~ 0r1g1na1 meaning of
title, 2, 76; brevet rank: conferred upon Winfield Scott, 25;. grade revived,

27-30; Grant appointed 29, 75 s 763 Miles appointed 108

Lincoln, Abraham, Pregigen 7, 62, 63, 65-69, 75, 86
Iogistics; 210, 211. . See also Procurement. :

MacArthur, Douglas, Gen. of the Army ;' Chief of Staff, 271; received votes for
presidential nomination, 326. S

McClellsn, George B., Major geg., -at the beginning of the Civil War, 62a,
63; gen. of the army, 26, 5-693:0.G., Army of the Potom&c, 65; relations
with Halleck, 71; his msubordinatxon, ‘disrespect toward superiors, and
overestimate of the enemy, 63, 66, 68, 138b.

McDowell, Irvin, Major Gen.; 63.
McKinley, William, President 3 119, 129, 132.

Macomb, Alexander, Major Gen.; 25, 53, 54, 138a.
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March, Peyton C., Gen.;  mefmoirs, 223; Chief: of Staff, 247-268; Pershing's
recommendationdaf, to be Chief of Staff, 247; charcter-and’ ability,: 48-251, -
254, 255, 263, 2635, relations between March and Pershing, 262-266;
comparison with Marshall, 306 ‘ ,

Marcy, Williem L., Sec. of War, 54.

Marshall, George C., Gen, of the Army; Chief of Staff, 271,7274-311; Hagood's
opinion of, 2893 Pershing's opinion ‘of,.290; MacArthur's opinion of,. 290,
Dawes! opinion of, 290; Fox: Connor's opinion of,. "291; ; recotimendaticns by -
Woodring, Iouis A. Johnson, Craig; and :Embick; 292; by Pershing, 293;
Eisenhower's opinion of, 294; Stimson's opinion of, 296-298; Stimson's.
refusal gg confer command of the army upon, 300, 301; comparieon with
Merch 3

Meade, George G., Major Gen.; relations with Grant, 78,‘::::'.7_.‘-_9__,‘._ | L
Mexican War; 25, 54, 55. R S (IO

creation of Gen; Staff, 150. oo : e ‘“
Na'bional Defenge Act; sec. 5, on Gen. Staff, 166-168- emendments of June 5, i

1920, 178-182, 184-186, 237-239, 330; published 1n green book, 183 ; sec. 53,

184-186 320g-328. : g _

National Militar:

Et bl Shlhe t’ 17. .L'..l.' . . i . R

National Security Act of 12_1[1 17-19, 182, 311, amendmente of 1949, 18, 19 ’ 182.

Navy; cooperation with, in Spanieh-Americen War s 109 H atatutee concerning the o
duties of the Sec. of the Navy and the Chief of Naval. Operations, 142;—3,

differences of opinion between the Sec. of the Navy and certain naval
officers,f'll,zg,-e, 196g ST : s R R RN

of the

Secretai ; '.Eee secretary of the Navy. o |

orfice; definition of, 49, posi'bion 0f gen. of Army not an, 50, };_;'

Orderg with respect 10 the Gen. of the Arnw, 44-46 91., w:l.th respect to .
 Sec., Asst. ‘Sec., and Gen.-Staff, 163-165; with respect.to Gen. Staff and
Chief of Staff, 170-174, 176, 177, 187, JB9-192, by Pres. direct to Ghief
of Staff, 207, 208, 210, 211. o ;

Order.s, Executive; See Executive Orders.
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Organlzation of the War Deggrtment ggd the A;gx 51, 214-221 Chart I, p. 137
II, p.138; III, p.139; IV, p.140; V, p.141; VI, p.142,. VII, p. 143.

Overman, Iee S., Senator; author of Overman Act, May 20, 1918, 40 Stat. 556
authorizing consolidation of agencles and transfbr of duties, 175.

Y

311. Tt --l"_...‘..fﬂ‘:_.

Pershing, John J., Gen, of the Armies; Memoirs, 223; relations between Baker
and, 257-261; relations between March and. Pershing, 262-266; March's
opinion of, 263, 263a; Gen,. of the Armies, 270; Chief of Staff, 270,
270a; recommendation of Marshall by, 293; comparison with Eisenhower, 306.

Pierce, Franklin, President; 39, 56, 57. i
Po James K. egsidents 54.

Pope, John, Major Geng;g;; 71i. o e el

President; as Commander in Chief, 1-4, 7-10, 35, 50, 317; delegation of his
powers, 7-20, 35, 36, 158 160, 161, 197, 317; confidence between Pres.
and Chief of Staff; 158 193-1962, telations among Sec. of War, Chief of
Staff, and, 197, 198 ordérs by, direct to Chief of Staff, 207, 208, 210, 211.

Proctor, Redfield, Secretary of War; 107. e

Procurement; placed under Asst. Sec., 184-186 204, 270, placed under Sec.,
203, 204, 320g-325; undbrfﬂhdar Sec., 204, 221, see also Iogistics.

Promotions; Baker ovgrrﬁgggngréhipgfés“ﬁﬁ;{?5ﬁ§}ﬁ

Rawlins, John A., Sec. of War; 45, 94=96.

Recommendations; 313-330; that Chief of Staff do not command the Army,
315a; that the title "director" be not conferred upon any staff officer,
316; that powers and duties of Chief of Staff, Gen. Staff, and others
concerned with command of the army be precisely defined by regulation,
318; that Chief of Steff command the entire army staff, 321; that sec.
5a, Nat!l Defense Act, requiring chiefs of branches to report directly
to Sec., Under Sec., or Asst, Sec., be repealed 322; that Chief of Staff
be detailed, not appointed, 327, ‘that Army. Régulation be reissued providing
for relief of Chief of Staff upon expiration of term .of Pres., or at any
other time whenh 'there is a lack of confidence between them, 328; that
regulations forbid Gen. Staff to engage in work 1nvolving impairment
of responsibility of bureaus, 330. . ,
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Reconstruction period; 40-43, 88, 90-93.

Regulations; with respect to the Gen. of the Army, 38, 39, 46, 47, 101; the
Gen. Staff, 157-162, 188-192, 212, 213; as to necessity for confidence
between Fres. and Chief of .Staff, 158, 193, 196-196b, 328; with respect

to Asst. Sec. for Air, 200¢; duties of Chief of Staff, 201, 202, 210,

211, 318¢c; should forbid Gen. Staff to engage in work inwolving jmpairment
or responsibility of bureaus, 330,

Roosevelt,. nkiin D., Presid 11 271, 274, as Comdr-ianhief, 278-287;
comparison with Wilson, 304.

Roosevglt, Theodo;e, I&, Col,, 1gt U,g;EVg;; Cav,, Egggigggx, testimonv
conéerning confusion at’ Tampa, 110, relations with Miles, 132.

Root, Elihu, Secretary of War; relations with Miles, 132, 133; opinion as to
cause of friction between Sec. and Gen. of the Army, 142; mission to
Russia, 147, 244; experience and character, 147; conviction of need for
Gen. Staff, 148; opposition to conferment of command upon Chief of Staff
by, 151-155, 313; regulations for Gen, Staff drawn by, 157-162, 320; .
views on need of confidence between President and Chief of Staff, 193,
194; orders from Fres. direct to Chief of Staff, 207, 208, -

Rovall, Kenneth C., Secretggz of War, Secretary of the Army; 311.

; |, "John' ’ f W'r, Sec. of War, 92-94; Gen. of
the Army, 27, 103-107 142, advocated creation of Gen. Staff 150 views
as to relation between Pres. and Gen. of the Army, 195,

Scott“ il th L., Major Gen., his opinion of Root,, 147, memoirs, 223, i :

Scott Nathan B, Sem tor, 153

Scott, Winfield, It. Gen.; commanded a dept., 25; quarrel with Gaines, 53;
gen. of the army, 25, 54~64; his services, 54, 63, 64; quarrel with
“deffercon Davis, Sec, of War, 56-60; réquired to obey Sec. of War, 12, 59;
quarrel with McClellan, 63; his insubordination, vanity, and. irascibility,-
39, 53’ 56"60 1383, b, e retired, 25, 26 63 .

Second World War; see World War II.
Secretary of the Army; orders of, are the orders of the President, 19;

delegates authority to Ghief of Staff, Vice, Deputy, and ‘Assistant Chiefs'
of Staff 317, _ .
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Secretar of Defense, 17 19.

Secretary of the Nevx, statute with respect to: duties of, 142a, 1424;
differences of opinlon between certain naval offlcers and, l42e, 1962.

Secretary of War; as deputy C-in-c of the Army, 5-20 frlction between Sec.
of War and Gen. of the Army, 39, 53, 54, 56-61, 65, 67, 84-86, 88-90, 9%,
95, 97-98a, 102-107, 115-117, 127, 128, 131-133, 135-145; orders wlth
respect to duties of, 163-165; 199, 200, relations between Pres., Chief
of Staff, and Sec. of War, 197, 198; delegation of his powers, 163, 170,
171, 176 177, 187, 191, 192, 204; statutes concerning duties of, 6, 8,
203, 204, orders fram Pras, to:Chief of Staff by-passing Sec. of Wer, 207,
208, 210, 211; dipping down by Sec. of War, 302, 317. '

Services of Su 1 3 see Armw Service Forces._g_
Y.

Shafter William R ™ Mh or'Gen., 109, 110, 112.

. ‘O-j-- n;’.‘i"""“"'

SheridanI Phillg H,, Gend Gen. of the Armv, 27, 102.

Sherman William T., Gen., Gen. of the Armv 27, bby 45, Asldl;tqnerrel with
Stanton, 87. _

Sleeping on gpst Baker overruled Pershing as to sentences of soldiers, 2570,

Somervell, Brehon B iy Gen., 302.-w AR . 'JJ'-ftffﬁﬁ'-

Spanish~American War; 108-133, Commission to investigate conduct of, 108-113,
118-123, 1303 lack of cooperation between army and navy, 109; confusion at
‘Tampa, 109-113% lack of war plans,: 114-119; confusion in the War Dept.,
120-124; Gen. of the Army and the Inspector Gen. left War Dept, 126.

Starton, 1 Edwin M. Secretar of Wer, 65—67, 69, 75, 84-93.

Statutes; w1th respect to Gen.-ef the Army 28-37, 40-43, 48, 503 with respect
to Gen. Staff and Chief of ‘Staff;: 150-156, 161, 166-168, 178-182, 184-186;
Overman Act, 1753 with: respéct to Sec. of the Nevy, 1425, 142d; with
respect to Sec., Under Sec., and Asst. Sec. of the Army, 203, 204; First
War Powers Act, 205; reviving grade of Gen. of the Armies, 270; should
state duties of military personnel in general terms, 318,

Stimson, Henry L., Secretary of: Wers from 1911 to. 1913, 226, 227; from 1940
" to 1945, 288-311; his opinion of Marshall, 295-298; his refusal to confer
command upon Chief of Staff, 300, 301, 313, his views as to "dipping down",
302; comparison with Baker, 305; resignation, 311,
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Stratesr ond tact’cs: Interference by ‘President: and Secretary of War in
matters of, 66, 67, 82, 86~90, 143, liig.
Summerall= Charles P., Gen; Chief of Staff 271.

Sunervision, Root!s insistence that Ghief of Staff exercise supervision over
the army, but not cormand, 151-155.

Taft L, _Alphonso, Secretarv of War; 99, 100.

Iai‘t= William H., Sec. of War, President ; order by Taft witﬁ respect to duties
and powers of Sec. of War, Asst. Sec.; and Chief of Staff, 163-165,

Tampa, Fla.; confusion at Tampa in Spanish~American War, '109-113: -

’l‘axlor, achary, Major Gen., President, 25, 55, 326,

e T

Truman, Har;z . -Prasident 311.

leer, John, President; 54.

Under Secretary of War; creation of offiee, 203, functions respecting procure-
mentdelegatéd to, 204. .

Unified command; 276, 277

War Golle e see Army War Gollege.

War Council 169, 170. L e s

War_Dept.; creation of, 6; confusion in, during Spanish-American War, 120-124.

War of 1812; 9,

War Powers Act, First; 205,

War, Secretary of; See Secretary of War.

Washington, George, Gemeral, President; C-in~-C of Continental Army,-21;.
President, 22; took command in Whiskey Rebellion, 9; appointed 1lt. gen.

and assigned to command the army, 22, 53; statute with respect to his
appointment as gen. of the armies, 34.

Weeks, John W., Secretary of War; 270a.

Williem III, King of Fnelend; 2.
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Wilson, Yood esident. 22 ,hia ‘oppositioﬁ--to préparedness, 230-233; his

views as to the Continentel Army, 234, 235; his work as commander-in-chief,
252, 2533 comparison with F.D. Roosevelt, 304. - -

Wirt, Williag,Attornex—Genergl 1.

Wood, gonard, Major Gen.; Col, 1lst U. S. Vol. Cav., 111; confusion at Tampa,
110-111; Chief of Staff, 226~229; character, 2263 dispute with Ainsworth,
2217, 228 received votes for president.ial nomination, 326

Woodrin H,, Secret _of War H 292

World War I, orders concerning command issued during, 169-17f; Overman Act
authorizing redistribution of finctions and transfer of duties and powers,
175; orders concerning Gen, Staff.and Chief of Staff during, 176, 177;
the command team during, 244-268 comparison with World War 11, 2’74-278
303-310,

World War II; statutes, regulations, and execufive orders concerning, 205~

213; the command team during, 274-~310; comparison with World War I, 274-
278, 303-310, comparison with wars of XIXth century, 303. :

Wothersgoog, Williem W., Major Gen,, Chief of Staff; 230

Young, Samuel B,M., It, Gen; Gen. of the Army, 27, 134, 137; title of gen, of
the army caused friction, 142; Chief of Staff, 224,
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