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Abstract: The usurpation of political authority by tyrannical military figures is a theme that
pervades the history of politics. The United States has avoided such an occurrence and the
prospect of a military coup d’etat rarely registers as a realistic concern in American politics.
Despite the unlikelihood of this classic form of military usurpation, other more insidious forms
lurk and must be guarded against to protect civilian control of the military. One potential
manifestation has been referred to as a military colonization of the executive branch. This form
implies that retired senior military officers increasingly pursue executive branch positions and
unduly promote the interests of the active duty military, its leaders, and military solutions to
national security issues. This work addresses military colonization claims by examining the
number of retired senior military officers that have served in executive branch positions, trends
in where they participate, and their political behavior in these positions. It also uses interviews
with retired senior military officers to gain their perspectives on the incentives and disincentives
of executive branch service. The study concludes that in the post-Cold War period, participation
rates of retired senior military officers in key executive branch positions do not diverge
significantly from broader post-World War Il patterns. In addition, their behavior while serving
in these positions differs markedly from the expectations of military colonization purveyors.
These individuals have predominantly reinforced civilian control of the military rather than
impede it.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Retired Senior Military Officers and the Federal
Executive Branch

Politics is beyond the scope of military competence, and the participation of military officers in
politics undermines their professionalism, curtailing their professional competence, dividing the
profession against itself, and substituting extraneous values for professional values.!

The military profession exists to serve the state. To render the highest possible service the entire
profession and the military force which it leads must be constituted as an effective instrument of
state policy. Since political direction comes from the top, this means that the profession has to
be organized into a hierarchy of obedience. For the profession to perform its function, each level
within it must be able to command the instantaneous and loyal obedience of subordinate levels.
Without these relationships, military professionalism is impossible. Consequently, loyalty and
obedience are the highest military virtues.’

Samuel Huntington
The Soldier and the Statesman, 1957

It is not in the army that the remedy for the vices of the army can be encountered, but in the
country.

Alexis De Tocqueville
Democracy in America

On Monday, March 30, 1981, a somewhat disheveled, tense, and short-of-breath
Alexander Haig entered the White House Press Room to address an anxious nation. In a
performance that the media would broadcast continuously over the following days, the
Secretary of State forcefully assured the country that despite the uncertain condition of

President Reagan following an assassination attempt at the Washington Hilton, the

! Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations
(Cambridge, Mass: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1957), 71.
2 .

Ibid., 73.



executive branch was not rudderless. Haig stepped into the leadership void ostensibly
precipitated by the crisis, stating, “As of now, | am in control here, in the White House,
pending return of the Vice President and in close touch with him.”*> Haig’s assertion
garnered added scrutiny because it closely followed his erroneous interpretation of the
current statutes on presidential succession; moments earlier Haig had explained to the
press corps, “Constitutionally, gentlemen, you have the President, the Vice President,
and the Secretary of State, in that order, and should the President decide he wants to
transfer the helm, he will do so.”* Almost immediately after his comments, the media
began to portray the effort as a brazen attempt to grasp at executive control during a

potential national crisis.

Haig’s physical appearance and mistaken description of the line of succession
only added fuel to some existing perceptions of the Secretary. He had been routinely
painted as an aggressive, take-charge, power-hungry, and self-aggrandizing public
official.” During Haig’s confirmation hearings, Senator Paul Tsongas even presaged that
the nominee was going to “...dominate this administration...[and would be]...the
strongest personality that is going to be in there.”® Self-assured and ambitious public
figures like Haig no doubt gravitate toward the upper reaches of executive politics in
Washington. In Haig’s case, however, these perceptions combined with another key

feature of his public image to magnify the poignancy of his words: Haig was a former

* Alexander Haig, Jr., Caveat (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1984), 160.
4 .

Ibid.
> George J. Church, Dean Brelis, and Gregory H. Wierzynski, “The ‘Vicar’ Takes Charge,” Time, March 16,
1981, 14.
® Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Nomination of Alexander M. Haig, Jr., 97th Cong., 1% sess.,
1981, 337.



army general. As a former military leader, whose army career spanned over thirty years,
Haig had no doubt been inculcated with a philosophy that recognized no greater
leadership sin than a failure to exert and convey command in a crisis. Recognizing a
crisis in the confused moments following the assassination attempt, Haig showed no

hesitancy in attempting to exert such command.

Haig’s actions easily invite dramatizations about his underlying motives.
Retrospections of journalists and scholars generally reflect a consensus, consistent with
Haig’s own subsequent claim, that the former general simply used exceedingly poor
word choice during a tense period.” Despite the media’s relentless attention on Haig’s
rhetorical indiscretion, no remotely credible accounts suggested that the United States
had witnessed an attempt to usurp executive power in the model of the South American
coup d’etat. Sympathetic troops did not anxiously wait in the streets for direction from
a new military master. It is admittedly even a stretch to mention the Haig incident in
the context of military usurpation; the lack of a better example demonstrates just how
far-removed the United States has been from such concerns. Media sensationalism
aside, however, the incident should have reminded Americans, if only for a brief and
perhaps fleeting moment, that despite our country’s long history of civilian and
constitutional government, the “man on horseback” claims a much longer and prevalent

past.?

7 .
Haig, Jr., Caveat, 164.
S, E. Finer, The Man on Horseback; the Role of the Military in Politics (New York: Praeger, 1962).



The “man on horseback” version of coup d’etat represents the most extreme
political manifestation of military usurpation, but other troublesome forms lurk as well.
For example, a nation maintaining a large military force, albeit loyal to civilian masters,
can precipitate its own demise by allowing an army to drain its financial, material, and
personnel resources.” Furthermore, a powerful and influential military can entangle the
nation in unwanted and ill-advised conflicts or unnecessarily excite public anxiety over
imagined or inconsequential security threats. Therefore, figures like Haig can represent
not only the highly unlikely specter of military dictatorship in the United States, but also,
they signify the possibility that military leaders may use their national security expertise
and public prestige to promote a more insidious militarization of democratic
institutions. As scholar Samuel Huntington noted, “the problem in the modern state is

not armed revolt but the relation of the expert to the politician.”*

The Haig incident admittedly represents a sensationalized entry point into the
study of civil-military relations in the United States. Haig served as a civilian, in a civilian
executive branch position, and at the behest of a democratically elected civilian
president. However, this historical episode provides a fruitful launching point for
examining the cautious ambivalence that surrounds the modern relationship between
former senior military officers and American executive branch politics. This uncertainty
invites important questions for political science. For example, should retired senior

military officers be understood as “civilian” citizens, or do they maintain a distinctly

° peter D. Feaver, “The Civil-Military Problematique: Huntington, Janowitz, and the Question of Civilian
Control,” Armed Forces & Society (Winter 1996): 154.
10 Huntington, The Soldier and the State, 20.



different middling status between civilian democratic society and a coexisting military
society? Do military leaders, active and former, possess a distinct military ideology or
“military mind”?™ If so, does this military mind become so deeply embedded in military
leaders that, even after their retirement, democratic politics must keep them at a safe
distance? Also, does the presence of a significant number of retired senior officers in
high executive branch positions portend a “militarization” of democratic government?*
In short, what role do retired senior military officers play in American politics and what

role should they play?

This dissertation addresses some of these fundamental questions by focusing on
the relationship between retired senior military officers and the federal executive
branch in the United States. Before outlining the thesis and overall plan of this study
two central terms used throughout the work require some elaboration. First, retired
senior military officer, or “RSO,” refers to retired American military officers who once
held the rank of General or Admiral in the United States’ Armed Forces. This label
applies to all ranks of retired generals and admirals, reserve or regulars, from one-star
to the pinnacle four-star leaders. The second widely-referenced term, “G/FO,” short for
General/Flag Officer, encompasses not only RSOs but also those generals and admirals
currently in active service. This study considers the relationship of both of these two

groups to the federal executive branch, but RSOs are its central focus.

1 Ibid., chap. 3.
12 Bruce Ackerman, The Decline and Fall of the American Republic (Cambridge, Mass: Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 2010), chap. 2.
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The work examines how the participation of RSOs in the executive branch relates
to understandings of healthy civil-military relations, and more generally, how this
interaction meshes with other central themes in American politics. The way in which
Americans perceive the role of RSOs in the U.S. political system, especially in the
executive branch, arguably reveals a great deal about their conceptions of democratic
institutions, civic republicanism, and the appropriate orientation of the military and its

leaders toward politics.”

Recent scholarly work on civil-military relations provides important theoretical
and empirical insight into the activities of RSOs outside formal government institutions.
For instance, scholars study candidate endorsements by retired military officers, RSO
participation at party conventions, and cases where RSOs engage in public critiques of
government policies."* However, these recent works neglect the relationship between
RSOs and their formal participation in the federal executive branch. Existing
frameworks fail to adequately address whether executive branch RSOs generally

promote or frustrate healthy civil-military relations and other ways this form of political

2 James Burk, “Theories of Democratic Civil-Military Relations,” Armed Forces & Society 29, no. 1
(October 2002): 7-29.

" James Golby, Kyle Dropp, and Peter Feaver, Military Campaigns: Veterans’ Endorsements and
Presidential Elections (Center for a New American Security, October 2012),
http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_MilitaryCampaigns_GolbyDroppFeaver.pdf;
Risa A. Brooks, “Militaries and Political Activity in Democracies,” in American Civil-Military Relations: The
Soldier and the State in a New Era, ed. Suzanne C. Nielsen and Don M. Snider (Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2009), 213—-238; Richard H. Kohn, “Building Trust: Civil-Military Behaviors for
Effective National Security,” in American Civil-Military Relations: The Soldier and the State in a New Era,
ed. Suzanne C. Nielsen and Don M. Snider (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2009), 264—
289; Richard H. Kohn, “Military Endorsements Harm National Interest,” The Washington Times, October
15, 2000, sec. Letters to the Editor, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2000/oct/15/20001015-
012137-3090r/?page=all; Army Times, “Mitt Romney’s ‘Military Advisory Council’ - Army News | News
from Afghanistan & Iraq - Army Times,” accessed November 19, 2012,
http://www.armytimes.com/news/2012/10/military-romney-endorsement-list-101812w.
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participation influences American government. The absence of accessible empirical
data on the number of RSOs that serve in executive administrations in large part

explains the scarcity of scholarly analysis.

Yale professor Bruce Ackerman represents a notable exception to the current
dearth of scholarly work on the subject. In The Decline and Fall of the American
Republic (2010), Ackerman contends that retired military officers play an increasingly
prominent role in the executive branch both in number and influence. He pejoratively
labels this perceived trend the “military colonization” of the executive branch.”® While
similar accusations are not unique to the post-Cold War period, he argues that the trend
has accelerated over the last few decades and laments that its potential consequences
evoke little consternation among elected officials or the American public.'® Ackerman
warns, “[t]he principle of civilian control is losing its basis in sociological reality: senior
officers are talking to (retired) senior officers about high matters of policy on a regular
basis.”*’ Citing the number of former military men in positions such as the service
secretaries (i.e., Secretary of the Air Force, Navy, etc.), the National Security Advisor, the
Director of National Intelligence, and the Director of the CIA, Ackerman claims the
colonization process signals a drift from previous eras of robust civilian control of the
military. He goes on to argue that the distinction between military and civilian
governmental functions and capabilities has become blurred, especially in post-9/11 law

enforcement and intelligence activities. Civilian departments and agencies increasingly

1 Ackerman, The Decline and Fall of the American Republic, 57.
16 Ibid., chap. 2.
Y Ibid., 59.
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possess capabilities that were viewed as decidedly military only a decade ago. News
broadcasts during the recent search for the Boston Marathon bombing suspects
arguably lend credence to this part of his claim. In this episode, law enforcement’s
armored vehicles, aerial surveillance, high-powered weaponry, and full combat dress
made their visible distinction from military forces nearly unintelligible. Moreover,
Ackerman argues, changes to the organizational structure of the military leadership
have encouraged the “politicization” of top active officers and the rise of “celebrity”
generals. He warns that these trends portend far-reaching implications for civil-military
relations, national security policy, and democratic government in general.

Such depictions give strong reason for concern and pose significant issues for
civil-military relations and American politics. But, do these claims match reality?
Ackerman focuses on a small sample of the highest, most visible senior policy positions
in the executive branch, but he does not give a full accounting of the breadth and depth
of military colonization. An adequate examination of the colonization issue requires a
more expansive analysis and one that reveals the full extent of RSO participation. This
analysis must not only focus on the senior levels but also the lower operational tiers of
the executive branch where potential fusions between law enforcement, military
functions, and diplomacy would ostensibly present the most insidious dangers. For
example, agencies such as the FBI, DEA, ATF, FAA, Customs and Border Protection, TSA
etc., represent organizations where evidence of colonization could substantiate
Ackerman’s concerns. These agencies directly influence issues related to national

security, and colonization by military personnel, if extant, warrants scrutiny.
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In addition to concerns over the number of RSOs, colonization claims also imply
an ideological homogeneity among military officers, or worse, an unreflective loyalty to
the institutional military, its culture, its preferences, and the military’s rigid hierarchical
structure. These arguments also require further scrutiny because they characteristically
fail to consider that distinctions may exist between the policy preferences and/or
ideological dispositions of active military leaders and retired senior military leaders
serving in executive branch positions. More importantly, colonization claims seemingly
discount the practical significance of a fundamental and deeply embedded premise in
the American military tradition: an officer’s sworn oath to the Constitution and the
nation’s democratically elected leaders. Moreover, military colonization purveyors
concentrate predominantly on the harmful implications of RSOs serving in the executive
branch, and, as a consequence, the potential positive role these figures may play gets
overlooked. This work aims to consider this neglected feature of military colonization
claims.

The core argument of this study asserts that executive branch RSOs have served
a positive and valuable function for American politics and their actions have neither
been consistent with those implied in colonization claims nor have they generated the
harmful effects envisaged by military colonization purveyors. To develop this argument,
this study offers a descriptive framework for categorizing RSO-executive branch
relationships based on an empirical look at the number and behavior of RSOs who have
served in the executive branch. This assessment expands the existing research on RSOs

beyond the most senior officials and looks deeper into the lower tiers of presidential



14

appointments in the post-Cold War presidential administrations. It unearths the
number of RSOs who have held executive branch positions, where they have served,
and the study examines common characteristics among them. Qualitative aspects of
the study consider possible reasons why RSOs serve in high-level executive branch
positions and what incentives or disincentives likely promote or impede their
participation. Understandings of potential motivations and how RSOs view executive
branch opportunities help frame the potential consequences of their participation. The
gualitative research builds on other studies in political science that consider the
differences in political ideologies and world views between civilian elites, military elites,
and the broader American populace. The research also examines potential legal and
structural barriers that may inhibit RSO participation and considers the genesis of those
barriers. The descriptive framework presented in the study combines the quantitative
and qualitative research to describe categories in the RSO-executive branch relationship
and the alternative consequences represented by each of them.

The chapters introduced below address different aspects of the RSO-executive
branch relationship. Taken together, they contribute to a better understanding of RSOs
in the post-Cold War period. The study’s central argument is that these former senior
officers countervail rather than exacerbate dangers implied by military colonization
claims, provide a source of unique leadership and technical expertise, and perhaps even
help restrain partisan excesses. RSOs, it will be argued, have mitigated the civil-military
tensions inherent in liberal-democratic political systems. The structure of American

politics ensures the dangers implied by military colonization will continually exist as
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latent threats; however, the post-Cold War period demonstrates that the soldier-
statesman image best exemplified by General George Marshall predominantly guides
the RSOs who have served in the executive branch and their actions have stood in stark

contrast to military colonization characterizations.

Substantive Chapter Summaries

Chapter 2 outlines the unique characteristics of the political actors at the center
of the entire study: RSOs. The chapter lays out the theoretical groundwork that explains
why RSOs deserve special consideration in American politics and outlines a group of
interacting traits possessed by these former officers that make their relationship to the
federal executive branch noteworthy. The chapter concludes with a categorization
framework for considering military colonization claims and offers alternative ways to
understand the RSO-executive branch relationship. The descriptive framework
incorporates the purported defining features associated with military colonization: a
growing number of RSOs in the executive branch, their ideological homogeneity, and
tensions in civil-military relations. The framework provides a structure for interpreting
the empirical data presented in the subsequent chapters.

Chapter 3 unearths the number of RSOs across the highest civilian policy making
positions in the federal executive branch. The analysis focuses primarily on the post-
Cold War administrations of George H.W. Bush through President Barak Obama, and

examines characteristics of RSO participation across and within these administrations.
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The chapter also contains a broader glimpse at the entire Cold War period, comparing

earlier presidencies with trends in post-Cold War administrations.

Building on the empirical data from the previous section, Chapter 4 uses
qualitative data to categorize post-Cold War administrations according to the
framework outlined in Chapter 2. The discussion compares existing survey research on
the political and ideological orientations of military officers with historical evidence on
particular RSOs that served in the executive branch. The chapter concludes with a brief

discussion on the legal impediments related to the RSO-executive branch relationship.

Chapter 5 uses responses from personal interviews with RSOs to assess how they
perceive their relationship to the executive branch and the implications for civil-military
relations. The RSOs interviewed include some that served in President Appointed-
Senate confirmed positions (PAS) or Senior Executive Service (SES) positions, while
others had either declined positions or were never offered executive branch
opportunities. These interviews uncover the RSOs’ potential incentives and
disincentives in accepting executive branch positions, as well as the organizational and
cultural hurdles that may impede their participation. Their responses challenge the idea
that presidentially appointed RSOs act simply as proxies for the active military and
suggest that RSO participation in the executive branch does not necessarily present the

acute dangers to democratic government implied in military colonization claims.

The concluding chapter considers the normative implications of the findings

from the earlier chapters on civilian-military relations. The closing remarks assess
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military colonization claims in light of the findings and discuss potential implications.
Finally, some avenues for future research on RSOs and their relationship to the
American political system are offered for consideration. The civil-military relations
theories that anchor this study provide alternative interpretations of democratic
governance and how best to protect and sustain it. This work adds to these theories by
highlighting a neglected aspect of civil-military relations scholarship: the RSO-executive

branch relationship.
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Chapter 2 Framing the RSO-Executive
Branch Relationship

It is my conviction that the necessary and wise subordination of the military to civil power will
best be sustained...when lifelong professional soldiers, in the absence of some obvious and overriding
reasons, abstain from seeking high political office.

Dwight D. Eisenhower to Manchester Union Leader editor Leonard B. Finder, January 22, 1948"

Some of the best advice I was given is that when a general officer retired, he should never pass
up an opportunity to remain silent."

General Norman Schwarzkopf

The central task of this chapter is to construct a descriptive framework for
categorizing the RSO-executive branch relationship. The structure must take into
account the concerns related to military colonization, but also highlight alternative ways
of interpreting the RSO-executive branch relationship. Incorporating some unique
characteristics shared by RSOs, the proposed framework describes the beneficial
features that RSOs may bring to executive branch service. However, before unveiling

the descriptive categories in the framework, the discussion must deal with two

'8 Jean Edward Smith, Eisenhower in War and Peace (New York: Random House, 2012), 471.
¥ as qguoted in Kohn, “Building Trust: Civil-Military Behaviors For Effective National Security,” 284.
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underlying questions: 1) Do RSOs as a subgroup really warrant special attention in
American politics, and 2) what “hole” could a descriptive categorization of the RSO-
executive branch relationship attempt to fill in the broader academic field of civil-
military relations theory?* Answers to these questions will help situate the military
colonization question and lay the foundation for judging its contemporary relevance.
To begin this discussion, the latter question gets treated first: where do RSOs fit in civil-

military relations theory?

Civil Military Relations and The Problematique
Scholar Peter Feaver aptly labeled the central paradox of civil-military relations
theory, simply, the “problematique.””* In short, the problematique tasks the sovereign
power, whether an autocrat, a group of oligarchic leaders, or the people, to balance two
conflicting imperatives: the need for a military force to provide security against external
threats to the state, and the corresponding need to ensure that this same force does
not in turn destroy the political order and/or the political values it was created to

protect.”” The problematique is the parallel of the “security dilemma” in international

5ee Douglas L. Bland, “A Unified Theory Of Civil-Military Relations.,” Armed Forces & Society (Fall 1999):
7-12. Bland identifies four main but highly interrelated concerns addressed in civil-military relations
theory: 1) the “Praetorian Problem” which focuses on curbing the political power of the military, 2) the
problem of ensuring the civilian leadership doesn’t use the military for partisan purposes, 3) the problem
presented by the ostensible disparity between military and civilian expertise on matters of war, and 4) the
Problematique which provides the theoretical entry point for this study.

*! Feaver, “The Civil-Military Problematique.”

? Mackubin Thomas Owens, US Civil-Military Relations After 9/11 : Renegotiating the Civil-Military
Bargain (New York: Continuum, 2011), 12.
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relations theory played out within the confines of national boundaries.” Feaver
explains:

Indeed, an inadequate military institution may be worse than none at all. It

could be a paper tiger inviting outside aggression; strong enough in appearance

to threaten powerful enemies, but not strong enough in fact to defend against
their predations. Alternatively, it could lull leaders into a false confidence, lead
them to rash behavior, and then fail in the ultimate military contest.*

The problematique aligns with Madison’s position in Federalist 51 regarding
democratic institutional theory: “In framing a government which is to be administered
by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government
to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself.”” Federalist 51
responds by recommending “auxiliary precautions” to help balance these competing
requirements. Like Madison, civil-military relations theorists often look to alternative
institutional designs to address the problematique and to provide the auxiliary
precautions that contribute to the normative success or failure of the relationship
between civil institutions, society, and its military forces. The Constitution provides
many of these precautionary devices, but these “parchment barriers” alone cannot
sufficiently manage the problematique. Cultural norms within civil society and the
military also reinforce these structural mechanismes.

The civil-military relations subfield therefore examines both institutional design

as well as the cultural or sociological dynamics inherent in the problematique. These

two approaches, or what civil-military scholar Mackubin Thomas Owens calls lenses,

2 Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1976), 62—113.

2 Feaver, “The Civil-Military Problematique,” 152.

2> Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, and James Madison, The Federalist, ed. George W. Carey and James
McClellan, 2nd ed. (Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund, 2001), 269.
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have profoundly shaped the contours of the subfield and are anchored in two influential
masterpieces. Samuel Huntington’s The Soldier and the State (1957) framed the
institutional or normal theory in civil-military relations, and Morris Janowitz’s The
Professional Soldier (1960) anchored the military sociological or cultural approach.?®
Despite different focuses, the approaches share some common premises, two which
hold central importance in this study: 1) protecting liberal-democracy requires that the
principle of civilian control of the military prevails, and 2) military professionalism
resides at the heart of successful civil-military relations and must be continuously
cultivated.

To achieve the desired ends implied in these premises, each theory prescribes
different means for successfully managing the interaction of the military, democratic
politics, and civic republican ideals.”’” The RSO resides in an ill-defined space created in
this interaction and their vague status complicates understandings of the limits of
military professionalism. Therefore, deciphering the RSO’s place in American politics,
and specifically the executive branch, requires a grasp of the theoretical prescriptions
offered by these two prominent approaches and their particular conceptions of military
professionalism. Ultimately, neither prescription nor concept adequately accounts for

the retired senior military officer.

26 Owens, US Civil-military Relations After 9/11; Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The
Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge, Mass: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
1957); Morris Janowitz, The Professional Soldier, a Social and Political Portrait. (Glencoe, IL: Free Press,
1960); While Janowitz’s is overwhelmingly cited, other earlier and later works also deserve “founding”
recognition. See Samuel A. Stouffer et al., The American Soldier: Adjustment During Army Life, 1st ed.
(Princeton University Press, 1949).

7 See Burk, “Theories of Democratic Civil-Military Relations.”



22

The Normal Theory of Civil-Military Relations

Samuel Huntington ignited the post-World War Il scholarly debate about civil-
military relations. His model remains influential today predominantly because the
institutional military has fully embraced its underlying tenets.”® The Soldier and the
State reoriented the academic focus of the sub-field away from the dominant research
trends of the time and toward macro-level theorizing.” Early “behavioral” post-war
studies reflected prevailing social science methodologies, focusing on survey data
collection and analysis, but these studies eschewed grander theoretical ambitions.*
Huntington’s work made the theoretical leap in part by switching the unit of analysis
from the enlisted citizen-soldier, prevalent in behavior studies, to a singular military
officer corps.®* His approach diverged from the broader social science trends that
atomized the political world into individual actors and deemphasized the role of

institutions and groups.®

?® peter D. Feaver, Armed Servants: Agency, Oversight, and Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge, Mass:
Harvard University Press, 2005), 7; Eliot A. Cohen, “The Unequal Dialogue: The Theory and Reality of Civil-
Military Relations and the Use of Force,” in Soldiers and Civilians: The Civil-Military Gap and American
National Security (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2001), 435; Feaver, “The Civil-Military Problematique,”
158.

*® peter D. Feaver and Erika Seeler, “Before and After Huntington: The Methodological Maturing of Civil-
Military Studies,” in American Civil-Military Relations: The Soldier and the State in a New Era, ed. Suzanne
C. Nielsen and Don M. Snider (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2009), 72-90.

*° Donald R. Kinder, “Pale Democracy: Opinion and Action in Postwar America,” in The Evolution of
Political Knowledge: Theory and Inquiry in American Politics, ed. Edward D. Mansfield and Richard Sisson
(Columbus OH: Ohio State University Press, 2004), 104—147; Feaver and Seeler, “Before and After
Huntington: The Methodological Maturing of Civil-Military Studies.”

* For example, Stouffer et al., The American Soldier.

32 Alan S. Zuckerman, “Returning to the Social Logic of Political Behavior,” in The Social Logic Of Politics:
Personal Networks As Contexts For Political Behavior, ed. Alan S. Zuckerman (Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 2005), 3—20; Theda Skocpol, “Bringing the State Back In: Strategies of Analysis in Current
Research,” in Bringing the State Back In, ed. Peter B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol
(Cambridge, Mass: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 3—43.
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According to Huntington, patterns of civilian control of the military reflected the
competition between two political necessities or “imperatives”: the functional
imperative and the societal imperative. The functional imperative represented the
physical security requirements of the state, whereas the societal element reflected
America’s commitment to particular political values.** Huntington’s societal imperative
contained two sub-factors: the nation’s dominant “liberal” political ideology, and the
structural constant represented by the Constitution. The contending imperatives, the
functional and the societal, continually interact in a near zero-sum relationship. Across
time this interaction has revealed itself through different modes of civilian control of the
military.

External threats posed only sporadic and relatively muted concerns throughout
most of American history, and therefore Huntington’s societal imperative consistently
trumped the functional one in political relevance.** Geography provided near
impervious barriers against military invasion and American liberalism developed
unencumbered by acute security concerns.* At certain times, for example the Civil War
and World War |, the functional imperative commanded more attention, but its priority

status evaporated quickly after each conflict. The United States adhered to a pattern of

3 Huntington, The Soldier and the State, 2.

** For alternative viewpoint on 19" century security concerns, Richard H. Kohn, “Building Trust: Civil-
Military Behaviors For Effective National Security,” in American Civil-Military Relations: The Soldier and
the State in a New Era, ed. Suzanne C. Nielsen and Don M. Snider (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2009), 266. Cites C. Van Woodwards 1960 essay in the American Historical Review,
revised in 1989 as the “Age of Reinterpretation” in C. Van Woodward, The Future of the Past (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1989), pp. 75-94.

%> Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America; an Interpretation of American Political Thought Since the
Revolution. (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1955); Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, trans. Harvey
C. Mansfield and Delba Winthrop (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2011).
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military unpreparedness and rapid mobilization at the beginning of conflicts, followed
by draconian demobilization and a dismantling of the military at the end.*® This pattern
ceased after World War 11.* The impending Cold War presaged an acute and long-term
security problem in which the functional imperative gained a permanency and primacy
not previously experienced in the United States. To meet the foreseeable long-term
threat, Huntington envisaged a large, capable military force, led by a professionalized
officer corps. The requirement for a large standing military with a nucleus of
professional military leaders put the problematique into stark relief. It forced the
guestion of how to develop and maintain a sizable, competent force, yet avoid
endangering the liberal values encased in the societal imperative.

Huntington’s societal imperative included a deeply embedded “Lockean” liberal
ideology component as well as the structural constant of the US Constitution.® The
constant embodied the separation of powers and checks and balances features that
created overlapping but often ambiguous responsibilities for ensuring civilian control of
the military. The combination of intersecting and imprecise constitutional
responsibilities and a fluid security threat compelled American institutions to
continuously renegotiate the terms and methods of civilian supervision of the military.
For example, Congress exerted control of the military for most of the 19" century simply
by authorizing and funding a small regular army and by promoting the decentralized

militia system. The Civil War forced Congress to relax these control mechanisms in

3 Huntington, The Soldier and the State, 346.

7 Huntington labeled this process “extirpation.” See lbid., 155.

*® Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America; an Interpretation of American Political Thought Since the
Revolution.
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order to build an effective Union Army, and the primary civilian control responsibilities
were largely transferred to the executive branch. President Lincoln exercised civilian
authority by actively orchestrating overall strategy and aggressively replacing
unresponsive senior military officers.* Despite constitutional ambiguities that resulted
in shifting methods of civilian control, Huntington labeled the Constitution a “constant”
because he saw Americans as unwilling to accept any significant alterations to the
governing structure regardless of the external threat it faced.®

The societal imperative’s ideological component embodies American culture’s
thorough embrace of the liberal principles of individual liberty, property rights, and
political representation. Echoing Louis Hartz, Huntington simply argued, “[t]he American
knows only liberalism.”*' Huntington worried that America’s attachment to societal
imperatives impeded its ability to confront the existential threat presented by the
Soviets and to adopt the conservative requirements of the functional imperative. In his
calculation, reconciling this imbalance demanded that either the threat dissipate
(unlikely), or that “[t]he requisite for military security...[must be]...a shift in basic
American values from liberalism to conservatism.”*

Society’s movement toward conservatism would theoretically produce a
citizenry more tolerant of military values and, by implication, more acquiescent of

military leaders’ involvement (and presumably RSOs) in national security policy making.

Ensuring civilian control of the military therefore required new institutional control

39 Huntington, The Soldier and the State, 185.
40 Ibid., chap. 7.

“ Ibid., 145.

* Ibid., 464.
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mechanisms. Huntington’s Objective Civilian Control model posited a means to
concomitantly ensure civilian control, meet the functional imperative, and still maximize
liberal values. Objective Civilian Control required that civilian and military leaders each
possess autonomous decision-making spheres.” The model prescribed decision-making
autonomy for the officer corps in matters related to recruiting, organization, training,
tactics, etc., and denounced prying and invasive oversight from civilian leaders, a
practice Huntington derogatively referred to as Subjective Civilian Control.** In his
framework, military officers would own, “...a distinct sphere of military
competence...[not] common to all, or almost all, and which distinguishes them from all,
or almost all, civilians.”*®

Granting the military decision-making autonomy, however, risked that the
officer corps may abuse this grant of power to usurp civilian authority and subvert
liberal values. To lessen these risks, in exchange for institutional autonomy the officer
corps pledged to abstain from partisan and institutional politics and to epitomize an
image of apolitical servants of the state. This institutional quid pro quo, or “bargain,”
denotes the central theme in Huntington’s model.*®

The concept of military professionalism provided the linchpin for ensuring the

1.¥ Military professionalism entailed more than

success of Objective Civilian Contro
technical expertise in the management of violence, a term coined by political scientist

Harold Lasswell, but equally important, it embodied an unflinching commitment to the

* Ibid., 189
a4 Huntington, The Soldier and the State, 84.
45 .
Ibid., 3.
4 Owens, US Civil-military Relations After 9/11.
4 Huntington, The Soldier and the State, 84.
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principle of civilian control of the military.”® It also assuaged concerns within civilian
society that the highly illiberal ingredients associated with military culture would
infiltrate and imperil American liberal values. Despite the incongruities with liberal
ideology, civilians would need to accept illiberal ingredients within the military sphere
such as coercive discipline, obedience, and a prioritization of the common good over
individual interests. Civilian society accepted this trade-off because the professional
code of the officer corps assured that these illiberal activities would remain confined to
military culture.

In Huntington’s conception, norms of military professionalism would also attract
highly competent individuals to a career in the officer corps. Military service would
appear an attractive option, however, only if society viewed the officer corps as a
legitimate and prestigious professional endeavor. Huntington suggested that to elevate
the stature of the profession, civilian leaders must grant uniformed military leaders the
autonomy to cultivate and implement the practices and traditions necessary to develop
martial expertise. In addition, military leaders must have the autonomy to develop a
conservative military mind that concomitantly embraced military subservience to
civilian control and also remained tolerant of civil society’s liberal values.” Autonomy
added esteem, and, conversely, it impeded liberal values from infiltrating, or

transmuting military culture, which could degrade military readiness.” The disposition

* Ibid., 74-76.

49 Ibid., chap. 3.

0 Ibid., 155. According to Huntington, “transmutation” resulted when civilian leaders meddled and didn’t
stringently honor the divide.
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of the military leader’s military mind and professional esteem after leaving the military
was left ambiguous.

Huntington’s Objective Civilian Control model made for a parsimonious theory,
but critics argued that the basic predictions of the model were not borne out during the
Cold War. The U.S. survived the Cold War without making meaningful alterations to its
underlying liberal principles, and military officers remained highly professional despite
intrusive monitoring from civilian leaders.”* Moreover, the presumption of the
supremacy of military expertise in wartime decision making also became suspect. Eliot
Cohen persuasively argues that modern history is replete with examples where civilian
leaders wisely rejected the advice of senior officers on fundamental issues of military
strategy, advice that would likely have proven disastrous had civilians deferred to it.>

Accompanying the challenges to the predictive power of Huntington’s model,
the strongest and earliest critiques pointed to an underlying tautology in Huntington’s

theory: military professionalism leads to strong civilian control, but, conversely, strong

1 Feaver, Armed Servants. Feaver maintains the dichotomous civil-military distinctions in institutional
theory but incorporates a rational choice approach. His “Agency Theory” frames the civil-military
relationship as one of principle-agent interaction. In Feaver’s model, the civilian elite “principles” monitor
the military “agent” to ensure it complies with civilian dictates despite incentives to “shirk.”

2 Eliot A. Cohen, Supreme Command : Soldiers, Statesmen, and Leadership in Wartime (New York: Free
Press, 2002); Cohen, “The Unequal Dialogue: The Theory and Reality of Civil-Military Relations and the
Use of Force.” Cohen recognizes a distinct institutional divide but challenges an underlying premise of
Huntington’s model that assumes military leaders, because of their superior expertise, should be deferred
to in matters of war. He uses Lincoln, Clemenceau, Churchill, and Ben-Gurion as examples of intrusive
civilian leadership that proved vital to military success rather than as an impediment to it. Cohen argues
that while granting deference and autonomy to military leaders during time of war may be prudent on
occasion, it cannot substitute as principle (13). Instead, an “unequal dialogue” ought to characterize the
relationship. Civilians should value and acknowledge the expertise of generals, but since civilian leaders
hold ultimate accountability for the nation’s welfare, military leaders must always acquiesce to civilians
regardless of the apparent wisdom of their decisions.
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civilian control is the indicator of sound military professionalism.>*This apparent seam in
his model invited military sociologists to consider alternative conceptions of military
expertise, culture, and most importantly, military professionalism. It is through this

“seam” that the unique position of RSOs as political actors reveals itself.

Sociological Theory in Civil-Military Relations

In The Professional Soldier (1960), Janowitz acknowledged the theoretical
importance of military professionalism, but he directly challenged the notion that
distinct civilian and military spheres were necessary to cultivate it.>* Rather than
creating a division, Janowitz suggested that the Cold War, particularly the dynamics
associated with technology and nuclear weapons, would lead to a convergence of the
military and civil society. The massive personnel, technological, and industrial resources
needed to counter the Soviet threat made close civil-military cooperation and mutual
understanding vital. Military professionalism would therefore entail an ability to be
adaptive, intellectually flexible, and socially adept. Janowitz expanded military
professionalism from its sole focus on the technical expertise to wage war to a version

that required the skills to function in a constabulary role.”® The new conception

> Feaver, “The Civil-Military Problematique,” 162.

> Ja nowitz, The Professional Soldier, a Social and Political Portrait.; Morris Janowitz, Sociology and the
Military Establishment (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1959).

>> Janowitz describes the constabulary concept as a “radical adaptation of the profession” and becomes
manifest when, “...it is continuously prepared to act, committed to the minimum use of force, and seeks
viable international relations, rather than victory, because it has incorporated a protective military
posture.” Janowitz, The Professional Soldier, 418.
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elevated the military manager role of the officer corps as a pragmatic rival to
Huntington’s heroic warrior image.”®

A constabulary military force, however, blurs civil-military distinctions and risks
entangling military professionals in politics. Janowitz recognized this peril and theorized
that civilian officials would therefore need to provide more oversight of the military.
Constitutional authority over the budget, allocating roles and missions among the
services, and structuring how the military communicated information to senior civilian
leaders (i.e., the president and congressional leaders), provided some of these oversight
tools.”” Even with these mechanisms, however, the Constitution’s overlapping lines of
responsibility leave room for exploitation. The sociological conception of military
professionalism did not demand that officers completely abstain from the political
process. Instead, it envisaged a more politically astute and broadly educated officer
corps that easily integrated with civilian leaders and accepted the overlap of authorities.
Janowitz argued, “...it is clear that the professional officer requires considerable
sensitivity to the political and social consequences of military operations.”*® Officers
developed with this understanding of military professionalism would not endanger
civilian control.

Military sociologists that followed Janowitz claim that their approach “...has

never had a clear theoretical or issues-driven center.””® Instead, it primarily divides

between an internal or external orientation in examining the military as an institution.

* Ja nowitz, The Professional Soldier, a Social and Political Portrait, 22.

>’ Ibid., 364-369.

*% Janowitz, Sociology and the Military Establishment, 96.

> Guy L. Siebold, “Core Issues and Theory in Military Sociology,” Journal of Political and Military Sociology
(Summer 2001): 141.
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The Institutional/Occupational, or I/O model, posits whether the military profession
better reflects an institutional orientation or an occupational orientation.*® An
institutional orientation denoted “...a military primarily oriented by its traditions,
patriotic values, and sense of community,” whereas the occupational referred to a
military “...primarily oriented by ‘economic man’ and general business principles.”® The
distinction becomes fundamentally important when studying RSOs because it colors
perceptions of their status as civilians or as military leaders upon retirement. If the
occupational orientation prevails, it becomes much easier to envision RSOs shedding
their military outlooks once they reenter the civilian world of business or government.®
The institutional orientation implies that the military mind survives the transition back
to civil life when officers retire.

Rebecca Schiff’'s Concordance Model represents a recent attempt to frame the
close interactions between the institutional military and civilian leaders, and the model
ostensibly leaves some room for considering the RSO.* She argues that since all

societies possess different historical and cultural facets, an ideal framework for civil-

% Charles C. Moskos, “Institutional/Occupational Trends in Armed Forces: An Update,” Armed Forces &
Society (April 1986): 377-382.

®! Siebold, “Core Issues and Theory in Military Sociology,” 142.

6 Sociologists have studied the post-retirement careers of military officers but these early studies only
marginally considered the political aspects of employment. An exception is Janowitz who devotes his
chapter on “Civilian Alliances” to the interaction of officers and politics. His analysis focuses on the post-
War years and finds that the only pattern of RSO employment is diversity. His contribution is discussed
further in Chapter 3. See also Albert D. Biderman, “Sequels to a Military Career: The Retired Military
Professional,” in The New Military, ed. Morris Janowitz (New York: The Russell Sage Foundation, 1964),
287-336; Albert D. Biderman, “Where Do They Go from Here?- Retired Military in America,” Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 406 (March 1, 1973): 146-161; Janowitz, The
Professional Soldier, a Social and Political Portrait., 18.

% Rebecca L. Schiff, The Military and Domestic Politics: A Concordance Theory of Civil-Military Relations
(London: Routledge, 2008).
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military interaction does not exist. Instead, each nation must develop its own unique

partnership among three groups: civilian political elites, the military, and the citizenry.*

The interaction of these groups represents a common theme in contemporary
civil-military studies, most of which has focused in three issue areas: 1) the “Gap Thesis”
which suggests the military has become increasingly estranged from American society,
2) the increased partisan affiliation among officers, particularly in support of the
Republican Party, and 3) the level and appropriateness of military influence in
policymaking.” The RSO-executive branch relationship touches each of these issue

areas but it escapes direct study.

The varied scholarly paths outlined above ultimately rest upon often conflicting
principles embedded in liberal-democracy and civic republican ideas.®® Liberal theories
of democracy, perhaps paradoxically, coexist best with Huntington’s model of Objective
Civilian Control. For example, if the military exists solely to protect and defend national

territory so liberal-democratic values like individualism, property rights, and civil

% Schiff’s empirical research, however, focuses heavily on historical occurrences of coups d’etat which
limit the model’s usefulness in studying the American case.

® Richard D. Jr. Hooker, “Soldiers of the State: Reconsidering American Civil-Military Relations,”
Parameters (Winter /2004 2003): 4-18; Thomas E. Ricks, “The Widening Gap Between Military and
Society,” The Atlantic, July 1997, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1997/07/the-widening-
gap-between-military-and-society/6158/; Richard M. Jr. Wrona, “A Dangerous Separation: The Schism
Between the American Society and Its Military,” World Affairs 169, no. 1 (2006): 25—-38; Ole R. Holsti, “A
Widening Gap Between the U.S. Military and Civilian Society?: Some Evidence, 1976-96,” International
Security 23, no. 3 (1998): 5-42; Lance Betros, “Political Partisanship and the Military Ethic in America,”
Armed Forces & Society (Summer 2001): 501-523; Andrew J. Bacevich and Richard H. Kohn, “Grand Army
of the Republicans: Has the U.S. Military Become a Partisan Force?,” The New Republic (December 8,
1997): 22-25; Brooks, “Militaries and Political Activity in Democracies”; Michael C. Desch, “Bush and the
Generals,” Foreign Affairs (June 2007): 97-108; Richard B. Myers et al., “Salute and Disobey?,” Foreign
Affairs, September 1, 2007, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62843/richard-b-myers-and-richard-
h-kohn-mackubin-thomas-owens-lawrenc/salute-and-disobey.

o Burk, “Theories of Democratic Civil-Military Relations.”
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liberties can flourish, then the stark division between military culture and civilian society
seems justifiable. In this case, the military reflects a necessary island of conservatism
that is tolerated within a sea of Lockean liberalism. A civic-republican conception of
democracy, however, makes this stark division less tenable and less desirable. This
orientation recognizes military service as a civic duty, and civilian control of the military
relies directly on how closely the military resembles the values and demographics of civil
society.®’ Civic-republican ideas also envisage active engagement in politics as a basic
responsibility of citizenship. Scholar James Burk notes that civic participation not only
produces civic virtue, but also prevents military usurpation: “...participation in public life
ensures the continuation of the community as a republic; when citizen participation
flags, the republic becomes corrupt. In addition, when citizens serve as soldiers to
defend the republic, the interests of the military and the interests of the state overlap,
and there is no reason to fear a military challenge to the republic.”® Views on the
appropriateness of RSOs in executive branch are therefore colored by different
understandings of liberalism and civic-republican ideas; one that views excluding RSOs
in politics as a necessary sacrifice to protect liberal values in the broader society, while
the other view finds a necessary civic-republican virtue in their participation.

With civil-military relations theory stripped to its core issue, the question posed
at the beginning of the discussion must again be asked: where does the RSO-executive
branch relationship fit into existing theory? Neither the institutional nor the sociological

framework provides a clear answer. Institutional theory ostensibly provides only two

67 Owens, US Civil-military Relations After 9/11, 24.
68 Burk, “Theories of Democratic Civil-Military Relations,” 10-11.
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alternatives: 1) RSOs return to true civilian status, and enjoy the associated privileges
and responsibilities shared by all fellow democratic citizens. In this case, their service in
the executive branch presents little concern. Or, 2) the deeply inculcated norms implied
in military professionalism make RSOs distinctly different types of citizens whose
ideological orientations are in tension with liberal-democratic society and therefore
present real risks to democratic politics.” If the latter depiction reflects reality, then
military colonization potentially entails serious consequences for democratic
government. It portends that the wolf may be guarding the chicken coup.

On the other hand, sociological orientations too easily dismiss civil-military
distinctions. Military family members, defense contractors, veterans etc., maintain
unique relationships to the armed forces via involvement in interest groups, advisory
roles, lobbying, supply contracting, etc., which makes them different from other
civilians. In the particular case of RSOs, military sociology ostensibly recognizes the
civic-republican advantages of executive branch service but discounts the important
traits of former military officers RSOs that may make their participation problematic.

Scholar Philip Meilinger contends that the image of a permeable membrane
therefore best describes the civil-military relationship.” This image provides a helpful
compromise between civil-military relations theories and it also gives an opening to
situate the RSO. A permeable membrane recognizes division but tolerates cross-over

interactions. However, it also invites other questions: what policy making functions

69 Schiff, The Military and Domestic Politics, 47. Schiff broadly labels civ-mil theories that follow the
Huntington dichotomy as “Separation Theory.”
70 Phillip S. Meilinger, “Soldiers and Politics: Exposing Some Myths,” Parameters (Summer 2010): 74-86.
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fluidly move between spheres, why does this dynamic occur, how and which political
actors or institutional structures impede or propagate this dynamic, and when does this
interaction endanger healthy civil-military relationships? RSOs reside in this permeable
membrane and their relationship to the executive branch directly impacts the answers
to these questions.

With the theoretical void identified, the second prerequisite to unveiling the
RSO-executive branch relationship categories now requires attention. So what if extant
research does not specifically address RSOs? Is this void meaningful? What are the
particular traits that make RSOs worthy of unique political consideration? In short, do

RSOs really matter in American politics?

The RSO as a Unique Political Actor

RSOs possess unique and politically relevant traits that are best described using
these four broad labels: 1) Prestige, 2) Career Structure, 3) Institutional Mindset, and 4)
Political Image. Other professionals or political elites may share some or all of the traits
and attributes contained within these categories, but RSOs possess them in distinctive
arrangements which make these individuals intriguing subjects for political analysis. The
traits embedded in these categories contain both positive and negative dimensions in

relation to the RSO-executive branch interaction.

1) Prestige
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In Democracy in America, Tocqueville notes: “[t]here is no greatness that
satisfies the imagination of a democratic people more than military greatness—brilliant
and sudden greatness obtained without work, by risking only one’s life.””* The
Frenchman’s quote captures a curious and ancient trait of most human societies: the
prestige afforded to the image of the heroic military leader and the virtues they
putatively symbolize. In an early civil-military study, The Man on Horseback: The Role of
the Military in Politics (1962), scholar S.E. Finer expounds on this theme:

These virtues—bravery, discipline, obedience, self-abnegation, poverty,

patriotism, and the like—are associated, by long standing, with the soldier’s

choice of career. They are values which all esteem. Where they are identified
with the military, these acquire a moral halo which is politically of profound
importance...[flrom this there arises, at the lowest, a sympathy for the armed
forces; at its highest a veritable mystique.””?
Despite our nation’s ostensible antimilitaristic culture, Americans have embraced this
veritable mystique and have held senior military figures in high-esteem throughout most
of the nation’s history.”> The number of American military heroes who were either
elected president or a served as major party candidates stands as a significant reminder
of this penchant.”” Electing prominent military heroes to the presidency seemingly
contrasts with the founding American principles routinely taught in elementary school
civics: e.g., the notion that Americans innately fear military tyranny and therefore the

Founders created strong institutional barriers to prevent the rise of a military hero

turned political despot. The prevalence of military heroes in presidential electoral

. Tocqueville, Democracy in America, 629.

72 Finer, The Man on Horseback; the Role of the Military in Politics., 10-11.

73 Arthur Ekirch Jr., The Civilian and the Military: A History of the American Anti-Militarist Tradition, 2nd
ed. (Oakland, CA: Independent Institute, 2010); Huntington, The Soldier and the State, chap. 6.

% Albert Somit, “The Military Hero as Presidential Candidate,” The Public Opinion Quarterly 12 (July 1,
1948): 192-200.
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politics suggests that Americans accept a continuing political role for former military
officers despite their ostensible opposition to militarism.

The noteworthy number of military presidents enlivens discussions on the
political value of being viewed as a military hero, but a focus on this unique group of
RSO presidents does not fully capture the extent to which American culture broadly
imputes prestige to all RSOs. American society has traditionally granted significant
social prestige to RSOs but in a historical pattern that ebbs and flows. The contrast
between the current social environment and the post-Vietnam environment exemplifies
this inconsistency. Despite the fluctuations in the social prestige, the military officers
have consistently and publically identified themselves with their rank long after
retirement, and the American public appears to recognize and embrace an enduring
relevance to one’s former military status.”” For example, the national media regularly
underscores the rank of RSOs when they serve as expert commentators, reinforcing the
notion that military rank somehow confers professional relevance long after retirement.
Moreover, even in Senate confirmation hearings for high-level civilian appointments,
legislative leaders routinely address RSOs by their former military rank, ostensibly
unconcerned with the submerged tensions inherent in the courtesy.

RSOs are not alone among professionals in retaining their former appellations.
Society confers the same honor to doctors, professors, congressmen, judges, etc.

However, RSO titles and other professional styles embody substantive differences.

7> Golby, Dropp, and Feaver, Military Campaigns: Veterans’ Endorsements and Presidential Elections. This
study finds that when individuals are told that an RSO supports a particular candidate, that individual is
more likely to respond with a favorable assessment of the candidate compared to those not told of the
endorsement.
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Whereas the title of doctor or professor affirms a medical expertise or intellectual
expertise respectively, the title of “General” or “Admiral” arguably conjures up more
visceral images of command and leadership, traits often viewed as innate. Asa
consequence, military titles infer a competency viewed less fleeting or less perishable
than other professions. Moreover, whereas media introductions such as former
Secretary of the Treasury or former Chairman of the Federal Reserve appear
commonplace, the titles of former General or former Admiral sound almost oxymoronic.
The democratic roots of the American military officer corps arguably add to the
cultural prestige of RSOs. The American military has at times revealed vestiges of old
world aristocracy,’® but Americans predominantly recognize the egalitarian
characteristics of military service and view it as a vehicle for upward social mobility.”’
Senior US military officers putatively represent exemplars of individual initiative,
technical competence, and patriotism, rather than recipients of titles by birthright. The
advent of the All-Volunteer Force (AVF) perhaps undermined some of these democratic
traits, but even so, few perceive the modern officer corps as a bastion of upper class
privilege.”® As the 2012 presidential campaign highlighted, Americans do not look

favorably upon perceptions of inherited privilege in politics; RSOs maintain an elevated

® Ja nowitz, The Professional Soldier, a Social and Political Portrait., chap. 5.

7 For short overview of social history of US military see Carl Reardon, “View From the Ranks: The Social
and Cultural History of the American Armed Forces,” OAH: Magazine of History (October 2008): 11-16.

78 Although an increasing proportion of the officer corps now comes from the upper quartile, | maintain
that the dominant perception of the Armed Forces is not one of privilege. See Shanea Watkins and James
Sherk, Who Serves in the U.S. Military? The Demographics of Enlisted Troops and Officers (Washington
D.C.: Heritage Foundation: Center for Data Analysis, August 21, 2008),
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2008/08/who-serves-in-the-us-military-the-demographics-of-
enlisted-troops-and-officers.
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social status without having to face the “privilege” conundrum associated with inherited
wealth or even corporate success.

Federal statutes also serve to codify a continued significance for rank among
retired officers. In retirement RSOs remain part of the military in an inactive status and
can be recalled if needed.” Related to the status of military retirees, the Supreme Court
concluded, “...military retired pay is reduced compensation for reduced current
services,” indicating continued military responsibilities although not defining the nature
of these duties.® Additionally, RSOs fall within the jurisdiction of the military judicial
system, the Uniformed Code of Military Justice (UCMJ), which can prosecute them for
offenses not applicable to their civilian counterparts.®' For example, Article 88 of the
UCMI specifically prohibits contemptuous speech directed at the President and Vice
President. Such provisions rarely result in a retired officer being court-martialed, but
they do provide another indication that RSOs hold a somewhat vague status between
military and civil societies.®

The cultural and professional prestige of RSOs can also produce negative

implications for democratic governance. For instance, RSO prestige encourages political

7® See 10 U.S5.C §688

8 McCarty v. McCarty, 453 U.S. 210, 222 (1981)

® For an excellent legal overview on legal provisions pertaining to retired military officers and the UCMJ,
see Lieutenant Colonel (Ret.) J. Mackey Ives & Lieutenant Colonel (Ret.) Michael J. Davidson, “Court-
Martial Jurisdiction over Retirees Under Articles 2(4) and 2(6): Time to Lighten Up and Tighten Up,”
Military Law Review, Vol 175, March 2003.

http://www.loc.gov/rr/frd/Military Law/Military Law Review/pdf-files/175-03-2003.pdf.

8 Only one such retiree court-martial occurred for the offense of contemptuous speech and the accused
was acquitted. This particular case resulted from an Army musician that accused President Wilson and his
administration of being “subservient to capitalists and ‘fools to think they can make a soldier out of a man
in three months and an officer in six.”” Michael J. Davidson, “Contemptuous Speech against the President,
“Army Lawyer (July 1999), 1,4, note 41.


http://www.loc.gov/rr/frd/Military_Law/Military_Law_Review/pdf-files/175-03-2003.pdf
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actors to solicit the support of former senior military officers and to seek close and
visible public relationships with them. A politician’s desire for RSO favor may in turn
make these civilian leaders more hesitant to challenge military preferences, not just in
matters of war and peace, but also on issues related to pay, retirement benefits, etc.
The generalized prestige granted to RSOs by the American public also masks distinctions
in the professional specialties of senior military officers. The title of “general” or
“admiral” automatically infers competency in broader facets of military or geopolitical
strategy even though most RSOs, especially former one-star and two-star officers, may
have little experience in addressing international or domestic political issues. Cultural
prestige may infer competencies that RSOs simply don’t have and grant political agency
based solely on romanticized images of the warrior-statesman.

The unique cultural and professional prestige granted to RSOs therefore entails
both positive and negative implications for democratic politics. Both sides of this dual-
edged sword must remain in focus when considering the RSO-executive branch

relationship.

2) Career Structure
As military officers, RSOs served in an organizational structure decisively
different from nearly all civil systems in the private sector or the government. Three
particular components of this structure require emphasis: 1) the military’s hierarchical
rank and promotion system, 2) the military retirement system, and 3) the acculturation

process that occurs during a military career. These characteristics shape the
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professional development of RSOs and influence their views on post-retirement
professional options and their relationship to executive branch politics.

The rigid hierarchical structure is the most noticeable and distinct characteristic
of military organizations. The structure not only delineates superior-subordinate
relationships but also outlines a comparatively clear path for advancement. The latter
feature ensures that all RSOs plod through the ranks of lowly lieutenant, or captain, or
possibly even the enlisted ranks, on their way to the elite position of general or admiral.
Simply put, senior military officers are not “hired from outside the company,” but
instead they are developed organically.*® As a consequence, reaching the top military
ranks requires a long, uninterrupted career within the same organization.

In 19 and early 20t century America, a lawyer, doctor, or senator could take up
arms in a national emergency, advocate for an officer’s commission, and then
immediately return to private life when the threat subsided. The current
professionalized all-volunteer military affords no such opportunities. The officer
profession putatively demands unique technical expertise in waging modern war, an
expertise that the amateur patriot politician or business leader does not have and
cannot readily develop.® In contrast to military careers, senior civilian government

leaders routinely shuttle between executive administrations and Congress, K Street,

 For some career specialties such as medical professionals, lawyers, and military chaplains, individuals do
not necessarily enter the military at its most junior rank. However, professionals in these career fields are
also promoted separately from other “line” officers and are not considered for operational command
positions.

¥ The veracity of claims that only military officers possess the skills and expertise to manage modern war
is rather tenuous. For an historical account that challenges the unique war-making expertise of military
officers visa vie civilian leaders, see Eliot A. Cohen, Supreme Command : Soldiers, Statesmen, and
Leadership in Wartime / (New York : Free Press, 2002), http://search.lib.virginia.edu/catalog/u3862050.
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academia, Wall Street, and even Main Street, but temporary stops in a senior uniformed
military position remain unthinkable.

An officer’s commitment to a long uninterrupted career does not, however,
mean the G/FO ranks await all those who endure. The “up or out” promotion system
denies continued service for those not selected for higher rank. The number of years of
service determines an officer’s promotion “window,” and if not selected for
advancement within that window, in practice essentially a one-shot opportunity, the
officer must separate from the armed forces or retire if eligible. Lateral career moves do
not exist and neither can an officer opt to remain stagnant in rank. The career paths
walked by RSOs therefore reflect not just endurance, but also survival in a highly
competitive and selective process.®

Table 2.1 below provides some perspective on the steep rank hierarchy in the
military and shows the few number of officers who reach the G/FO ranks. The
“percent” column represents the number of officers of a respective rank as a
percentage of all active duty officers. Currently, officers comprise roughly 15% of the

active force.

8 See Thomas E. Ricks, The Generals: American Military Command from World War Il to Today (New York:
The Penguin Press, 2012). Ricks provides a rich history of the post-World War Il changes in the way that
general officers are both hired and fired. He argues that many of these features of the promotion system
actually contribute to a diminution in leadership competencies among RSOs. Ricks shows that in the years
following World War II, delayed promotions or certain leadership failures were often accompanied by
reassignment, rehabilitation, and then second opportunities, rather than dismissal. In the current system,
Ricks suggests that the unforgiving nature of the promotion system may impeded innovation and
exacerbate conformity.
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Table 2-1: Rank Distribution of the United States Active-Duty Military

General/Admiral 0-10 38 .018
Lieutenant General/Vice-Admiral 0-9 149 .069
Major General/Rear-Admiral 0-8 311 A
Brigadier General/Rear-Admiral (lower)  O-7 447 21
Colonel/Captain 0-6 12,223 5.7
Lt Colonel/Commander 0-5 29, 127 13.5
Major/Lieutenant Commander 0-4 46,244 214
Captain/Lieutenant 0-3 73,414 339
First Lieutenant/Lieutenant Junior Grade 0O-2 30,573 14.1
Second Lieutenant/Ensign 0-1 23,791 11
Total Officers 216,317
Warrant Officers W1-5 19,706

Enlisted Personnel E1-9 1,160,611

Total Active Force 1,396,634

US Department of Defense (2012) *

The clearly defined and competitive career path solidifies strong organizational
norms for advancement. The institutionalized advancement process expedites the most
talented officers yet still in a step-wise and transparent way. Certain positions and
experiences become known as prerequisites for future promotions and are coveted and
pursued. Senior military leaders identify and groom promising officers early and elevate
them to the senior ranks rapidly but still along a predictable experiential track. This
system produces two important consequences related to RSOs: 1) they share somewhat

homogenized leadership experiences, and 2) because they are identified as promising

®u.s. Department of Defense, Personnel and Procurement Statistics: Personnel and Procurement Data
Files. http:// http://siadapp.dmdc.osd.mil/ accessed 22 August 2012. Data current as of 31 March 2012.
The “rank” column includes differences in the naming conventions for officer ranks; the Navy rank
identifiers differ from the other services but they are equivalent in status. Therefore, when speaking of
officer ranks it is common to refer to “grade” (i.e., “O-7" for Brigadier General & Rear-Admiral (lower))
which signifies officers of comparable rank across the services. The “Rank” vs. “Grade” distinction carries
additional meaning regarding pay entitlements however this aspect of the distinction is not relevant for
this comparison.
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officers early in their careers, RSOs reach the highest ranks rapidly and spend over one-
third of their military careers as G/FOs. RSO status therefore signifies at least a decade,
likely two, of high-level executive experience.

The career structure’s insularity also produces unique and important
consequences for the development of RSO traits. Unlike other executive positions
where a wider pool of potential nominees in business, academia, or state government
can be considered, senior civilian officials promote three and four-star G/FOs from a
small and finite group. As a result G/FO appointments do not contain all different walks
of life or highly divergent experiences and expertise. Furthermore, G/FOs at the three
and four-star ranks represent a very well-acquainted group of individuals. Many officers,
for instance service academy graduates, likely have known each other their entire adult
lives, shared common assignments, and possibly even combat experiences. This close
familiarity among senior military leaders invites scrutiny of both the positive and
negative implications for RSO participation in the executive branch.

The military retirement system reflects another distinctive factor related to RSO
traits. The military retirement system enables G/FOs to retire at a relatively young age
and with productive years left to pursue significant post-military careers. Military
pension benefits are payable immediately upon retirement regardless of age so, for
some military officers, these entitlements begin at the age 41-42, possibly even

younger.?” The average retirement age for all ranks of G/FOs is 56 years old, and even

¥ This determination is based on the requirement for 20 years of service before retirement. Since officers
require a 4-year degree for entry, their active service would typically not begin until roughly the age of 22,
whereas enlisted members could enter as early as 17. A 2012 CRS study reports that the average
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among those who attain the four-star rank, the average increases only to 58.2% Asa
comparison with other professional executives, a 2007 study calculated the median age
of CEOs in S&P 500 companies to be 55, demonstrating that RSOs retire at the prime
executive leadership point in the corporate world.*

In addition to the early retirement age, RSO pension benefits are relatively
generous and likely influence post-retirement options. A 2004 GAO report documented
that one-star G/FOs served an average of 26 years prior to reaching the G/FO ranks and
served 33.5 years before retirement. The average jumps to 35 years of service for those
who retire with four stars.”® Statutes currently cap G/FO pay at $179,701 annually, but
other entitlements add potentially thousands more annually in dollar value.” Based on
the 2012 DOD pay tables, a four-star G/FO retiring with 38 years of service would
receive an annual pension of around $215,000 and a retiring three-star officer with
roughly 35 years of service would earn approximately $170,000.”> Recent legislation
enables long-serving G/FOs to earn more in retirement than they did on active-duty.

Military members that retire with 20 years of service become entitled to a retirement

retirement age & time of service at retirement for enlisted members is 43 and 22 years respectively,
whereas for officers the ages are 45 and 24 on average. See Congressional Research Service Report:
Military Retirements: Background and Recent Developments. 27 March 2012. http://web.lexis-
nexis.com/congcomp/attachment/a.pdf?_m=b2daa5997c0b1551eb6484ef675d10e1&wchp=dGLbVzk-
zSkSA& md5=5512d87ab43a0cd4el19ce9eff09cf722d&ie=a.pdf

% Ibid., pp. 3.

8 Del Jones, “Does Age Matter When You’re CEQ?,” USATODAY.COM, September 11, 2008,
http://usatoday30.usatoday.com/money/companies/management/2008-08-12-obama-mccain-age-
ceos_N.htm.

% U.S. Government Accountability Office, Report to Congressional Committees. 2004. Military Personnel:
DOD Could Make Greater Use of Existing Legislative Authority to Manage General and Flag Officer
Careers. September, 2004. http://www.gao.gov/products/GA0-04-1003

' Such monetary entitlements include housing allowance, subsistence; non-monetary retirement benefits
such as commissary privileges, use of military base facilities such as fitness centers etc. are also
significant benefits but not expressly addressed in this analysis.

*’See DOD Military Basic Pay Tables: effective 1 January 2012
http://www.dfas.mil/militarymembers/payentitlements/militarypaytables.html
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benefit of 50% of their base pay and 2.5% more for every year beyond 20. Until 2007,
statutes capped military retirement pay at 75% of base pay regardless of tenure.” The
2007 legislation removed this cap, however, allowing officers who remain 40 years, as
some four-stars do, to earn over 100% of their active-duty salary.

The data above reflects only some rough averages and speculating on the
individual wealth or standard of living aspirations these officers have remains
impossible. Nonetheless these figures do demonstrate that RSOs likely achieve a level
of financial independence at a relatively young retirement age. This feature of their
career structure allows them some flexibility about what future opportunities they
pursue.

The last unique component in the military career structure category, the
acculturation process, is also the most important. Regardless of rank, even those who
served short tours in the military and later achieved significant professional success in
other civil endeavors still reflect on the strong impact military service had on their lives.
Two well-known American political figures represent the many possible illustrations of
this factor: General Dwight Eisenhower and Senate Majority leader and Ambassador
Mike Mansfield. Senator Mansfield served from 1919-1922 in the United States
Marines, but despite achievements as an academic, businessman, and as a highly-
respected political leader, his head stone at Arlington National Cemetery simply reads:

“PVT, US Marine Corps.”®* Likewise, President Eisenhower specified that he be buried in

% See National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007.
** Don Oberdorfer, Senator Mansfield: The Extraordinary Life of a Great American Statesman and
Diplomat (Washington DC: Smithsonian Books, 2003), 309.
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his Ike Army jacket, unadorned of ribbons or medals, and laid in state in the standard-
issue eighty-dollar Army coffin; the same type that thousands of his former soldiers
rested in.”” Despite two popular terms as president, in the end, Ike still wanted to be

remembered as a soldier.

3) Institutional Mindset

In On Thinking Institutionally, political scientist Hugh Heclo contrasts thinking
about institutions and thinking institutionally.’® Heclo argues that thinking institutionally
reflects a “stance” or “appreciative viewpoint,” or more precisely, “...a bent in one’s
disposition, something more socially conditioned than a personal preference but not so
tightly structured as to render the individual a mere carrier of predetermined social
norms.”? Institutional thinking reflects one’s deep moral acceptance of an obligation to
the purpose of an institution itself.”® Considering oneself part of any profession
demonstrates at least some acknowledgement of an obligation to think institutionally.
However, the characteristics of military careers that culminate in the G/FO ranks
arguably inculcate an ability and willingness to think institutionally like few other
professions.

For G/FOs, institutional thinking does not solely result from idealized notions of
unwavering devotions to service above self, duty, or patriotic fervor. These notions are

no doubt significant motivators for officers, but thinking institutionally also promotes a

9 Smith, Eisenhower in War and Peace, 765.

% Hugh Heclo, On Thinking Institutionally (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008).
% Ibid., 81.

* Ibid., 85.
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more self-serving objective: the goal of maintaining and perpetuating one’s own public
prestige as an RSO. Some simple and reasonable assumptions undergird this point.
First, RSOs assumedly value the public prestige their military titles confer upon them
and want to maintain it. Second, RSOs recognize the inextricable linkage between their
own personal prestige and the broader reputation of the institutional military. The
public arguably perceives much greater group homogeneity among G/FOs than it does
among professional leaders in, for instance, medicine, academics, or law. Whereas the
public recognizes and understands distinctions between doctors like cardiologists and
ophthalmologists, or between academics like historians and research scientists,
distinctions between types of general officers such as “logistics” generals, “intelligence”
generals or “staff” generals are not commonly made by citizens. As their titles imply,

799 This distinction between professions is

they are simply understood as “generalists.
important because it contributes to how the public perceives the professional
competencies of RSOs and how these competencies relate to the political world.

Few RSOs will achieve public renown for applying their professional expertise in
a heroic manner such as leading large troop formations, directing mass sea battles or
strategic bombing campaigns. Therefore, their own reputations relate closely to the
prestige of the military profession as a whole. For instance, a publicized miscue by
someone active in the legal, medical, or academic profession diminishes to some degree

the prestige of the entire profession. But because the public recognizes finer

distinctions within these professions, and they have more personal interaction with the

% peter J. Roman and David Tarr, “The Joint Chiefs of Staff: From Service Parochialism to Jointness,”
Political Science Quarterly 113, no. 1 (1998): 406.
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individuals that comprise them, the miscue will likely cause less damage to the overall
profession than do transgressions by G/FOs. If a significant failure by active-duty
military leaders discredits the military, RSOs have much less ability to protect their own
individual titular prestige. They likely lack personal heroic accomplishments, and their
greatest and most lasting achievements are likely organizational, administrative or
procurement successes. While these efforts contribute to the country’s long-term
national security, they invoke much less individual public acclaim and cannot serve as
the foundation for their own public prestige as a military officer. In short, the public
reputation of the current institution determines RSO prestige much more so than with
other professions.

Recent research on the Military Model for developing leaders supports the
assumptions regarding the ability of G/FOs to think institutionally.’® In response to the
scathing 2003 Volker Commission report, Urgent Business for America: Revitalizing the
Federal Government for the 21°' Century, the RAND corporation assessed a key finding in
the report that noted a lack of high-level leadership competencies in the public sector.'
The report compared the Military Model against a wide array of alternatives and found
the military program superior in developing these skills. Al Robbert, the author of one
RAND study, argued that senior leaders must be competent operating within

environments characterized by organizational autonomy, large spans of control, and

100 A Robbert, “Developing Leadership: Emulating the Military Model,” in High-Performance Government:

Leadership, Structure, Incentives, ed. R. Klitgaard and P.C. Light (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation,
2005), 255-281, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2005/RAND_MG256.pdf.
191 yolcker Commission, Urgent Business for America: Revitalizing the Federal Government for the 21st
Century (National Commission on the Public Service, January 4, 2003),
http://ourpublicservice.org/OPS/publications/viewcontentdetails.php?id=92.
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geographic separation.’” The RAND study also emphasized the requirement of a broad
international perspective for American public leadership in the 21° century. The study
cited the military model as better designed to produce leaders with such skills and
perspectives. Even relatively junior military officers are required to lead in environments
with these traits, developing increased proficiency during their climb in rank. Overall,
RAND concluded that the military model devotes more time and resources than
alternative programs into developing competencies to meet these institutional
leadership demands.

Budgetary, organizational, and cultural differences in institutions make it
impractical or even undesirable for the civilian public sector to adopt all facets of the
military’s leadership development model. However, studies like the RAND effort
support assertions that RSOs develop valuable leadership attributes, including an ability
to think institutionally, that transfer well to other spheres of public leadership. The
military’s leadership development system produces broad managerial capabilities that
transcend the narrower technical expertise required for the management of violence,
and instead build competency in broader institutional-minded leadership.'®

Certain forms of institutional mindedness can, however, manifest negative
consequences in the RSO-executive branch relationship. An unbending concern for the
reputation of an institution can produce a culture that inhibits outside critique, avoids
institutional self-reflection, and suppresses confessions of its own shortcomings and

failures. Cultural norms that prioritize protecting institutional reputations invariably

192 Robbert, “Developing Leadership: Emulating the Military Model,” 256.

1% Term coined by Harold Lasswell as quoted in Huntington, The Soldier and the State, 11.
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produce an internal promotion calculus that ultimately dissuades real institutional
thinking. Institutional thinking may morph into an undue concern for the perceived
reputation of an institution at the expense of its true long-term institutional health and

success.'™

4) Political Image

The last category of RSO traits that makes them unique political actors relates to
their politically transcendent image. Paradoxically, the arguably apolitical images of
figures such as George Marshall, Dwight Eisenhower, Colin Powell, and David Petraeus
are in turn what make them so politically relevant. Notwithstanding their transcendent
images, military officers inherently convey political statements in actions as simple as
swearing allegiance to the Constitution, demonstrating visible subordination to
democratically elected leaders, or even just wearing the uniform. Active officers and
RSOs are also American citizens, and therefore they maintain the right and responsibility
to participate in the democratic process. Members of the military vote, contribute to
candidate campaigns, and attend political meetings.'® Despite their personal political
leanings, however, legal and professional obligations demand that active officers

provide expert and timely advice to civilian leaders irrespective of the partisan or

1% see Ricks, The Generals. Ricks suggests that the unforgiving nature of the current G/FO system

combined with an overriding concern for institutional reputation may be responsible for producing
officers less likely to think creatively about the grander issue of national security and military policy.

105 .s. Department of Defense Directive Number 1344.10, February 19" 2008, “Political Activities of the
Members of the Armed Forces” outlines current guidance for military members with respect to political
participation. Regarding partisanship, members are allowed to join partisan groups and attend meetings
but are expressly prohibited from making political speeches or fundraising for these groups regardless of
whether in uniform or not. http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/134410p.pdfs
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political implications and they refrain from public displays of partisanship. Theoretically,
this expert advice would pertain to purely military matters. In practice, however, many
contentious issues force military leaders into the political sphere because the disputes
directly impact the health, readiness, and morale of the military they are charged to
lead. Lifting the ban on homosexuals in the armed forces provides a poignant example.
The conflict served as a proxy for the broader national debate on homosexual rights, but
it nonetheless thrust senior military leaders, most prominently Colin Powell, into a
volatile social and political dispute.’® Powell, arguably the most “political” general of
the last three decades, acknowledged the unrealistic expectations that active military
leaders can completely abstain from politics:*?’
...a great deal of my time is spent sensing the political environment. People
sometimes say, ‘...well, Powell, he’s a political general anyway.” The fact of the
matter is there isn’t a general in Washington who isn’t political, not if he’s going
to be successful, because that’s the nature of our system. It’s the way the
Department of Defense works. It’s the way in which we formulate foreign policy.
It’s the way in which we get approval for our policy.108
In an oral history discussion of his tenure as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, however,
Powell explained this type of behavior does not detract from civilian control of the
military as often suggested:
...l was considered a very active, aggressive chairman using the powers of
Goldwater-Nichols. That’s what it said in the literature. What thinking people
sometimes don’t understand is that Goldwater-Nichols gave me nothing that

Cheney didn’t want me to have. And so | was empowered not by Goldwater and
Nichols but by Dick Cheney to be his partner in helping him run the Pentagon.

1% Elizabeth Bumiller, “Top Defense Officials Seek to End ‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell’,” The New York Times,

February 2, 2010, Online edition, http:www.nytimes.com/2010/02/03/us/politics/03military.html.
9756e Steven Lee Myers, “Generally Speaking,” The New York Times, April 6, 2008, sec. Week in Review,
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/06/weekinreview/06myers.html. In this article defense scholar
Lawrence Korb labels Powell, “the most political general since Douglas MacArthur.”

1% Bob Woodward, The Commanders (New York: Simon & Schuster,, 1991), 55.
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Nothing in the law said he had to listen to my advice, had to hear it if he didn’t

want to, or couldn’t take his advice from the guard at the desk. So it created a

process for what really makes the process work—this personal relationship

between the people.109

Powell’s perceptions and his public role in the homosexual debate admittedly
relate to the political actions of an active senior military leader. Nonetheless, actions by
active officers likely influence their public images later as RSOs which then invites
guestions about their appropriate role in retirement. In 2006, for example, a group of
RSOs publically denounced Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld for his wartime
leadership decisions, and their comments ignited a debate over the professional
responsibilities of RSOs in relation to the American political system.''® The ensuing
discussion demonstrated America’s ambivalence about RSO political behavior. On one
hand, critics disapproved of the group’s actions against Rumsfeld, claiming that they put
undue strain on the image of transcendent politics and the trust relationship between
administration officials and active leaders.""* Alternatively, the image of transcendent
politics is exactly what made the RSO opposition so credible and salient to the American
public.

As Powell’s earlier quote indicated, G/FOs cannot be completely removed from

politics. However, the public perception of military officers as above politics still largely

199 1vo H. Daalder, I. M. Destler, and Karla J. Nieting, The National Security Council Project: Oral History

Roundtables: The Role of the National Security Adviser (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution,
October 25, 1999), 56, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Projects/nsc/19991025.PDF.

Mo eqy example, see PBS interviews with members of this group and Secretary Rumsfeld at
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/military/jan-june06/iraq 4-13.html

! see Bruce Ackerman, The Decline and Fall of the American Republic (Cambridge, Mass: Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 2010), 60; For an argument that suggests RSOs should be discouraged from this
form of political participation see Brooks, “Militaries and Political Activity in Democracies.”
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prevails in the United States. Military leaders and RSOs recognize the value of this
apolitical image to institutional prestige, credibility and public trust, and therefore they
work to cultivate and nourish this image. RSOs’ desires to preserve this image do not
relate solely to a professional and emotional loyalty to their former institution and the
constitutional oath they took as officers, but they also recognize that protecting their
apolitical image helps to sustain their own social stature.

RSOs’ images of transcendent politics manifest potential negative elements as
well. “Rising above politics” can represent leadership virtue but it can alternatively
connote an insidious subversion of democratic politics. The RSO image embodies
national unity, self-sacrifice for the common good, and a degree of moral certitude that
seemingly disdains petty political conflict. These characteristics often mask decidedly
undemocratic undertones. The transcendent image sells well in a polarized political
environment and non-military political actors can exploit its value. For example, RSOs
now regularly appear at political conventions as “non-partisan” supporters of
candidates and attempt to portray a modest “reporting for duty” posture.'*> From a
Machiavellian perspective, a RSO’s image of transcendent politics may represent their
most valuable political asset but it presents potential dangers to democratic
governance.

The preceding categories and the traits within them explain why RSOs deserve
special consideration as political actors. Positive and negative manifestations of these

traits are possible and influence normative assessments about RSOs’ suitability for

12 Golby, Dropp, and Feaver, Military Campaigns: Veterans’ Endorsements and Presidential Elections.
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executive branch service. The next step therefore is to determine which dimensions of
these traits prevail in the RSOs that have served in presidential administrations. The

categories outlined next begin to provide a framework for making such an assessment.

Categorizing the RSO-Executive Branch Relationship
Military colonization implies that harmful effects result at the confluence of two
conditions: 1) a large number of RSOs in civilian executive branch positions, and 2) an
ideological divergence between military officers and civilian officials that results in
harmful civil-military relations. If neither of these conditions holds, then other
categories are needed to describe the relationship between RSOs and the executive
branch. The two-dimensional framework below gives the full range of options for this

relationship.
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RSO-Executive Branch Relationship Categories

Soldier-Statesman Soldier-Statesman

Institutional Antagonist Institutional Antagonist

Number of RSOs

Soldier-Statesman Soldier-Statesman

Institutional Antagonist Institutional Antagonist

— Civil-Military Divergence :D:.

Figure 2-1: Categories of the RSO-Executive Branch Relationship

The vertical axis represents the number of RSOs in the executive branch, while the
horizontal axis signifies the divergence between civilian (non-RSO) officials and active
military leaders. Situating civil-military divergence is admittedly a subjective enterprise
that reflects not only disagreement over policies between civilian and military leaders,
but also the underlying ideological and cultural tensions between them. Different
modes of capturing the degree of tension will be outlined in Chapter 4 when the
dynamics of this variable are more fully discussed.

There are four categories in the framework but only one of them meets the

minimum necessary conditions for what scholars call military colonization. Even then,
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as the following chapters will argue, these necessary conditions are not sufficient to
cause the harmful effects implied by colonization purveyors.

Each category contains two subcategories that depict alternative orientations
that a RSO may exhibit in an administration: Soldier-Statesmen or Institutional
Antagonist. Soldier-statesmen RSOs demonstrate the positive dimensions associated
with their unique group traits and impede military colonization by acting as credible
countervailing forces, trusted agents, technical experts, and models of civic-republican
virtue in an administration. Alternatively, institutional antagonist RSOs may potentially
serve as burrowed advocates for active military leaders, prestigious proxies for other
political actors, corporate agents, or their actions may exhibit disdain toward the
democratic “messiness” in executive branch politics. In the institutional antagonist case,
both the necessary and sufficient requirements of military colonization exist. For
instance, the military colonization category resides at the intersection of increased RSO
participation and wide civilian-military divergence. The realization of the negative
implications of military colonization requires that, in addition to these two necessary
conditions, RSOs must also exhibit institutional antagonist features. The upcoming
chapters argue, however, that the soldier-statesman characteristics of RSOs are
empirically predominant and not those associated with the deleterious behaviors of an
institutional antagonist. Outlined below is a fuller description of the alternative

categories and sub-categories:
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General Categories

Military Colonization: This category refers to periods where the purported
necessary conditions exist for the harmful manifestations expected by military
colonization claims. These periods are characterized by a strong RSO presence
and a wide ideological and cultural divergence and elevated levels of civil-
military tensions.

Estrangement: This category refers to periods of low RSO presence in
executive branch politics and a wide ideological or cultural divergence between
active military and civilian executive branch leaders and elevated civil-military
tensions.

Separation: This category refers to periods with a low-level of RSO
participation in the executive branch and a general ideological consensus and
cultural comity between active military and civilian leaders. Low civil-military
tensions exist in this category.

Accommodation: This category refers to periods with strong RSO
participation in the executive branch and a general ideological consensus and
cultural comity between active military leaders and senior civilian. Low civil-
military tensions exist in this category.

Sub-Category Alternatives

Institutional Antagonist: This category refers to RSO behavioral patterns that
predominantly demonstrate the negative aspects of the unique traits presented
earlier. This sub-category depicts RSOs as burrowed advocates who use their
executive branch positions to promote the narrow interests of the military and
its active leaders. Their actions exude a disdain for the inefficiencies and
perceived ethical shortcomings of the democratic process. Behavioral
characteristics labeled prestigious proxy and corporate agent are also included
in the sub-category although these factors pertain primarily to RSO behavior
outside the executive branch. As will be evidenced in Chapter 5, however, the
outside-inside distinction in RSO-executive branch relations becomes rather
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murky. The prestigious proxy label refers to behavior where an RSO
intentionally uses the prestige of his/her former military rank to influence the
electoral success of civilian actors. In cases where RSOs behave as corporate
agents, they use their knowledge and expertise of military matters to gain
access to civilian and military decision makers in order to promote narrow
corporate interests.

Soldier-Statesman: This sub-category reflects the positive manifestations of the
unique RSO traits, traits which potentially impede the potential dangers of
military colonization. While the necessary conditions of military colonization
may exist, the soldier-statesman serves as a bulwark against the realization of its
negative implications. If RSOs behave in a manner consistent with this sub-
category, they act, for example, as countervailing forces to undue military
influence in policy and budgetary decisions, trusted envoys that ensure the
mutual concerns of both civilian and military leaders are fairly articulated and
understood, and they stand as models of civic-republican service to the nation.
Moreover, this sub-category recognizes that the unique technical and leadership
skills RSOs gain in the military can be used effectively and independently to
promote civilian governmental agencies. The image of General George Marshall
stands as the exemplar of the behaviors encapsulated in this sub-category.

A neat categorization that encompasses all dimensions of the RSO-executive
branch relationship is unrealistic. Moreover, the degree to which an administration
exemplifies a particular category is not static, and the behavior of RSOs obviously
reflects an admixture of both positive and negative dimensions associated with their
unique traits. International pressures, budgetary constraints, and basic personality
conflicts also influence the degree of civil-military tensions that prevail in each category.
In any case, the framework above offers a starting point to consider some critical

dynamics in the RSO-executive branch relationship.
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Before considering which alternative sub-categories best describe RSO behavior,
it is first necessary to situate recent executive administrations within a general category.
The next chapter begins this task by turning the focus toward establishing some
empirical fidelity on the vertical axis of the framework and examines how many RSOs
have served in the executive branch, where they served, and if any longitudinal trends

are evident.
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Chapter 3
RSOs & the American Executive
Branch: An Empirical Account

At first glance the characteristic “mode” of military intervention is the violent overturn of a government
and the characteristic “level” is the establishment of overt military rule. Yet often, the military works on
governments from behind the scenes; and even when they do establish a military dictatorship, they usually
fabricate some quasi-civilian facade of government behind which they retire as fast as possible. Overt
military rule is relatively rare, and, apparently, short-lived.

S.E. Finer “The Man on Horseback: the Role of the Military in Politics” (1962) 13

Studies on the relationship between former military generals and the executive
branch not surprisingly tend to focus on the presidency. Ten former military generals
served as president, and for a period following the Civil War, being a general seemed a
prerequisite. However, the individuals who translated their heroic military reputations
into successful presidential bids obviously represent a miniscule subset of the thousands
of former military officers who served the United States over the last 230 plus years.
The vast majority of these officers, in MacArthur’s words, simply “faded away” into
American civil society.'* Focusing solely on the presidency when studying the

relationship between retired senior military officers (RSOs) and executive branch

113
114

Finer, The Man on Horseback; the Role of the Military in Politics., n. 24 at 4.
Douglas MacArthur, Farewell Address to the US Congress, 19 Apr 1951
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politics, however, risks overlooking the broader role they have played in executive

branch leadership.

A narrow focus on the presidency also potentially obscures important avenues to
approach civil-military relations theory. The image of a tyrannical military figure
usurping civil government via the presidency easily excites the public imagination;
however, other potential perils receive much less consideration.' For instance, if large
numbers of former military officers become embedded in executive government, the
policy and planning process may begin to narrowly reflect military outlooks and
worldviews and jeopardize liberal notions of civilian control of the military.'® An
opposite but equally objectionable scenario is an executive branch devoid of any
military experience, expertise, or general understanding of the military among its civilian
leaders.'” This last scenario appears a realistic possibility given the near exhaustion of
the World War |l generation and increasingly the Vietnam conscript veterans. These
demographic trends, coupled with the declining size and intergenerational character of

the All-Volunteer Force (AVF) make it a statistical certainty that fewer officials will have

> Charles J. Jr. Dunlap, “The Origins of the American Military Coup of 2012,” Parameters (Winter 1993

1992): 2-20.

16 Christopher Gelpi and Peter D. Feaver, “Speak Softly and Carry a Big Stick? Veterans in the Political
Elite and the American Use of Force,” American Political Science Review 96, no. 4 (December 2002): 779—
793. This research suggests that those senior executive officials with military experience are less likely to
promote military options but more likely to promote a higher force levels and more decisive use of force
once decision is made to use military options.

"7 Charles J. Jr Dunlap, “Welcome to the Junta: The Erosion of Civilian Control of the U.S. Military,” Wake
Forest Law Review 29 (1994): 366. Dunlap argued that beginning with the Clinton administration a new
Meritocratic class entered government leadership; however, while both the military and the new
governing “class” share a meritocratic outlook, the characteristics of the meritocracies differ substantially.
According to Dunlap, the civilian Meritocratic Class tends to overemphasize |IQ and academic credentials
whereas the military meritocracy places primary importance on experience and implementation. Either
outlook dominating hinders effective civilian military relations.
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military experience in the foreseeable future. Such an absence could deprive the
executive branch of unique policy expertise, moral perspectives, and an understanding
of the risks and realistic capabilities of military power. Administrations bereft of military
experience may lack the expertise required to “check” the policy preferences and
recommendations promulgated by active military leaders. In short, understanding both
the normative and empirical relationship between RSOs and the executive branch
politics requires that research expand beyond the chief executive and into the

thousands of positions that comprise modern presidential administrations.

To understand the empirical relationship between RSOs and the executive
branch some basic questions need to be answered: 1) how many RSOs have served in
senior levels of the executive branch and in which positions, 2) are there identifiable
trends in RSO participation levels, and 3) which RSOs serve and what characteristics do
they share? Once these questions are addressed, the reasons why RSOs may or may not
serve in this way can be explored. What incentives and disincentives, or cultural, legal,

and organizational barriers exist that may influence RSO participation levels?

This chapter addresses these questions by focusing on RSO participation in the
post-Cold War presidential administrations. The effort requires a quick overview of the
executive branch structure which builds the context for understanding the breadth and
depth of RSO participation. Empirical data then shows the number and location of those

RSOs who reached the upper levels of the executive branch. Of particular interest are
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the trends revealed in the data which presage both dangers and opportunities in the

RSO-executive branch relationship.

Part I: RSOs in the Executive Branch 1989-2012

The Modern American Executive Branch and RSOs

After every presidential election since 1952, the United States Congress has
published a document entitled the United States Government Policy and Supporting
Positions, more commonly known as the “Plum Book.”'*® For federal office-seekers,
awaiting the publication of the Plum Book loosely compares to college basketball fans
waiting for the unveiling of the NCAA tournament brackets, or in the case of college
presidents, the anxiety filled days that likely precede the release of the top “Party

III

School” rankings. The Plum Book contains the listings of nearly 8,000 civilian leadership
and support positions in the federal government, the vast majority of which reside
within the executive branch. The positions listed in the Plum Book attract special
interest because they are “exempted” from the traditional civil service system and the

system’s competitive hiring process.'”® The Plum Book shows publically recognizable

positions such as the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense as well as the

"% The House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform and the Senate Committee on Homeland

Security and Governmental Affairs alternate responsibility for publishing the document.

% Eoreword of the 2008 United States Government Policy and Supporting Positions. The number of
legislative positions listed in the Plum Book are comparatively few, the majority related to Library of
Congress and the US Tax Court appointments. The vast majority represent executive branch positions and
thus when referring to the document throughout the paper, | will only be focused on the executive branch
positions.
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more obscure positions on regulatory and advisory boards, commissions, and
independent government corporations. Images of Jacksonian Era officer-seekers
stampeding to cash-in on the partisan spoils of electoral success quickly come to mind
when paging through the book. Although the published form of the document reflects
its mid-twentieth century creation, the underlying purpose of the Plum Book is as old as

the Republic.

At first glance, the Plum Book highlights the executive branch personnel system’s
most distinctive and striking features: its enormous size and its decentralized structure.
In practice, no single consolidated federal personnel system exists. The system more
accurately resembles a conglomeration of relatively autonomous pay schedules and
hiring systems that vary significantly within and across agencies and departments.
Frequent changes to position titles, administrative “ranks” of positions, and the
organizational hierarchies mark the entire system. Despite the protean characteristics
of the system however, the most senior exempted positions show relative continuity
both in name and organizational structure. These exempted positions fall into five main
categories: 1) Executive Schedule (ES), 2) Senior Executive Service (SES), 3) Senior
Foreign Service (FA), 4) “Schedule C” and, 5) a diverse category that contains positions

normally classified as competitive civil-service positions but temporarily exempted from
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civil service rules because an administration assigned confidential or policy-determining

responsibilities to the office holders.'®

The competitive versus non-competitive distinction of executive branch
positions exposes an inherent tension in the American constitutional design. The
tension results from competing desires for a unitary executive branch, loyal and
responsive to its executive head, and Congress’s constitutional prerogative to ensure
legislative oversight of executive personnel and policies.”” Congress not only authorizes
the number, type, and pay scale of positions in the Plum Book, a responsibility shared by
both chambers, but it also determines which of these positions require Senate
confirmation. The confirmation process gives Congress the means to judge the
competence of presidential nominees, and, importantly for this study, the process also
helps the legislative branch ensure civilian control of the military. The Senate not only
confirms senior active military leaders into the highest ranks and positions within the
military, but the chamber also provides an oversight mechanism to monitor the overall

military flavor of executive administrations.

Roughly 1,100 of the nearly 8,000 current executive branch positions require
Senate confirmation. Presidentially appointed and Senate confirmed or “PAS” positions

represent most of the highest levels of executive leadership in an administration. PAS

129 senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, 110th Congress, 2d Session,

“Policy and Supporting Positions” (U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., November 12,
2008).

12! steven G. Calabresi and Christopher S. Yoo, The Unitary Executive: Presidential Power from Washington
to Bush (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008); Terry M. Moe, “The Politicized Presidency,” in The New
Direction in American Politics, ed. John E. Chubb and Paul E. Peterson (Washington, D.C.: Brookings
Institution, c1985.), 269-271.
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positions include, for example, cabinet secretaries, deputy secretaries, undersecretaries,
assistant secretaries, general counsels, etc.'” Statutes designate many lesser known and
less central policy-making positions as PAS positions also. For instance, the National
Council on Disability includes 15 PAS appointments, and the National Foundation on the
Arts and Humanities has 29 such positions.’” PAS designation signifies that Congress
wants to maintain close scrutiny on the appointments to these positions for substantive

or political reasons or both.

In addition to the PAS positions, the president also controls over 300 Presidential
Appointments or “PA” positions. These influential positions reside predominantly in the
White House and the Executive Office of the President and they represent the
president’s closest and most trusted advisors and aides. The PA positions range from
high-visibility positions such as the president’s Chief of Staff, Press Secretary, and his
Assistant for National Security Affairs (National Security Advisor), to the President’s and
First Lady’s personal aides. Two interrelated features of PA positions make them
significant to military colonization claims: 1) their weighty influence due to their
proximity to the president, and 2) they do not require Senate confirmation. Whereas
Congress mandates that PAS officials testify before them upon request, incumbents in
PA positions have traditionally been exempted. This feature of PA appointments enables
the president to maintain a group of highly trusted and private confidants that resist

legislative oversight. These positions therefore complicate institutional checks and

122506 video of Aspen Institute Forum entitled: Commission to Reform the Federal Appointments Process

http://www.crfap.org/addressing-the-problems-of-the-appointments-process
12 Based on 2008 Plum Book Totals
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balances and potentially impede congressional efforts to carry out its oversight

functions, among them, the responsibility to ensure the military does not gain undue

policy input that may detract from true civilian control of the military.

The president also controls nearly 2,000 other “Schedule A, B, and C”
appointments that are also excepted from traditional civil service requirements.

Schedule C positions are those designated for individuals involved in making or

68

approving substantive policy recommendations, and that have, “a thorough knowledge

of and sympathy with the goals, priorities, and preferences of an official who has a

confidential or policy determining relationship with the President or the agency

head.”*** Other Schedule C positions may include the personal secretaries of ES officials

or even personal drivers. Administrations normally reserve the remaining A & B

schedule positions for appointees that have unique qualifications or duties, for example,

lawyers with highly-particularized legal expertise.'” This last group of appointees may

often participate in important policy decision-making processes, but their pay schedules

and their relative position in the administrative hierarchy more closely resemble

positions in the General Schedule (GS) merit system despite their appointee status.

A final type of presidential appointee that requires a brief discussion is the
Senior Executive Service (SES) official. SES positions by design exist in the nebulous

space between traditional high-level political appointees and senior bureaucratic

12% senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, 110th Congress, 2d Session,

“Policy and Supporting Positions.” Appendix 1
12 David E. Lewis, The Politics of Presidential Appointments: Political Control and Bureaucratic
Performance (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2008), 23.
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workers in the merit based civil service system. Established by Title IV of the Civil
Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978, Congress designed the SES to “ensure that the
executive management of the Government of the United States is responsible to the
needs, policies, and goals of the nation and otherwise is of the highest quality.”**® The
SES represents an effort to develop, consolidate and maintain a cadre of highly
competent and experienced administrative and organizational managers and
supervisors to serve as a bridge between political appointees who temporarily lead the
agencies, and the permanent civil service workers within the agencies.”” Ideally, SES
members possess leadership skills that are portable across diverse agencies. System
designers envisaged that SES officials would regularly transfer between disparate
government agencies over their careers, and as a result, SES officials would develop a

strategic understanding of the federal government and inter-departmental issues.'?®

The SES system only permits the president to fill some SES positions with political
appointees. Approximately one-half of all SES positions in the executive branch are
designated as Career Reserved positions and the other half as General positions.
Statutory guidance dictates that Career Reserve positions exist, “to ensure impartiality,

7129

or the public’s confidence of impartiality of government. Career SES officials must

meet qualifications established by a non-partisan Qualifications Review Board before

126 .S Office of Personnel Management, History of SES, accessed September 26, 2012,

http://www.opm.gov/ses/about_ses/history.asp.

7 See Maeve P. Carey, The Senior Executive Service: Options for Reform CRS Report for Congress
(Congressional Research Service, April 28, 2011).

128 A recent report on the SES suggests that the mobility goals of the SES program have only marginally
been achieved. See report at, Partnership for Public Service, Mission-Driven Mobility: Strengthening Our
Government Through a Mobile Leadership Corps, February 29, 2012,
http://ourpublicservice.org/OPS/publications/viewcontentdetails.php?id=172.

129 .S Office of Personnel Management, History of SES.
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becoming permanent SES officials. For Career members, the SES label does not simply
denote a certain position, but it is a designation that travels with the individual
throughout the federal executive branch. These Career individuals are involuntarily
removed from the SES only for cause or poor performance regardless of partisan

changes in political administrations.

Career members can fill both Career Reserved designated positions and also
another category of SES positions labeled General positions. However, the president
also has the flexibility to make non-career, limited term or limited emergency
appointments to these General positions. This means presidents can place political
appointees into General positions even if the individuals are not part of the SES. Like PA
positions, political appointees to General positions in the SES do not require Senate
confirmation as long as they meet minimal published competencies. Nonetheless,
Congress does not typically challenge the “competencies” of these non-career
appointees.”™ Discussions with some current and former SES members reinforced that
SES non-career appointments are best understood as outright political appointments.*
Statutes restrict the number of General positions that political appointees can fill, both
in the administration as a whole, and within specific departments and agencies. Current

statutes mandate that non-career (political) appointees can hold a maximum of 10% of

130 o, - L . . . . L - .
This assertion is based on a phone interview with a senior personnel official in the Civilian Senior

Executive Management Division- Defense Civilian Personnel Advisory Service. The official has
responsibilities that include managing the non-career SES appointment process for DOD.

B! nformation provided by two retired Air Force major generals; one who remains in his career SES
position in a non-DOD agency and another who retired from a DOD career SES position.



the total number of executive branch SES positions, and only 25% of a particular

agency’s SES allocations.**

positions in perspective. Table 3.1 summarizes the sizes of the different categories over
the last two decades.”® These figures show the Plum Book data published after the last

six presidential elections and the administrations of the post-Cold War presidents (1989-

2012).

The table below provides a reference for putting the total number and types of

Table 3-1: Summary of Positions Subject to Noncompetitive Appointment

1992
1996
2000
2004
2008
2012

PAS
1163
1119
1203
1137
1141
1217

PAS= Positions Subject to Presidential Appointment with Senate Confirmation
PA = Positions Subject to Presidential Appointment w/o Senate Confirmation
GEN = SES General Positions Filled by Career Appointee

NA = SES Positions Filled by non-career appointee

PA
561
250
223
320
314
364

GEN
4305
3184
2802
4555
3723
3821

NA
723
701
648
701
665
680

TA
62
125
169
118
121
109

SC
1794
1465
1287
1596
1559
1392

XS
459
459
390
624
473
462

TA = SES General Position Filled by Limited or Emergency Appointment

SC = Positions Filled by Schedule C Excepted Appointment

XS = Positions Subject to Statutory Excepted Appointment

Total
9067
7303
6722
9051
7996
8045

132

5U.5.C 3133-3134
33 policy and Supporting Positions Document: 1992, 1996, 2000,2004,2008, 2012 appendices.
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/GPO-PLUMBOOK-2012/pdf/GPO-PLUMBOOK-2012.pdf
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Table 3.2 and Figure 3.1 below reintroduce RSOs to the discussion and put into context
the relative size of the RSO population and the total number of executive branch
appointments. Table 3.2 shows the number of General or Flag Officer (G/FO)
retirements per fiscal year, and Figure 1 displays the total number of living RSOs. The
number of RSOs reflects Department of Defense financial data that lists the total

number of RSOs receiving retirement benefits in each fiscal year since 2001."*

Table 3-2: G/FO Retirements FY0O1-FY11

4-star 3-star 2-star 1-star Total
Active | Reserve | Active | Reserve | Active | Reserve | Active | Reserve

FYo1l 7 0 32 0 34 31 40 62 206
FYO02 8 0 21 1 45 42 40 61 218
FYO3 8 0 27 0 51 32 33 58 209
FYO4 7 0 31 1 52 41 a7 63 242
FYO5 11 0 24 0 43 24 a4 58 204
FY06 8 0 24 2 53 40 49 69 245
FYO7 4 0 34 1 39 57 48 70 253
FY08 14 0 28 0 62 50 39 56 249
FY09 6 0 23 0 46 33 52 54 214
FY10 6 0 31 1 55 30 34 55 212
FY11 10 0 33 0 47 42 47 41 220
Total 89 0 308 6 527 422 473 647 2472

3% Office of the Actuary, Department of Defense, http://actuary.defense.gov/ accessed 21 December

2012
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Figure 3-1: Total Number of RSOs (Including Reserves)

7300
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7000 /_//
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R—
6800
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FYO1l FY02 FYO3 FYO4 FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FY08 FYO9 FY10 FY11
(See Note)**

35 The post-9/11 military resembles what is often referred to as “brass creep.” According to testimony

provided by the Project on Government Oversight (POGO), the Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts represent
the first US armed conflicts in which the number of G/FOs increased at a rate higher than enlisted or
lower officer ranks. This “brass creep” was most significantly noted in the 3 and 4-star ranks. According
to the POGO report, between 2001 and April 2011, the military added 93 general officers & 47,602 lower
ranking personnel; this equates to adding one general officer for every 512 lower ranking personnel. The
report notes that the increase is counterintuitive when considering the national security posture since
September 11, 2001. For example, during peacetime the ratio of officers to enlisted personnel, and
specifically the ratio of senior officers within the officer corps, would be expected to be larger. The larger
percentage is justified by the amount of time & training required to sufficiently build & maintain the
officer corps. Officers also maintain the framework for expansion of the lower ranks if national security
threats dictate. However, as the POGO report explains, the “creep” within the general officer ranks since
9/11 occurs during a time of continuous military operations where more junior military members are
ostensibly required. The number of 3 & 4-star G/FOs increased by 24% between the end of the Cold War
(1991) & April 2011 while the overall size of the officer and enlisted ranks decreased by 19% & 30%
respectively (page 20). The Air Force & Navy showed the most “creep,” each adding more G/FO positions
than the Army & Marines combined; this occurred at the same time that the Air Force & Navy together
had cut over 70,000 lower ranking personnel & fewer personnel active in contingency operations. The
testimony by POGO’s Mr. Freeman illustrated that the Navy now almost has more Admirals than they do
ships! See Ben Freeman, “Testimony Before the Senate Armed Services Committee Subcommittee on
Personnel on ‘General and Flag Officer Requirements’,” POGO: Project on Government Oversight,
September 14, 2011, http://www.pogo.org/our-work/testimony/2011/ns-wds-20110914.html.
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A Framework for Refining the Population of Interest

Unfortunately, neither a consolidated data set containing the professional
backgrounds or veteran status of executive branch incumbents, nor a register of the
post-retirement professions of RSOs were found."® The post-Cold War presidents
averaged over 8,000 non-competitive appointments and collecting biographical data on
all of them presented a daunting, cumbersome, and ultimately unnecessary task for the
purposes of this study. Limiting the examination to the post-Cold War administrations,
focusing only on the most consequential policy making positions, and adding some
reasonable assumptions winnowed the population into a smaller yet manageable size.

The winnowing tools each require a brief explanation.

Periodization

The analysis of RSO participation focuses primarily on the period from January
1989, George H.W. Bush’s inauguration, through Obama’s first term. With respect to
civil-military relations, the administrations in this time period share some important
distinctions from their Cold War predecessors. These differences can be placed into

three categories: 1) strategic environment, 2) military reputation, and 3) military

3¢ A recent article in the Huffington Post claims that over 70% of retiring G/FOs are hired by defense

contractors. However, the article does not address the remaining 30%. See Luke Johnson, “Report: 70
Percent of Retired Generals Took Jobs With Defense Contractors or Consultants,” The Huffington Post,
November 19, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/11/19/defense-contractors-
generals_n_2160771.html.
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leadership structure. The interaction of these three categories makes the RSO-executive

branch relationship during this period worthy of unique focus.

First, since the period extends over only the post-Cold War period, the
international strategic environment and the national security threats faced by the
United States have some consistency. The demise of the Soviet menace and the
associated reduction in large-scale conventional and nuclear confrontation risks places
these administrations in a strategic environment that differs substantially from earlier
post-World War Il presidents. This new setting not only transformed the size and
activities of the military, but it also altered the competencies required of national
security experts. Smart conventional bombs, stealth aircraft, drones and high-tech
intelligence collection replaced nuclear war gaming and plans for defending the Fulda

Gap.

This periodization divide is not meant to suggest that the 11 September attacks
failed to significantly alter the US security environment for post-9/11 administrations.
The chosen division more modestly suggests that with respect to national security
concerns, post-Cold War presidents share more in common with each other than with
the Cold War presidents they followed. The post-Cold War presidents still face the
leadership conundrum described by Neustadt, but the military they oversee and the
security environment they face differs markedly from their predecessors.” The first

Gulf War initiated the transition from a strategic military environment focused on

7 Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential Power and the Modern Presidents : The Politics of Leadership from

Roosevelt to Reagan (New York: Free Press, 1990).
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superpower standoffs to one focused on smaller scale conflict and with an amorphous

yet more uncertain security threat.*®

The period also reflects consistency in how the public relates to the military and
its uniformed leaders. The Reagan administration accelerated a revitalization of the
military in terms of its size, capabilities, and also public esteem. In The Nightingale’s
Song, author Robert Timberg argues that Reagan’s revitalization of the military was
rooted much deeper than just budget increases, but more significantly, he successfully

139

recast Vietnam as a noble cause and rejuvenated pride within the ranks. In

Timberg’s account:

...Reagan regularly portrayed servicemen not as persons to be feared and
reviled—ticking time bombs, baby-killers, and the like—but as men to whom the
nation should be grateful, worthy of respect and admiration. To the men of the
armed forces, he had a single, unvarying them: | appreciate what you have done.
The whole nation does. Wear your uniforms with pride.140

The revitalization discussed above powerfully manifested itself during the Bush
41 administration and the 1991 Gulf War."** The United States transitioned to an all-
volunteer force in 1973, but it took Desert Storm to reveal the true professional
character and renewed morale of the post-Vietnam military. The demise of the Cold

War and the end of the first Gulf War led to significant declines in the size of the

138 Ricks, The Generals, chap. 23.

Robert Timberg, The Nightingale’s Song (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1995), 17.

9 Ibid.

! Works documenting the military buildup and the improved moral of the military during this period are
prevalent. For two particularly interesting and different aspects of the subject see, Andrew J. Bacevich,
The New American Militarism: How Americans Are Seduced by War (New York: Oxford University Press,
2005); James R. Locher, Victory on the Potomac : the Goldwater-Nichols Act Unifies the Pentagon (College
Station: Texas A & M University Press, 2002).

139



77

military, but the public prestige of the military engendered by the conflicts continued
unabated.'” The American public heaped adulation not only on the individual soldiers,
but showered it upon senior military leaders as well. This trend contributes to the
development of a public much more comfortable with military leaders assuming more
public and visible roles.*® Many civil-military scholars suggest that these same factors
generated a new conceptual environment for considering civil-military relations, an

environment that further binds together the post-Cold War presidencies.***

Finally, the organizational leadership structure of the military also remained
relatively consistent across the period but vastly different from earlier Cold War days.
These organizational changes relate primarily to the active military, but they still are
relevant for understanding some dynamics of the RSO-executive branch relationship.
The organizational alterations resulted in a widening of public perceptions regarding the
leadership and political competencies possessed by senior military officers and by
association, RSOs. In particular, legislation passed in 1986 brought the most far-
reaching structural changes to the institutional military since immediately following
World War Il. The Goldwater-Nichols National Department of Defense Reorganization

Act significantly altered the advisory role of the nation’s top military leaders, greatly

142 Gallup, “Confidence In Institutions,” 24 September 2012, Gallup Polls on the Confidence in Institutions,

2012, http://www.gallup.com/poll/1597/confidence-institutions.aspx; For a more scholarly treatment on
civil-military trust see Paul Gronke and Peter D. Feaver, “Uncertain Confidence: Civilian and Military
Attitudes About Civil-Military Relations,” in Soldiers and Civilians: The Civil-Military Gap and American
National Security, ed. Peter D. Feaver and Richard H. Kohn (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2001), 129-162.
143 Bacevich, The New American Militarism, chap. 4; Dunlap, “Welcome to the Junta,” 1994, 352—-354.

1% Russell F. Weigley, “The American Civil-Military Cultural Gap: A Historical Perspective, Colonial Times to
the Present,” in Soldiers and Civilians: The Civil-Military Gap and American National Security, ed. Peter D.
Feaver and Richard H. Kohn (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2001), 215-246.
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empowered the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the unified “combatant

commanders,” and, as a consequence, increased their public visibility.**

Goldwater-Nichols primarily aimed to address functional deficiencies in military
leadership arrangements by alleviating inefficiencies caused by bitter inter-service
rivalries. The reforms reduced the independent authority of the individual service chiefs
which succeeded in alleviating some harmful effects of inter-service rivalries; however,
inter-service rivalry also weakened a key institutional feature for ensuring civilian
control. Service jealousies previously led military leaders to selfishly defend their own
prerogatives, strategic outlooks, and budgets, and saw this competition as a zero-sum
game. Despite the inherent inefficiencies in this struggle, the inter-service conflicts
helped mitigate collusion between the armed branches and dispersed the influence of
senior military leaders. Under Bush 41, the institutional military completed the
transition to the new system and the President appointed the first JCS chairman under
the reforms.** The Chairman’s enhanced public visibility placed him in a more central
political setting and blurred his relationship to policy advocacy.' Goldwater-Nichols
also, perhaps inadvertently, altered the institutional dynamics of national security policy
making and how military leaders influenced it.**® By some accounts, these changes

created a favorable environment for the rise of “celebrity” generals who used their

14> Locher, Victory on the Potomac; Gordon Nathaniel Lederman, Reorganizing the Joint Chiefs of Staff :

the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1999).

146 Admiral William J. Crowe was the sitting Chairman during the implementation of Goldwater-Nichols
and served as a transitional figure to the new system. President Bush appointed Colin Powell in October
1989.

7 Ackerman, The Decline and Fall of the American Republic, chap. 2.

148 Dunlap, “Welcome to the Junta,” 1994, 372.
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public stature to influence civilian policy making, and in turn capitalized on their public

stature once they retired.'®

In addition to the Chairman’s more public role, Goldwater-Nichols also altered
career development patterns of all senior military officers.” The Act made “joint” duty
a prerequisite for promotion to the G/FO ranks and as a consequence lured the most
promising officers away from career paths confined only to their respective service. Not
only did the joint requirement expand the inter-service perspective of rising G/FOs, but
it also more fully exposed them to the inter-agency process and a wider range of civilian
leaders in the executive branch. Whereas expertise within one’s service previously
determined G/FO promotions, in the post-Cold War period inter-agency experience
became a critical requirement for attaining higher rank.” Scholars Roman and Tarr
captured the essence of this change when they concluded that being a “general” now
required one to be a much better “generalist.”*** This consideration becomes important
with respect to RSOs because it suggests that their generalist skills can be applied across

a wide spectrum of executive leadership positions.

In short, many factors contribute to making the post-Cold War presidential

administrations and their relationship to military leaders different from their Cold War

% Ackerman, The Decline and Fall of the American Republic, chap. 2.

%% peter J. Roman and David W. Tarr, “Military Professionalism and Policymaking: Is There a Civil-Military
Gap at the Top? If So, Does It Matter?,” in Soldiers and Civilians: The Civil-Military Gap and American
National Security (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2001), 403-428.

! Thomas Ricks in The Generals provides a counter argument to the notion that current senior officers
now have a broader strategic perspective. Ricks claims that the “professionalism” of the senior officer
corps over the last two decades has advanced primarily in the “tactical” realm and less so in the strategic.
Especially see chapters 23-27.

132 Roman and Tarr, “Military Professionalism and Policymaking: Is There a Civil-Military Gap at the Top?
If So, Does It Matter?,” 406.
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predecessors. The differences not only impact relationships between the institutional
military and the executive branch, but they also influence how RSOs relate to the

political system.

Positions of Interest

This study confines its analysis primarily to PAS and PA appointments, but a brief
case study later in the chapter momentarily expands the focus to a set of SES
appointments as well. The positions included in the study represent the highest levels
of policy making and/or political patronage in the executive branch. As presented
earlier in Table 3.1, a combined 2,000 positions in each executive administration fall
within these categories. However, a much smaller subset contains those positions that
exert some significant influence on matters related to national security policy making.
The particular composition of this subset varies across administrations, issues areas, and
like all other human organizations, personalities and personal relationships undoubtedly
play an important role also; hierarchical organizational charts can only provide an entry
point for considering which positions actually wield national security policy making
influence. Despite the nuances of organizational structure and personalities, executive
branch national security policy making occurs predominantly within certain
departments and at certain leadership levels. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 below display the

respective organizations included in this analysis, and with some minor exceptions, the



81

total number of presidential appointments that were made in each respective Executive

Schedule (ES) category since Bush 41’s inauguration.*?

Department

CIA
DOE
DOD
DNI
DHS
DOS
DOT

VA
DOJ

TREAS

Table 3-3: Positions of Interest by Department

ES Position Totals By Category | Department ES Position Totals By Category
1 2 3 4 5 Total 1 2 3 4 5 Total
0 8 7 7 0 22 USDA 8 5 31 44
7 10 9 61 O 87 DOC 9 10 39 58
7 61 47 218 1 334 EDU 5 9 9 23
4 8 O 3 0 15 HHS 5 7 1 13
4 15 14 12 O 45 HUD 7 5 1 13
6 10 45 163 0 224 DOI 5 5 1 11
7 28 40 47 4 126 DOL 5 9 0 14
6 5 15 60 O 86 EOP 23 27 32 82
6 14 32 10 3 65 WH 55 (PA) 55
7 9 35 2 0 53 AMB 1488  (FS) 1488
Total 1665 227 361 515 1 2769

Table 3-4: Positions of Interest by Agency or Commission
Department ES Position Totals By Category Department ES Position Totals By Category
1 2 3 Total 1 2 3 Total
DNFSB 0 0 26 26 NSF 0 5 5 10
EPA 0 6 9 15 NTSB 0 0 0
FCC 0 0 6 6 NWTRB 0 0 0
FEMA 0 3 0 3 OGE 0 0 4 4
FERC 0 0 8 8 OPM 0 6 6 12
FMC 0 0 5 5 Peace Corps 0 0 0 0
GSA 0 0 6 6 PRC 0 0 0
NASA 0 5 4 9 USAID 0 7 5 12
NRC 0 9 11 20
Total 0 41 95 136
See note™*

153

DOJ and Treasury figures for ES levels 4 and 5 do not represent the complete population of positions in

these departments. The ones included are those that have at least some minimal relationship to national

security issues.
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Tables 3.3 and 3.4 include over 450 PAS and PA individual positions included in
the data set for each administration from Bush 41 to Obama. Even this significantly
reduced population of positions grossly exaggerates the number of truly key policy
makers, a point considered later. Nonetheless, this wider net adds confidence that
significant policy makers are captured in the analysis. As annotated in the tables, only
Level 1-3 ES positions were analyzed for some department and agencies. For example
Department of Agriculture and Department of Health & Human Services positions below
Level 3 were excluded because of their remote relevance to national security issues as
indicated by their job titles. Admittedly, many job titles in the included departments
and agencies, for instance in Transportation and State, only marginally reflect national
security policy responsibilities as well; however, because the overarching mission of
these larger departments relates so closely to national security policy making, all of their
respective ES positions (1-5) remain part of the analysis. Table 3.5 below provides some

examples of what types of positions correspond with each particular ES level.

>* DNFSB-Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board; EPA-Environmental Protection Agency; FCC-Federal

Communications Commission; FEMA-Federal Emergency Management Agency; FERC-Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission; FMC-Federal Maritime Commission; GSA-General Services Administration; NASA-
National Aeronautics and Space Administration; NSF-National Science Foundation; NRC-Nuclear
Regulatory Commission; NTSB-National Transportation and Safety Board; NWTRB-Nuclear Waste
Technical Review Board; OGE-Office of Government Ethics; OPM-Office of Personnel Management; PRC-
Postal Rate Commission; USAID-United States Agency for International Development
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Table 3-5: Examples of Executive Schedule (ES) Positions

Cabinet Secretaries, Director of DNI, Director of OMB,

ES Level 1
etc.
ES Level Il Deputy Secretaries, Service Secretaries (Army, Navy,
Air Force), Director of CIA, Director of FBI, etc.
ES Level llI Under Secretaries and most Board Positions
ES Level IV Assistant Secretaries, General Counsels, Inspector

Generals

Associate and Deputy Administrators, Board
ES Level V Commissioners, directors of smaller administrations
(i.e. Small Business Administration)

Since the dataset is confined to the roughly 450 PAS and PA appointments in
each administration, a brief accounting of which positions get left out is warranted.
Based on the Plum Book’s list of PAS positions, the top five agencies or departments
with the most number of PAS positions but not included in the data set are: 1) Justice
Department officials below ES Level 3 (220 PAS appointments),™® 2) National
Foundation of the Arts and the Humanities (29), 3) United States Tax Court (19), 4)
Broadcasting Board of Governors (17), and 5) Corporation for National and Community
Service, and the National Science Foundation (18 each).”® Other than the Justice
Department officials, these appointments show little connection to areas where
potential militarization in the executive branch would ostensibly present dangers. The
large number of Justice Department officials excluded initially seems problematic. For

example, the controversy during the Bush 43 administration over the Torture Memos

155 Despite excluding most ES 4 & 5 Justice Department appointees for the reasons mentioned, some were
included because of their direct relationship to significant law enforcement functions. For example,
positions such as the Deputy Administrator of the DEA and the Director of the U.S. Marshall service were
included, whereas the large number of US Attorneys were not. See Appendix 1 for included positions.

>® Based on Summary of Positions Subject to Noncompetitive Appointment in 2008 Plum Book.
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demonstrates that these legal officials can exert a significant impact on national security
politics. However, attorneys fill nearly all these Justice positions. Some RSOs did serve
on active-duty as lawyers and judges so the possibility they may fill one of the Justice
positions cannot be discounted.”” Nevertheless, excluding this large group of PAS
appointments is methodologically palatable for two reasons: lawyers represent only a
tiny number of active-duty G/FOs, and military lawyers primarily serve in advisory roles
and do not occupy the command positions normally associated with senior military
leaders. Active-duty lawyers often enter the military through different commissioning
programs than “line” officers and have dissimilar career paths. Military lawyers also
remain closely intertwined with the professional norms of the civilian legal profession.
These characteristics of military lawyers arguably civilianize them in important respects
when compared to other operational officers. Bottom line, excluding the Justice
Department lawyers may overlook some RSOs, but not the type normally associated

with civil-military relations concerns.

With the help of a couple of assumptions, confining the search for RSOs to the ES
Level 1-5 positions also appears more methodologically reasonable. These assumptions
relate to comparisons between military rank and equivalent civilian rank in the ES
system. A first assumption suggests that equivalent compensation levels across the
federal government represent roughly equivalent levels of professional responsibility

and policy making influence. Statutory guidelines provide at least a tenuous connection

7 see 10 USC § 3037. In e-mail correspondence (11 January 2013) with a current member of the Army
JAG corps, the officer explained that each service had only one three-star position and one two-star
position for JAG officers. An additional three-star and two-star serve on the joint staff. He explained that
the one-star JAG generals are included in the regular pool of G/FOs.



85

between the pay scales of senior military officers and those in high-level executive
branch positions. During their active service, statutes restrict G/FOs from earning higher
pay than ES Level Il appointees regardless of their tenure as a senior officer.”® This
codified restriction suggests that Congress does indeed recognize, or at least desires,
some modicum of professional equivalence between the ES positions and senior military

positions.

A second related assumption suggests that if RSOs pursue executive branch
service, they will do so at a pay level somewhat commensurate or higher than their
former active-duty salary. If pay in federal positions reflects a comparative level of
professional responsibility, RSOs would not likely pursue positions that compensated
them markedly below their previous pay level. Since ES level 1-3 compensation is
commensurate with the pay of senior military leaders it follows that the search for RSOs

should focus on these positions.

A final assumption submits that RSOs who pursue executive branch employment
will do so in policy areas that use the specific skills gained in their military careers. These
skills include both leadership competencies as well as technical expertise. As mentioned
in the last chapter, the Military Model of leadership places a heavy emphasis on
developing a broad range of leadership competencies in its officers.”™ Military officers,
especially senior officers, often change positions as frequently as every year and the

position responsibilities and scope can be widely disparate from one assignment to the

%% See 37 USC §203

159 Robbert, “Developing Leadership: Emulating the Military Model.”
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next. They develop competencies for leading or commanding that assumedly are
portable across organizations. Nonetheless, despite the purported generalized
leadership competencies, RSO develop expertise predominantly in areas related to
national security, logistics, transportation, weapons procurement, etc. In sum, this third
assumption simply suggests that while RSOs have ostensibly developed broad-based
leadership competencies, they most likely exercise these competencies in areas that use
their technical expertise that relate to national security issues. This limited assumption
permits many federal agencies, for instance the Food and Drug Administration or Farm

Bureau, to be reasonably excluded from analysis.

Within the parameters discussed above, the original data set constructed for this
study includes all individuals who served in the positions of interest beginning with the
Bush 41 administration. The complete data set listed in Appendix 3.1 includes over
3,000 appointments to ES level positions and ambassadorships. Biographical
information was collected from diverse sources to confirm the military status of the
individual appointees. The published testimony of Senate confirmation hearings
provided the primary source for the biographical sketches, especially for all Department
of Defense and Department of Homeland Security appointees. Where committee
hearings did not provide the data, official biographies from departmental websites or
official presidential nomination announcements were used. In a limited amount of
cases where no official government biographies could be found, credible corporate or

academic websites usually contained the relevant information. The biographical data
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obtained from these sources included the confirmation date, the veteran status and

service of each individual, and their military rank at retirement.

Empirical Findings

A sequence of increasingly constrictive filters on the types of executive
appointments considered helps frame the empirical findings.'®® Filter 1 examines the
entire data set of executive appointments outlined in Appendix 3.1 and searches for the
number of G/FOs. This group contains senior military officers still on active duty, RSOs,
and retired US Coast Guard admirals although they technically are not considered part
of the armed branches. Ambassador appointments are presented separately.
Subsequent filters will remove active G/FOs and Coast Guard admirals from the data,
but including them provides the widest framework to initially assess military
colonization claims. Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 present the results from Filter 1 as well as

the distribution across ES levels:

160 Appendix 1 annotates which positions are included in each filter.
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Figure 3-4: RSO Ambassador Appointments
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Figures 3.2 and 3.4 display a combined total of 94 RSOs and G/FOs nominated
and confirmed to ES and ambassador positions.® Obama’s and Bush 43’s first
administrations and Bush 41’s term demonstrate a noteworthy parity in the number of
G/FOs appointments, although Obama shows a much smaller veteran presence overall.
The Clinton and Bush 43 administrations reveal a noticeable divergence in totals despite
both having served two terms. Bush 43 appointed over three times the number of
G/FOs as Clinton. In fact, Bush 43’s total of 43 (42 ES plus 1 ambassador) equates to
80% of the combined total of the other three presidents. Although this analysis focuses
on RSOs, Figure 3.2 displays the total number of veterans only as a potential, albeit

rough indicator of the overall military flavor of the respective administrations.

Table 3.6 below shows the distribution of these G/FO nominations across the
executive branch departments and agencies.’® The “WH” designation indicates PA

appointments within the White House whereas the Executive Office of the President or

161 Appendix 2 contains the complete listing of individuals and positions of executive branch RSOs
162 Gray fill in the table highlights that the respective agencies were not in existence during the
corresponding administrations.



“EOP” appointments denote PAS positions outside the White House staff. As shown

below, the G/FO appointments disperse rather broadly across departments and

agencies.

Table 3-6: G/FOs By Department & Agency
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Perhaps not surprisingly, the Department of Defense (DOD) contains the largest

number of G/FO appointments and therefore it deserves some special consideration.
Despite the larger total, none of the DOD appointments were to the senior-most

positions, an observation which primarily reflects the influence of legal barriers.'®

Statutes not only prohibit active military officers from serving as either the Secretary of

Defense, Deputy Secretary or Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, but they also

183 president Clinton did however nominate a highly touted RSO to the Secretary of Defense position,
Admiral Bobby Ray Inman, following Les Aspin’s resignation. Inman later asked to have his nomination

removed citing a “modern McCarthyism” against his reputation and ultimately noting, “I did not want this

job.” See R.W. Apple Jr, “A Nominee’s Withdrawal; Inman Withdraws as Clinton Choice for Defense
Chief,” The New York Times, January 19, 1994, http://www.nytimes.com/1994/01/19/us/a-nominee-s-
withdrawal-inman-withdraws-as-clinton-choice-for-defense-chief.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm.
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mandate that a minimum period of seven years elapses between regular active military

commissioned service and appointment to these three positions.™*

The National Security Act of 1947, and the 1949 amendments to the Act, created
the basic structure of the modern Department of Defense and specifically mandated
that individuals appointed to the positions “...come from civilian life.” The original Act
required a 10-year lapse between active military service and civilian appointment.'® The
National Defense Authorization Act of 2008 reduced the waiting period to seven years,
but it also expanded the restriction to cover the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
position, an ES Level 3 position and one of five DOD Under-Secretaries.*® Current US
Code also mandates that the four other DOD Under-Secretaries and the sixteen
assistant secretaries “...be appointed from civilian life,” but the law places no minimum
time limits between active service and appointment for these positions.'®” The
Secretaries of the respective services, Army, Navy, and Air Force, require a five-year
separation between active-duty service and a civilian appointment.’® With few
exceptions, statutes related to other executive department positions do not include

similar mandates for appointees to come from civilian life.*®

184 National Defense Authorization Act of 2008

National Security Act of 1947

Section 903 National Defense Authorization Act of 2008

10 USC 8138 (a)

10 USC § 3013. Four active-duty G/FOs have served as “acting” secretaries of their respective service
during the period: Air Force General Merrill McPeak (Clinton), Admiral Frank Kelso (Clinton), and Army
General Gordan Sullivan (Clinton). RSO Hanford T. Johnson (Air Force General (ret)) served as acting
Secretary of the Navy under the Bush 43 administration.

% One interesting exception is the Director of the Federal Aviation Administration. A provision in the
1958 enacting legislation mandated the Administrator be a civilian. The conference report on the
legislation stated that “the requirement that the Administrator be a civilian at the time of his nomination

165
166
167
168
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Despite the restrictions imposed by the 1947 Act, Congress allowed an exception
for the DOD Secretary position only three years after its initial passage. Public Law 81-
788, passed on 18 September 1950, authorized General George C. Marshall to serve in
the position of Secretary of Defense yet maintain his active-duty 5-star general rank.'”
When granting this early waiver, however, Congress acknowledged the exceptional
nature of this appointment, and advised against similar exceptions in the future. Section

3 of the 1950’s legislation stated,

It is hereby expressed as the intent of the Congress that the authority granted by
this Act is not to be construed as approval by the Congress of continuing
appointments of military men to the office of Secretary of Defense in the future.
It is hereby expressed as the sense of the Congress that after General Marshall
leaves the office of Secretary of Defense, no additional appointments of military
men to that office shall be approved.*™ (Italics added)

The statute attests to the enormous public esteem and trust afforded to General

Marshall, but it also showed that Congress recognized the importance of imposing and

means that he shall be a civilian in the strictest sense of the word. Thus, at the time he is nominated he
may not be on the active or retired list of any regular component of the Armed Services or be on
extended active duty in or with the Armed Services.” This restriction remains in effect (49 U.S.C. §106) but
has been waived on a regular basis by Congress, including the first director, General (ret) Elwood
Quesada. Three more RSOs were appointed to the position prior to the Bush 41 administration, and in
two cases legislation was passed which allowed them to remain on the retired list despite the restrictions
in the original legislation. The other appointee, Colonel (ret) Alexander Butterfield, resigned his
commission in order to expedite his nomination and with assurances he would be reinstated to the
retired list upon completion of his FAA tour. However, the Senate denied his request to return his name
to the retired list when he left the FAA. Two appointments are part of the period used in this study
(Admiral (ret) James Busey IV, General Thomas C. Richards). See House Hearing Before the Subcommittee
on Aviation of the Committee on Public Works and Transportation, 101% Congress, 15 June 1989.
http://congressional.proquest.com/congressional/result/papresultpage.gispdfhitspanel.pdflink/http%3AS
2f$2fprod.cosmos.dc4.bowker-dmz.comS$2fapp-bin$2fgis-pubentry$2fc$2£152f952f0S2fhrg-1989-pwt-
0005 from 1 to 36.pdf/entitlementkeys=1234

170 Categorizing Marshall as a true “RSO” in this case is somewhat tenuous however. Army regulations at
the time considered all 5-star officers on “active-duty” regardless of their true retirement status. Even
though Marshall was technically on “active” status, he did not simultaneously hold a military position in
DOD.

! public Law 81-788



http://congressional.proquest.com/congressional/result/pqpresultpage.gispdfhitspanel.pdflink/http%3A$2f$2fprod.cosmos.dc4.bowker-dmz.com$2fapp-bin$2fgis-pubentry$2fc$2f1$2f9$2f0$2fhrg-1989-pwt-0005_from_1_to_36.pdf/entitlementkeys=1234
http://congressional.proquest.com/congressional/result/pqpresultpage.gispdfhitspanel.pdflink/http%3A$2f$2fprod.cosmos.dc4.bowker-dmz.com$2fapp-bin$2fgis-pubentry$2fc$2f1$2f9$2f0$2fhrg-1989-pwt-0005_from_1_to_36.pdf/entitlementkeys=1234
http://congressional.proquest.com/congressional/result/pqpresultpage.gispdfhitspanel.pdflink/http%3A$2f$2fprod.cosmos.dc4.bowker-dmz.com$2fapp-bin$2fgis-pubentry$2fc$2f1$2f9$2f0$2fhrg-1989-pwt-0005_from_1_to_36.pdf/entitlementkeys=1234
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adhering to statutory barriers in order to protect civilian control of the military. In
effect, it implied that Congress acknowledged a special political status for RSOs as

related to executive branch politics.

Returning to the Table 3.6 display, only the Veterans Administration (VA) and the
Department of Transportation (DOT) approach DOD in the number of RSOs in ES level
positions during the post-Cold War period. The VA positions raise little surprise.
Appointing RSOs to VA positions easily aligns with expectations and traditions related to
military camaraderie and loyalty to fellow soldiers that continue after military service.
Moreover, three of the RSOs in the VA positions, one Bush 41 and two Bush 43
appointees, were medical doctors which significantly casts their military expertise in a

different light.'”?

Of the 11 RSO appointments to posts in the Department of Transportation
positions, three were retired Coast Guard Admirals, all Bush 43 appointees. The Coast
Guard remained part of the Department of Transportation until the standup of the
Department of Homeland Security, which makes the appointment of Coast Guard RSOs
perhaps less surprising and comparable in kind to RSOs from the armed services that
transition to DOD positions. RSOs from the traditional armed services that held
Department of Transportation PAS appointments had rather unique competencies that

are traditionally found in the military. These positions include, for example,

2 The promotion process and career progression of military officers within the medical field is distinctly

different from that of “line” officers. These differences do not diminish the impressive achievement of
attaining a G/FO rank; however, the career paths of these officers is much more narrowly constrained
within the medical field and thus not as “managers of violence.” Claims of “military colonization” must
take this important difference into consideration.
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Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration (two Bush 41 appointments), and
the Administrator of the Maritime Administration (Clinton appointee). Two RSO
appointees did reach the Transportation deputy secretary level, an ES level 2 position:
Navy Admiral James Busey (Bush 41) and Coast Guard Admiral Thomas Barrett (Bush

43).

As noted previously, few non-DOD ES positions specifically mandate that
appointees come from civilian life. Despite the lack of prohibitions to active military
officers, since 1989 only seven individuals remained on active duty while they served in

an ES or White House PA position. These individuals are listed in Table 3.7 below.'”

Table 3-7: G/FOs Serving in ES Positions While on Active Duty

CIA Director CIA Bush 43  General Michael V. Hayden (USAF)174
CIA Deputy Director CIA Bush 41  Admiral William O. Studeman (USN)
CIA Deputy Director CIA Clinton General John A. Gordon (USAF)
CIA Deputy Director CIA Bush 43 Admiral Albert M. Calland (USN)
DNI  Deputy Director National Intelligence  Bush 43 General Michael V. Hayden (USAF)
WH Deputy Nat’l Security Advisor Bush 41 Admiral Jonathan Howe (USN)175
WH Deputy Nat’l Security Advisor Bush 43 Lt General Donald Kerrick (USA)176
WH Deputy Nat’l Security Advisor Bush 43 Lt General Douglas Lute (USA)177

' The Deputy National Security Advisor is not an ES position but rather a “PA” position but included

because of its central role in National Security policymaking and regular target of “colonization” claims.
74 General Hayden assumed the CIA position while on active-duty, but retired from the military during his
tenure at the CIA.

17> According to a LA Times report, Scowcroft wanted Howe to retire before accepting the position
because he was not comfortable with an active-duty officer serving as deputy. Howe agreed to accept the
position, however, only if he retained his 4-stars. The article suggests that Howe insisted on remaining in
the active military primarily because he wanted to maintain his military housing privileges and accrue
additional years for retirement benefits. See http://articles.latimes.com/1991-11-25/news/mn-
139_1_air-force.

176 Kerrick also served on the NSC as the Director of European Affairs.

7 Lute continued into the Obama administration as an active-duty officer, and currently remains in the
position as an RSO
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Party affiliation of the respective administrations provides another factor to
consider when examining the aggregate RSO totals. Since at least the early 1970s, the
Republican Party has generally been perceived as more closely tied to strong defense
measures, and studies suggest that the officer corps began to show a markedly stronger
affiliation with this party after the Vietnam War."® Although the Bush 41 administration
levied the peace-dividend budget axe on the military, the popularity of the Gulf War
offset animosities over the reduction and helped to solidify the Republican’s image as

the pro-military party.

The next Republican administration tried to further cement the relationship with
Bush 43 prominently claiming “help is on the way” for the military after the putatively
irresponsible and contentious Clinton years.”’”® Despite the campaign rhetoric, however,
the tensions between senior military officers and civilian leaders during the Bush 43
administrations produced arguably even more contention than in the administration it
followed.'® This observation suggests, therefore, that a higher level of RSOs doesn’t
necessarily correspond to a higher degree of consensus between the civilian executive
branch and the uniformed military. In any case, the partisan data presented in Figure
3.5 offer an interesting consideration, but ultimately it provides only limited explanatory

value. The data set contains three Republican terms and three Democratic terms, but

178 Bacevich, The New American Militarism; Jason K. Dempsey, Our Army: Soldiers, Politics, and American
Civil-Military Relations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2009); Feaver, Armed Servants.

178 “George W. Bush Holds Campaign Rally in Grand Rapids, Michigan,” November 3, 2000,
transcripts.ccn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/022.03se.04.html

180 Eeaver and Seeler, “Before and After Huntington: The Methodological Maturing of Civil-Military
Studies.”



96

the dominant number of G/FOs & RSOs appointed by a single president, Bush 43,

admittedly skews the results.

Figure 3-5: ES and Ambassador Appointments By Party
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9-11 and Executive Branch RSOs

Any interpretation of the data across the respective administrations must
prominently account for the impacts of the 9/11. The September 11" attacks occurred
only nine months into the Bush 43 administration and ultimately initiated large scale
changes to the executive branch. As a result, the executive structure of the Bush 43 and
Obama administrations differed in important ways from the two earlier post-Cold War
presidents. The most noticeable alterations were the standup of the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) and the organizational overhaul of the national intelligence

community. The terrorist attacks occurred relatively earlier in Bush’s administration but
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after the confirmations of most his first-term appointees. Figure 3.6 below shows the
number of pre- and post- 9-11 G/FO appointments and suggests, at least for Bush 43,

that the September 11" attacks may be a significant factor in explaining the increase.

Figure 3-6: G/FO Appointments Before & After Sept 11, 2001
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Established on 1 March 2003, DHS consolidated and reorganized many executive
functions, and the reorganization created a number of new ES level positions related to
national security. The standup of DHS added 18 PAS appointments, 6 PA appointments,
91 SES “general” billets, and 53 SES non-career appointment slots.'®' These aggregate
totals decreased marginally by the end of Bush’s second term to 20, 1, 78, and 61
respectively. Bush 43 selected RSOs for three ES level 1-5 DHS positions during his two
terms. One of these RSOs, retired Coast Guard Admiral James H. Loy, served as Deputy

Secretary of Homeland Security, and for a short period in 2005, as the acting Secretary

812004 Plum Book
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of the department. Retired Navy Admirals Jay Cohen and David Stone were the other
Bush appointees; the former served as the department’s Under Secretary for Science
and Technology (ES Level 3), and the latter as Assistant Secretary of Homeland Security,
Transportation Security Administration. President Obama did not appoint any RSOs to

DHS ES Level positions during his first administration.

The reorganization of the national intelligence community also must be taken
into consideration when examining Figure 3.6. The Intelligence Reform and Terrorism
Prevention Act of 2004 restructured the post-9/11 Intelligence Community (IC), which
now includes a conglomeration of intelligence functions from 17 different agencies and
departments.'®* The Act created the position of Director of National Intelligence (DNI)
to lead interagency coordination which represents the most far-reaching change

stemming from the reorganization.'®

Under the new structure, both Obama and Bush each appointed two Directors of
National Intelligence.’ Of the four DNI appointments, RSOs accounted for three.
Bush’s first DNI appointment and sole non-RSO appointee, John Negroponte, left the
position in 2007 and a RSO has occupied the position since. Aside from the director
positions, the new Office of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI) included four
other ES positions: the deputy director (ES Level 2), Director of Counterterrorism (ES

Level 2), Director of Counter-proliferation (ES Level 2), and a Chief Information Officer

182 5ee 50 USC § 401a

See ODNI website, http://www.dni.gov/index.php/about/history
Bush 43 appointees: John Negroponte, Vice-Admiral (ret) John McConnell. Obama appointees: Admiral
(ret) Dennis Blair, Lt Gen (ret) James Clapper

183
184
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(ES Level 4). Of the seventeen individuals who were nominated and confirmed for the
ODNI positions since 2006, five were RSOs, and one, General Michael Hayden, occupied
the deputy position while remaining on active duty; Bush nominated three of the RSOs

and Obama selected two.™

Removing the DHS and DNI appointments from consideration for a moment
provides a means to partially account for the differences in the pre- and post-9-11
executive branch structure. This modification removes seven Bush 43 appointments
and two Obama appointments from the data set. With these deletions, Bush 43’s
revised total (36) still represents three-quarters of the combined total of the other three
presidents. In other words, the creation of DHS and DNI cannot solely account for the

increased presence of RSOs in the Bush 43 administration.

The enacting legislation for the Office of the Director of National Intelligence
indicates that legislators contemplated civil-military issues when they created the
leadership structure. The legislation, however, did not erect barriers to G/FOs and
RSOs, but instead actually encouraged the appointment of commissioned officers to the
either the director or principal deputy director post. The governing statute, 50 U.S.C. §

403-3a states:

®see Eileen Sullivan, “Robert Harding, Obama’s Second TSA Nominee, Withdraws From Consideration,”

Huffington Post, March 27, 2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/03/27/robert-harding-obamas-
sec_n_515690.html. President Obama also withdrew the nomination of another RSO, Army Major General
(ret) Robert A. Harding, who was originally nominated to an assistant secretary position as the head of the
Transportation Security Administration in DHS. Harding withdrew in the face of a tough confirmation
battle that resulted from his work as a defense contractor in Iraq and allegations of overpayment to his
company.
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It is the sense of Congress that, under ordinary circumstances, it is desirable that one of
the individuals serving in the positions (Director or Principal Deputy)...(A) be a
commissioned officer of the Armed Forces, in active status; or (B) have, by training or
experience, an appreciation of military intelligence activities and requirements.'®

Although the legislation authorized active-duty commissioned officers to serve in these
positions, the law specifically mandates that Department of Defense officials retain no
supervisory authority over the appointed G/FOs. It further stipulates that their service
in the positions, “shall not affect the status, position, rank, or grade of such officer in the
Armed Forces, or any emolument, perquisite, right, privilege, or benefit incident to or
arising out of such status, position, rank, or grade.”*® The legislation encourages a
military presence in either post, and it does not prohibit RSOs from filling both

leadership positions.

The executive reorganization of the intelligence community also transformed the
role of the Director of the CIA and severed the position’s traditional direct relationship
to the President. Despite the positions subordination to the DNI, the director still
maintains a distinct public image, a point exemplified by the central place of the CIA
director in the debate over the expanded use of lethal force via drones.”® Table 3.8
below lists each individual appointed to either the Director or Deputy Director position
in the CIA during the four post-Cold War administrations. RSOs and active-duty G/FOs

are noted in bold.

%8 50 U.S.C. § 403-403a

50 U.S.C. § 403 ¢ (5)
Scott Shane, “C.I.A. to Expand Use of Drones in Pakistan,” The New York Times, December 4, 2009, sec.
International / Asia Pacific, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/04/world/asia/04drones.html.

187
188
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Table 3-8: Directors and Deputy Directors of the CIA

Director Bush 41 Robert M. Gates
Deputy Director Bush 41 Admiral William O. Studeman (USN-active)
Director/Deputy Director  Clinton George J. Tenet
Director Clinton John M. Deutch
Deputy Director Clinton R. James Woolsey
Deputy Director Clinton John E. McLaughlin
Deputy Director Clinton General John A. Gordon (USAF-active)
Director Bush 43 George J. Tenet
Deputy Director Bush 43 Admiral Albert M. Calland (USN-active)
Director Bush 43 Porter Goss
Deputy Director Bush 43 Stephen R. Kappes
Director Bush 43  General Michael V. Hayden (USAF active/retired)
Director Obama Leon Panetta
Director Obama General David H. Petraeus (USA-retired)
Deputy Director Obama Michael J. Morell

As shown in Table 3.8, a total of five G/FOs, two before 9-11 and three after,
served in these CIA positions. Only the recently departed incumbent David Petraeus
meets the strict definitional standards of an RSO. General Michael Hayden retired from
the military during his tenure as director of the CIA and served as an RSO only for the

last year of the administration.™®

Excluding the CIA director and the DNI director, over half of the other 15
components of the Intelligence Community reside in the Department of Defense. Each

military service contains its own component and four other agencies fall directly under

¥ Donna Miles, “Defense.gov News Article: Gates Praises Hayden as General Retires to Become Civilian

CIA Director,” American Forces Press Service, June 20, 2008,
http://www.defense.gov/News/NewsArticle.aspx?ID=50268.
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the Office of the Secretary of Defense: the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), the
National Security Agency (NSA), the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), and the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA). Nine individuals have directed the NRO in the
post-Cold War period but only one was an RSO, Obama appointee General (ret) Bruce
Carlson. The other three DOD agencies, however, have had a much stronger military
presence. NGA has had five directors since the agency’s inception in 1996 and only the
current director has been a career civilian. The other four directors included three
active-duty G/FOs and one RSO. The directors of the remaining two DOD intelligence
agencies, the DIA and NSA, have always been active-duty military officers. Statutes
dictate that the Director of the NSA must be an active-duty three-star officer or higher,
but require that the deputy, “shall be a career civilian with cryptologic experience.”**
The most recently named deputy director of the NSA, however, is an RSO, a retired Air
National Guard brigadier general. The appointment of an RSO to the deputy position at

NSA calls into question the true meaning of “career civilian” mandated by the governing

statute.’”*

In a personal interview, a former Air Force general officer and DNI PAS appointee
suggested that the nature of the intelligence profession would always make a strong
military presence likely. He explained that the intelligence field, more so than any other

interagency community, relies upon the highest level of interpersonal trust between its

%0 see DoD Directive 5100.20 paragraph 9(a)(b)

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/510020p.pdf

191 Although not included in the dataset because it followed Obama’s first term, as of 21 December 2012
Air Force National Guard Brigadier General (ret) John C. Inglis holds the deputy position.
http://www.nsa.gov/about/leadership/bio_inglis.shtml



http://www.nsa.gov/about/leadership/bio_inglis.shtml
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senior leaders.”® RSOs in the intelligence community commonly have close working
relationships that extend across decades. The officer noted that he was “recruited” for
his high-level position by a former mentor and close confidant, CIA director General
Michael Hayden, based on their long-term interaction in military intelligence. A RSO
closely familiar with Bush 43’s first DNI chief appointment, John Negroponte, claimed
that Negroponte himself was surprised that Bush named someone outside the
intelligence community to lead the new agency.”® As an outsider to the intelligence
world, Negroponte knew few of the “movers and shakers” in the insular and low-profile
intelligence world, and according to the RSO familiar with his appointment, Negroponte

found building the necessary trust relationships difficult.

The insular nature of the intelligence community, and the prominence of RSOs,
ostensibly gives some credence to military colonization claims. But, the empirical data
shows that RSOs have always been constant fixtures in the leadership of these agencies.
Since the CIA’s inception, for example, over one-third of its directors (8/22) and one-
third of the deputy directors (8/24) have been G/FOs or RSOs."* At times following the
2004 reforms, G/FOs or RSOs held 10 of the 17 senior Intelligence Community
leadership positions simultaneously. Until recently, of the three highest intelligence
positions in the nation, DNI, CIA, and NSA, RSOs occupied two of them (Clapper-DNI,
Petraeus-CIA) and an active G/FO another(Army General Keith Alexander-NSA). The

RSO status of the three most recent Directors of National Intelligence perhaps spurred

%2 |nterview with former Air Force major general, 12 December 2012, Washington D.C.

3 Interview with former Army four-star general, 16 January 2013, Crozet Virginia.

* These figures include both the Directors of Central Intelligence (DCl) and the Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency after the 2004 reforms.
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awareness of the military’s predominance in the intelligence community, but these

appointments did not represent a change in kind.

The decreasing size of the military may influence the recent expansion in the
number of RSOs in the intelligence community. The amorphous nature of the current
threat environment, and the corresponding reduction in the overall strength of the
military make the intelligence community an even more critical hedge in national
security politics. In a 2010 oral history interview, former Vice-Chairman of the JCS,

Admiral Jeremiah articulated this perspective:

When you are reducing your military, why would you also reduce your early
warning? It doesn’t make any sense, but that’s something to remember to think
about after the fact. You say that’s really stupid and we discovered just how
stupid it was in subsequent years trying to rebuild the intelligence capability
broadly around the world after knocking it down. That was a terrible mistake.
Everybody knows it and | don’t think we’d do it again.™

In short, an increased RSO presence in the intelligence community may reflect a shift in
prioritizing the tools of national security rather than any general expansion of military

influence in the executive branch.

Refining the Population: “Key” National Security Policy Positions

To this point the analysis considered over 3,000 separate appointments which
gave a more in-depth look into many departments and agencies. Nonetheless the

numbers of individuals who truly steer national security policy making in any given

195 Admiral David Jeremiah, “Miller Center Presidential Oral History Project,” November 15, 2010,

http://milllercenter.org/president/bush/oralhistory/david-jermiah.
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administration undoubtedly comprise only a small portion of this total. Isolating this
small group of key national security policy positions, however, is tricky. The same
positions often wield varied influence across and within administrations as well as
across issue areas. Personality issues, personal relationships between senior leaders,
levels of expertise in a given area, and the degree of opposition or shirking from career
bureaucrats are only some of the factors that shape which officials have real influence in
an administration.”®® Notwithstanding these hurdles, the next filter refines the RSO
search down to the 20 or so positions subjectively deemed to wield the most national
security policy making influence. Appendix 3.1, column 1 annotates the positions
captured by this filter. A large presence of RSOs in this key group would ostensibly

vindicate purveyors of “military colonization” claims.

In Figure 3.7 below, the “Total G/FO” columns include all those key
appointments of active, retired, and Coast Guard G/FOs. As the name implies, the
“Armed RSO” columns include only RSOs who previously served in the Air Force, Army,
Navy or Marine Corps. The “Total Vets” entry is once again shown as an indicator of the

overall military flavor of the key grouping.

1% 5ee Lewis, The Politics of Presidential Appointments; Moe, “The Politicized Presidency.”
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Figure 3-7: 25 "Key" Policy Positions
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Of the 180 total appointments to the key positions twenty-three fall into the G/FO
category. Eight of the twenty-three remained on active duty, three were retired Coast
Guard admirals and the remaining eleven met the stricter RSO criteria. Of the eight
active officers, Bush 41 appointed two (Admiral Jonathan Howe, Deputy National
Security Advisor