
THE GAITHER COMMITTEE 
AND THE POLICY PROCESS* 

By MORTON H. HALPERIN 

DESPITE the extensive government apparatus for policy-making 
on problems of national security, the American President in the 

postwar period has, from time to time, appointed groups of private 
citizens to investigate particular problems and report to the National 
Security Council.1 Some of these groups have performed their task 
without the public's ever becoming aware of their existence; others have 
in one way or another come to public attention. Among the latter are 
those which have become known under the names of their chairmen: 
Finletter, Gray, Paley, Sarnoff, Gaither, Draper, Boechenstein, and 
Killian. President Truman made use of such groups, and the variety 
of tasks for which they were appointed grew steadily during the 
Eisenhower Administration.2 

Some analysts have seen in this development an indication that the 
government is exploiting all possible sources of policy recommendations, 
and have praised the use of such private groups.3 Others have argued 
that their use reflects the bankruptcy of the NSC procedure.4 There is 
agreement that the committees have often made imaginative and 
valuable recommendations, but the degree to which such advice can 
and should be fitted into the Executive decision-making process has 
been the subject of some dispute. 

Perhaps the most publicized and controversial of such groups was 
the Gaither Committee, which, in i957, presented a report on the 

* I am indebted to the following for comments and criticisms: Gabriel Almond, 
Paul Hammond, Paul Nitze, Harry Ransom, Henry Rowen, Thomas Schelling, Warner 
Schilling, and H. Bradford Westerfield. 

'The first such Presidential Commission was appointed by President Truman in 
January 1948 to make a general survey of foreign intelligence activities (see U.S. 
Senate, Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery, Committee on Government 
Operations, Organizational History of the National Security Council, 86th Congress, 
2nd Session, Washington, D.C., ig60, p. io). 

2 See the following articles by former NSC staff members reprinted in U.S. Senate, 
Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery, Committee on Government Operations, 
Organizing for National Security, Selected Materials, 86th Congress, 2nd Session, 
Washington, D.C., ig60 (cited hereinafter as Selected Materials): Sidney W. Souers, 
"Policy Formation for National Security," p. 32; Robert Cutler, "The Development 
of the National Security Council," p. 58; and Gordon Gray, "Role of the National 
Security Council in the Formation of National Policy," p. 65. 

3 See the articles by Bowie, Cutler, and Gray in ibid. 
4 See the articles by Kissinger, Nitze, and Jackson in ibid. 
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nation's defense requirements. The Report remains a classified docu- 
ment but the effects of the Committee and its work continue to be 
mentioned in the nation's press. The Gaither Report was probably the 
most general study of the nation's defense effort to be undertaken by 
an ad hoc civilian group. Much of its contents and the events surround- 
ing its drafting and presentation have become public, shedding a good 
deal of light on the national security decision-making process. 
In this article I will attempt to trace and analyze the series of events 

connected with the Gaither Report. While explicating an important 
political incident, I will use the Gaither episode to generate hypotheses 
about the use of civilian study groups, about the Executive decision- 
making process, and about the role of information in the public debate 
about national security policy. 

I. DRAFTING THE REPORT 

In the spring of I957 the Federal Civilian Defense Administration 
(FCDA) submitted a report to President Eisenhower recommending 
that the government spend 40 billion dollars over a period of several 
years to erect shelters which would provide protection against the blast- 
effect of nuclear weapons.5 The FCDA proposal was discussed by the 
National Security Council, and the President ordered a study to be made 
by an ad hoc committee of private citizens. The sense of the NSC 
meeting had been that before the Administration considered spending 
a sum equal to its annual military expenditure, it should investigate 
other possible uses of the 40 billion dollars. It was argued that if the 
government were prepared to increase spending for defense, it should 
explore the advantages of increasing its active defense effort. 
The Eisenhower Administration had come to rely on the use of 

private consultants and this was the type of situation in which an ad 
hoc group was likely to be most helpful. An alternative would have 
been to set up a committee of the interested Executive agencies, but 
such a group would either have been unable to agree or would have 
drafted a "compromise" split of the proposed 40 billion-dollar expendi- 
ture. A committee of private citizens might be expected to take an 
unbiased look at the situation. The FCDA proposal was too serious to 
be rejected out of hand and it was too expensive to be adopted. Forma- 

5New York Times, December 21, 1957, p. 8:4; Chalmers M. Roberts' article in the 
Washington Post and Times Herald, December 20, 1957, reprinted in the Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report, xv (December 27, I957), pp. I328-30, and in the Con- 
gressional Record, 85th Congress, 2nd Session, Washington, D.C., i958, p. 858 (Roberts 
citations hereinafter refer to the Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report). 
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tion of an expert committee was an effective way of handling the 
proposal. 

Reflecting the NSC discussions, the directive asked the committee to 
evaluate the shelter-building proposal as part of a study of American 
active and passive defense capability. It anticipated that the committee 
would find it necessary to explore other aspects of national security as 
they impinged on the nation's defense effort. The committee was titled 
the Security Resources Panel of the Science Advisory Committee to the 
FCDA, but in fact it was directly subordinate to the NSC and its mem- 
bers were considered NSC consultants. 

The President, acting with the advice of his Special Assistant for 
National Security Affairs, Robert Cutler, called in H. Rowan Gaither, 
Jr., a West Coast lawyer and chairman of the boards of the Ford 
Foundation and The RAND Corporation, and asked him to head the 
Committee. Robert C. Sprague, an industrialist and an expert on conti- 
nental defense, was asked to serve as co-director of the study. Together 
they recruited an eleven-man panel which included experts on various 
aspects of military policy.6 In addition to Gaither and Sprague, it 
included William C. Foster, a former Deputy Secretary of Defense and 
an expert on defense organization; James A. Perkins and William 
Webster, who had studied civil defense extensively; and, as staff di- 
rector, Jerome Weisner, an expert on weapons systems evaluation who 
is now President Kennedy's science advisor. Supplying additional tech- 
nical competence for the panel were Robert C. Prim and Hector R. 
Skifter, and rounding out the group were Robert Calkins, John J. 
Corson, and James Baxter, who provided some of the expertise of the 
social scientist, particularly in economics and history. 

The panel met briefly in the spring of I957 and set in motion a series 
of technical studies by the large scientific staff which it had brought 
together.7 Much of this work was completed over the summer and the 
Committee members arrived in Washington in the fall to devote full 
time to a study of defense policy. At this point the Committee appointed 
as special advisors Colonel George A. Lincoln of West Point and Paul 
H. Nitze, a former head of the State Department Policy Planning Staff 
and now Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Affairs) .8 

No public announcement had been made of the existence of the 
6 The membership of the Gaither Committee and its advisory panel was released 

by the White House and printed in the Congressional Record, loc.cit. 
7A part of this staff was supplied by the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA). 

See IDA Annual Report 11, March i8, 1958, pp. 6-7. 
8 Also serving as advisors to the panel were Albert C. Hill, General James McCormack, 

and Edward P. Oliver of The RAND Corporation. 
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Committee as it set to work in the old State-War-Navy Building on the 
study which was, in a few months, to come to public attention as the 
Gaither Report.9 The first decision taken by the group was to broaden 
the scope of its inquiry to cover the whole range of defense problems 
facing the country.'0 This is a phenomenon which seems to typify such 
ad hoc studies. In the absence of agreed American policy on most aspects 
of national security, it is difficult for any group to evaluate a proposal 
in any one area without considering other problems. In this case the 
panel had been asked in effect how the United States could best spend 
an additional sum for continental defense. But clearly defense is only 
one part of the deterrence strategy and hinges on how well other parts 
function. It might very well be true that the greatest payoff for conti- 
nental defense would come, for example, from investing in ballistic 
missiles. In the absence of any priority plans for spending additional 
sums for various systems, the Committee was forced to study the whole 
problem. In addition, the members were so prominent and had such 
definite opinions on the problems of American military policy that it 
was natural for them to decide to use the rare opportunity of drafting a 
paper for the NSC to present their views on a wide range of topics. 

Just as the Committee was beginning its study, Gaither was taken ill 
and was hospitalized for several weeks." Direction of the study fell 
to Sprague and Foster, who became co-directors.'2 Each member of the 
Committee took responsibility for a particular section of the Report, 
but they all met frequently as a group to discuss each other's work. 
The Committee drew on the technical studies which had been prepared 
for it and had clearance to reports of the Defense Department and other 
agencies concerned with national security.'3 It also held frequent ses- 
sions with high military officials, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
In addition, it consulted with a number of private experts on national 
security policy and with quasi-public experts, including members of 
The RAND Corporation. 

An advisory panel for the Gaither Committee, appointed by the 
9The only leak regarding the Gaither study had come in August when Stewart 

Alsop reported that the President had asked Gaither to study the possibility of 
employing new technological means of defense against atomic attack. He noted that 
the Committee was attracting "top level" talents, but he warned that "it remains to 
be seen whether anything solid comes of Gaither's assignment, in the present national 
mood of complacency" (New York Herald Tribune, August 26, i957, p. i2:7). 

10 Interview with Gaither, New York Times, December 25, I957, p. 24:6. 
"Ibid., p. 24:5. 
12 Ibid., December 2i, I957, p. 8:4. 
13 Press release by Presidential Press Secretary James Hagerty, ibid., December 22, 

I957, p. 4:Is 
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President, met periodically with the Committee members to fill in gaps 
in their expertise. Among the panel's eleven members were retired 
military officers; Frank Stanton, the president of CBS; two prominent 
Republican financiers, Robert Lovett and John J. McCloy, now head of 
the United States Disarmament Agency; and I. I. Rabi and Ernest 0. 
Lawrence, two of the nation's top scientists."4 

As the Committee members sifted through this mass of material, it 
became clear to them that the top echelons of the government did not 
fully appreciate the extent of the Soviet threat as it was described by 
the Pentagon and the CIA.'5 With a real sense of urgency, the Com- 
mittee set to work to draft a summary report based on the individual 
studies prepared on various aspects of military policy. Just as the Report 
was being completed, the nation was shaken out of its complacency by 
the Soviet Union's announcement on October 4, I957, that it had 
launched Sputnik. This event gave the Committee greater hope that 
the Administration would accept its recommendations.'6 A week later 
the Report was finished and presented to the President for discussion 
at an NSC meeting.'7 

II. PRESENTING THE REPORT 

On November 7, I957, the President presided over one of the largest 
NSC meetings in history. Over forty people gathered in the White 
House for the presentation and discussion of the Gaither Report. In 
addition to the dozen top officials who regularly attended, the civilian 
secretaries of the services and the Joint Chiefs of Staff joined members 
of the Committee and its advisory panel and other top government 
officials. Almost everyone present had read the Report in the three weeks 
between its completion and the meeting, and chief interest was focused 
on what the reaction of the President would be. 

The briefing on the contents of the Gaither Report was opened by 
Sprague, and in turn Weisner, Foster, Corson, and Webster came up to 
the podium to discuss different sections of the Report. Graphs and charts 
were used extensively to illustrate the points that it made. 

14 The other members of the advisory panel were Admiral Robert C. Carney, General 
James H. Doolittle, James B. Fisk, General John E. Hull, Mervin J. Kelly, and James 
R. Killian. 

15 Testimony of Dr. James R. Perkins in U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on National 
Policy Machinery, Committee on Government Operations, Hearings, Part II, 86th 
Congress, 2nd Session, Washington, D.C., ig60, p. 293 (cited hereinafter as Jackson 
Hearings, Part II). 

16 Roberts, loc.cit., p. I328. 
17 Perkins testimony, Jackson Hearings, Part II, p. 294. 
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The Report presented to the NSC was in many ways not a typical 
NSC document. Unlike most NSC papers, the Gaither Report did not 
result from a compromise of the views of a number of departments and 
agencies. It did not represent an amalgam of considerations, including 
those of domestic finance. Furthermore, it was not bound by previous 
government policy decisions and specifically was not within the frame- 
work of budgetary limitations laid down by the President. The Report 
was thus able to call for measures which the Committee thought to be 
necessary and to present them in a dramatic fashion to the President 
and his top advisors. It deviated from government policy in a number 
of ways, 'but most fundamentally in the estimation of the danger facing 
the country and the amount of money which the United States should 
spend for defense.'8 

The Report began with an analysis of Soviet and American capabili- 
ties. It compared the economic situation in the two countries, pointing 
out that the Soviets devoted 25 per cent of their GNP to defense, while 
the United States invested only io per cent. This meant that both 
countries were spending the same absolute amount and suggested that, 
given the faster Soviet growth rate, Russia would soon be devoting 
much larger sums to defense.'9 Tables were presented comparing Soviet 
and American industrial capability and military forces, and projecting 
relative strength into the future on the basis of present growth rates.20 
The Report contrasted America's armed forces of two and one-half 
million men equipped and trained only for general nuclear war with 
the larger Russian army supplied with weapons for both nuclear and 
conventional warfare. 

After drawing this rather grim picture of comparative capabilities, 
the briefing moved on to an analysis of the situation and a series of 
policy proposals. The major danger facing the country, according to 

18The text of the Gaither Report has not been made public. This account relies 
entirely on published sources. It draws heavily on Roberts' article (see note 5 above), 
about which Senator Clark declared on the Senate floor: "The importance of the 
article arises from the fact that it is well known by many Members of this body, 
including myself, that this newspaper account accurately and clearly states the major 
findings and conclusions of the Gaither Report" (Congressional Record, loc.cit. p. 859). 
The information in the Roberts article has been supplemented and checked with news 
and news analysis articles in the New York Times and Herald Tribune, as well as 
columns by Arthur Krock, James Reston, Drew Pearson, and Stewart Alsop, and 
various magazine articles. In addition, speeches by members of the Committee and its 
Advisory Panel after the Gaither Report was presented, and their testimony at the 
Jackson Hearings, provided confirmation of the major points made in the Report. 

19Cf. testimony by Robert Sprague, Jackson Hearings, Part I, p. 50. 
20 Roberts, loc.cit., p. I329. 
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the Committee, was the vulnerability of the American strategic force.2" 
The briefing dwelt at length on the problems of maintaining an effective 
second-strike force. It was pointed out that what must deter the Rus- 
sians was not the force which the United States had, but the force which 
was capable of surviving an all-out Russian attack. The vulnerability of 
SAC was stressed. The planes of America's strategic force were exposed 
and concentrated in a way that made it extremely unlikely that they 
could survive a nuclear attack. The Committee warned that by the 
early i960's, when Russia had an operational ICBM, she would be 
capable of destroying the American retaliatory force.22 

The Gaither Report argued that the United States must give over- 
riding priority to the development of an invulnerable second-strike 
force. It urged that for the short run everything possible be done to 
enable SAC to survive an attack.23 It also called for an acceleration of 
the IRBM program.24 For the longer run the Report urged that the 
missile production program be greatly accelerated. It warned that there 
was 'little value in acquiring missiles which were difficult to fire and 
which were exposed to enemy bombing. It urged therefore that Ameri- 
can missiles be hardened and dispersed. 

The Report laid the greatest stress on this point, reflecting the feeling 
of the Committee members that top Administration officials did not 
have a complete understanding of the problem of effectively deterring 
a Russian strategic strike.25 The Report stressed the need to look at the 
problem in terms of the vulnerability of the force rather than its initial 
destructive capacity.26 This was the problem which most bothered the 
Committee and gave its members the feeling that the government was 
dangerously underestimating the gravity of the Russian threat. 

The Committee Report reflected the feeling that the vulnerability of 
the American strategic striking force was the great danger facing the 

21 The Committee's proposals on strategic vulnerability were heavily influenced by 
a classified RAND report prepared under the direction of Albert Wohlstetter. For a 
discussion of the RAND report, see Joseph Kraft, "RAND: Arsenal for Ideas," 
Harper's, ccxxi (July i960), pp. 71-73. 

22 Alsop, New York Herald Tribune, November 25, I957, p. i8:7, and ibid., November 
23, I957, p. i:8; Claude Witze, "Classified Report Says Soviets Can Neutralize SAC 
by i960," Aviation Week, LXVII (December 2, I957), p. 28. 

23 Such a program would presumably include dispersal of SAC, some planes in the air, 
and a ready alert for the rest of the command. 

24 Drew Pearson, "Gaither Report Release Sought," Washington Post and Times 
Herald, December i8, I957, D, p. II:5. 

25 Cf. the testimony by Sprague, Baxter, and Perkins in Jackson Hearings, passim. 
26For an unclassified but well-informed discussion of the problem of maintaining 

a stable strategic balance, see Albert Wohlstetter, "The Delicate Balance of Terror," 
Foreign Aflairs, xxxvii (January I959), pp. 2II-34. 
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country, but it also indicated that this was not the only military danger. 
The Report advised that, once the United States had recovered its full 
retaliatory capacity, the military develop a capacity to fight limited 
wars.27 The establishment of a nuclear balance would mean that local 
aggression would be the likely form of warfare. The Committee found 
that the American military force was unprepared to engage in limited 
wars. The Report suggested that the Middle East and Asia were the 
most likely areas in which local wars might erupt and it discussed the 
importance and the problems of keeping a war limited.28 The second 
recommendation of the Committee was therefore that the United States 
train and equip its forces for conventional local warfare. 

The Gaither Committee had considered the FCDA proposal to spend 
40 billion dollars for blast shelters, and while conceding that such shel- 
ters would save some lives in the event of war, it assigned a very low 
priority to such construction. In making policy proposals to the NSC, 
the Committee ranked its suggestions, giving top priority to the need 
to revitalize the strategic force and improve America's limited-war 
capability. In the civil defense field, the Report gave first priority only 
to a comparatively modest proposal to spend several hundred million 
dollars in the following few years for research on various aspects of 
shelter construction and other non-military defense measures.29 The 
Committee assigned secondary priority to a proposal to spend approxi- 
mately 22 billion dollars for the construction of radiation (rather than 
blast) shelters. It was anticipated that any construction program would 
follow the research phase. 

Foster briefed the NSC gathering on the defense reorganization 
proposals contained in the Gaither Report. He urged that the military 
command structure be organized to place primary reliance on joint and 
specified commands. The Report urged that a joint limited-war com- 
mand be established. It suggested that most planning and research be 
carried on directly under the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Orders, it was argued, 
should go from the Secretary of Defense through the Joint Chiefs to 
the commands, and the services should concentrate on logistics and 
training operations. The Report also urged that the layers of Pentagon 

27 "Leak-and a Flood," Newsweek, L (December 30, I957), p. I4; New York Times, 
November 23, I957, p. 8:3; New York Herald Tribune, November 23, I957, p. I:8. 

28 Krock, New York Times, December 22, I957, IV, p. 3:2. 
29 The Committee's analysis of the civil defense problem reflected the influence of 

Herman Kahn of The RAND Corporation. The alternative civil defense proposals 
sketched here are elaborated in Report on a Study of Non-Military Defense, RAND, 
R-322-RC, July I, i958. 
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committees be eliminated and the Secretary of Defense be given his 
own military staff.30 

Although it was only forty pages long,3' the Gaither Report also 
touched briefly on other subjects. It urged the government to increase 
spending for basic scientific research and stressed the importance to 
military policy of other areas of foreign policy. It also discussed the 
potential immediate impact on the American economy of the proposed 
increase in defense spending. The Report did not provide an exact 
estimate of the cost of all of its recommendations, but it indicated the 
need for rapid increases in the military budget to about 48 billion 
dollars per year in the Ig6o's.32 

The entire NSC paid close attention during the presentation of the 
Report. The President had a copy of the written text balanced on his 
knee and alternated between following along in the Report and watch- 
ing the speaker.33 When the briefing was concluded, a general discussion 
followed. The President thanked the group and indicated that he was 
impressed with the arguments contained in the Report and wanted to 
implement them. However, he expressed a nagging fear that the 
American people would not be willing to pay the bill.34 For reasons 
which I shall explore in the next section, none of the department heads 
present was willing to give support to the proposals as a whole. In fact, 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles spoke out strongly in opposition 
to the Report's recommendations. Support came from some members of 
the Committee's advisory panel. John J. McCloy and Robert A. Lovett, 
both prominent members of the American financial community as well 
as former Defense Department officials and active Republicans, argued 
that the American economy could afford to pay for the vitally needed 
measures outlined in the Report. They predicted that the people as a 
whole and the business community in particular would support the 
President if he urged increased spending for defense.35 

The session broke up without any sense of the meeting having been 
arrived at. According to standard NSC procedure, the Report was for- 

30 That the Gaither Report included proposals on defense reorganization was indicated 
by Defense Secretary McElroy (New York Times, January 22, I958, p. I5:4). The 
proposals were spelled out by Foster in a speech before the Student Conference on 
United States Affairs (SCUSA), ix, printed in Proceedings of the Conference, West 
Point, N.Y., I957, p. 9. 

31 Cutler testimony in lackson Hearings, Part IV, p. 594. 
32New York Times, December 2i, I957, p. 8:4. 
33 Charles J. V. Murphy, "The White House Since Sputnik," Fortune, LVII (January 

I958), p. 230. 
34Roberts, loc-cit., p. I328; Newsweek, L (December 30, I957), p. I4. 
35 Roberts, loc-cit., p. I328. 
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mally sent to the departments concerned for their information and 
comments. In general, with reports of this nature nothing further 
happens. The reports are either used or rejected at the departmental 
level and the consultants return to their civilian jobs. However, in the 
case of the Gaither Report, there were significant further developments 
which throw considerable light on the policy process. Some of the 
Committee members made a determined effort to have their proposals 
implemented and at the same time they joined with others in seeking 
to have the Gaither Report made public.36 

III. THE EFFECT OF THE REPORT 

Even in the early stages of their work on the Gaither Report, the 
members of the Committee were aware of the great discrepancy between 
the danger which was being described to them by the CIA and the 
military, and the sense of complacency at the top levels of the govern- 
ment. At least some of the Committee members became convinced 
that they had an obligation to make a strenuous effort to obtain the 
implementation of their proposals. Even as they worked on the Report, 
they were concerned with how best to proceed to secure its adoption by 
the Administration. In discussions with top civilian and military leaders, 
the Committee sought support for the types of recommendations it was 
considering. In the office of the President it attempted to make clear the 
nature of the problem facing the country.37 

In seeking to influence national security policy-making at the Execu- 
tive level, the Committee was dealing with a complex and bewildering 
decision-making process. It was clear, however, that in seeking to 
influence policy in a number of agencies, the most direct route was 
through the President. Some days before the NSC presentation, several 
of the most prominent members of the Committee and its advisory 
panel, including Gaither (who had just rejoined the group), Sprague, 
and Foster, met with President Eisenhower to discuss the content of 
the Report.38 Again, at the NSC meeting the Committee members had 
several hours in which to present him with their views. 

The difference in tone of two speeches delivered by the President 
suggests that these briefings had at least a momentary impact on his 
thinking. On the evening of the NSC meeting of November 7, he gave 

36 Some of the Committee members, including Gaither, returned to their civilian 
jobs and took no part in the campaign discussed below. 

37Sprague testimony, Jackson Hearings, Part I, pp. 49-5I. 
38Murphy, op.cit., p. 230; Cutler testimony, Jackson Hearings, Part IV, p. 594. 
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the first of two scheduled addresses on the state of the nation's security."9 
The tone of this speech was one of reassurance. President Eisenhower 
stressed the present military strength of the United States: 

It is my conviction [he declared], supported by trusted scientific and 
military advisers, that ... as of today the over-all military strength of the 
free world is distinctly greater than that of the Communist countries. 

It misses the whole point to say that we must now increase our expendi- 
tures on all kinds of military hardware and defense....40 

The President recognized the need "to feel a sense of urgency," but 
he was determined that the United States not "try to ride off in all 
directions at once." The speech stressed the need to support a sound 
economy and to keep down the level of defense expenditure. 

A week later in Oklahoma City the President delivered the second 
part of his talk, entitled "Future Security."'" While this speech did not 
directly contradict the first, its tone was completely different. He dis- 
cussed again the problems of balancing expenditures and receipts and 
keeping the budget low, but this time he asserted: ". . . now, by what- 
ever amount savings fail to equal the additional costs of security, our 
total expenditures will go up. Our people will rightly demand it. They 
will not sacrifice security to worship a balanced budget."42 The Presi- 
dent recalled one of his statements of the previous week, but made 
a significant addition: "I assure you, as I did last week, that for the 
conditions existing today they [U.S. military forces] are both efficient 
and adequate. But if they are to remain so for the future, their design 
and power must keep pace with the increasing capabilities that science 
gives both to the aggressor and the defender."43 

In spelling out the strategic requirements for the future, the President 
showed most clearly the effect which the Gaither Report was having, 
at least momentarily, on his thinking. He seemed to be recognizing that 
the country did have to ride off in many directions at once. The first 
requirement was, he declared, to maintain a nuclear retaliatory force 
such that an attack by the Soviets "would result, regardless of damage 
to us, in their own national destruction." In addition, forces were needed 
to deal with any form of local aggression, and home defense had to be 
improved. And, the President continued, more money must be spent on 
SAC dispersal and an acceleration of the missile program. "The 

39 Reprinted in New York Times, November 8, I957, p. IO. 
40Ibid., p. IO:3, 8. 
41 Reprinted in ibid., November I4, I957, p. T4. 

42Ibid., p. I4:6. 
43Ibid., p. I4:2. 
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answer," President Eisenhower asserted, "does not lie in any misguided 
attempt to eliminate conventional forces and rely solely upon retalia- 
tion. Such a course would be completely self-defeating."" 

The members of the Gaither Committee quickly realized that the 
incorporation of some of their ideas into a Presidential speech did not 
mean that their proposals were about to be adopted by the Adminis- 
tration. The President might forward the Report to his writers with 
the suggestion that they use some of its ideas, but he was not likely 
to impose policy decisions on the operating agencies. Under the staff 
system used by President Eisenhower, policy proposals had to come up 
through the regular channels before he would act upon them. The 
Gaither Report had not sufficiently impressed or convinced the Presi- 
dent for him to seize the initiative. He was not only reluctant to upset 
routine staff procedures, but also not eager to embark on the large-scale 
spending programs urged in the Report. The President was anxious to 
maintain his image as a man of peace and had no wish to approve a 
major expansion in the American military forces. He sought from his 
advisors assurance that the problems were being met rather than 
programs for new action. 

After the failure of the initial attempt to alter Administration policy, 
the Gaither Committee, led by Foster, considered and to some extent 
implemented three courses of action. These were: further attempts to 
reach the President directly, efforts to enlist the support of operating 
agencies, and measures to arouse the American public and elite groups 
to the dangers facing the country. The operating agencies were perhaps 
the most likely allies of the Gaither Committee, and the failure to gain 
the support of a single department suggests the built-in forces for 
stability in the process. 

The Gaither Report had recommended across-the-board increases in 
spending. While assigning some priorities, it had not made any really 
hard choices among weapons systems. Here was seemingly a document 
which might have been acceptable to everyone. Why then was no 
support forthcoming? 

The Gaither Committee had taken seriously the question which, in 
effect, had been put to it: how the government should spend vastly 
increased sums of money. It was clear, however, to the operating agen- 
cies who were at the time wrestling with limitations imposed by the 
Budget Bureau that the "pie" was, in fact, not going to get bigger. The 
military services, the AEC, and the FCDA could only look upon the 

44 Ibid. 

This content downloaded from 86.177.8.225 on Thu, 18 Feb 2016 09:33:38 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



372 WORLD POLITICS 

Report as a proposal to redivide the pie.45 As such, they were naturally 
highly suspicious of its recommendations. The civil defense proposals 
caused the most difficulty. The FCDA was unwilling to accept a report 
which rejected its major proposal for blast shelters and which accepted 
implicitly the notion that civil defense spending should be weighed 
against possible military uses of the same funds. The military services 
were unwilling to support a plan which recommended a further split- 
ting of the military-spending pie by including civil defense spending. 
The Report had given secondary priority to a 20 billion-dollar spending 
program within the next few years. The military could not have been 
expected to advocate such spending when their assumption was that it 
would come out of their funds. 

In terms of individual proposals, the Committee members found 
some support within the services.46 The Army, for example, was eager 
to endorse the proposals for a limited-war force. However, the indi- 
vidual recommendations were not new and only provided some addi- 
tional leverage for the service viewpoints.47 In addition, the services 
were reluctant to endorse a paper which suggested that they had been 
derelict in their duty of keeping the country militarily strong. Although 
the Army would continue to argue for larger limited-war forces, it 
would never be ready to agree that it was not in a position to win a 
limited war. Similarly the Air Force was not willing to concede that its 
forces were as vulnerable as suggested by the Gaither Report. The mili- 
tary services could not admit the extensive deficiencies outlined by the 
Report. The formal comment of the Joint Chiefs was reportedly that 
the study did not contain any new proposals, but was "largely a summa- 
tion and endorsement of steps under way or under consideration."48 

45In considering the reaction of Executive agencies, it should be kept in mind that 
the Administration placed very tight restrictions on access to the Report. For example, 
NATO Supreme Commander General Lauris Norstad did not see it (New York 
Herald Tribune, January 8, I958, p. 2:2). 

46 The recommendations of the Gaither Committee were broken down into groups. 
The agencies concerned prepared papers on these proposals and they were discussed 
at a series of NSC meetings. See Cutler testimony, Jackson Hearings, Part IV, p. 594. 

47 Cf. General Maxwell Taylor, The Uncertain Trumpet, New York, I959, passim. 
Taylor, in discussing policy papers drafted for the NSC while he was Army Chief 
of Staff, makes it clear that most of the strategic concepts and recommendations of 
the Gaither Report were discussed frequently by the Joint Chiefs and the NSC before 
and after the Gaither Report was presented, although he does not mention the Report 
itself. 

48 New York Times, December 2i, I957, p. 8:3. This phenomenon clearly needs 
greater study. The strait jacket which has confined the military chiefs, preventing them 
from admitting extensive weakness even while pressing for more funds, has surely been 
an important restraint on the flow of information to the White House and to Congress. 
A comparison of the statements to Congress made by Army Chiefs of Staff on, for 
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The military services were also reluctant to commit themselves to 
what was in effect a new, more "rational" method of splitting up the 
defense pie. Under the "political" method the services could pretty well 
predict what their per cent of the defense budget would be. There was 
no way to tell just what budget-making by outside experts would look 
like. There is a general distrust among operating officials of this type 
of advice. In discussing the weakness of private expert committees, 
Nitze explicated one of the problems facing the Gaither group: "The 
most serious of these disadvantages is the possibility that the committee 
may be too far removed from executive branch responsibility to be fully 
effective. Those members of the executive branch who are actually 
responsible for carrying out policy . .. feel, perhaps rightly, that such 
groups are out of touch with the real problems with which the officials, 
in the end, must always deal. In any case, it is obvious that the com- 
mittee, once its report has been presented, is in a poor position to help 
fight its recommendation through the decision stage. Both of these 
difficulties characterized the reception of the Gaither Report two 
years ago...."' 

This fear of civilian expertise and the inability of the Gaither group 
to put any influence back of its recommendations combined with the 
motives discussed above to explain the failure of administrative agencies 
to support the Gaither proposals. There were, however, two men in the 
government who might have been expected to take the over-all view 
necessary to endorse the recommendations of the Report. For vastly 
different reasons, however, neither the Secretary of State nor the Secre- 
tary of Defense was prepared to do so. Defense Secretary Neil McElroy 
viewed his job as that of an administrator. He refused to be drawn into 
strategic discussions or debates about the level of defense spending. He 
felt that he had been appointed because of his ability to run an organiza- 
tion efficiently and refused to deal with subjects about which he had 
no expertise. 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles was in no sense reluctant to 
discuss military matters. He had in fact become closely associated with 
the policy of massive retaliation which the Report indirectly, but clearly, 
challenged. Dulles was not prepared to endorse a program which called 
for large-scale spending and which committed the United States to 

example, the adequacy of our capability for limited war and the statements they 
make after retiring indicates vividly the reality of this phenomenon. (I am indebted 
to Paul Hammond and Louis Kushnick for bringing this point to my attention.) 

49 Paul H. Nitze, "Organization for National Policy Planning in the United States," 
Selected Materials, p. i68 (italics added). 
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local defense in the peripheral areas. In addition he felt that a shelter 
program would frighten America's allies. He feared that the Gaither 
proposals would use funds that otherwise could be used to increase 
foreign aid.50 Dulles' influence with the President on foreign affairs 
suggests that his opposition must have been a major stumbling block 
in the efforts to convince the President to implement the Gaither pro- 
posals. Both the Treasury and the Budget Bureau were of course opposed 
to the Gaither recommendations because of the large-scale increase in 
spending proposed. With the Secretaries of State and Treasury and the 
Director of the Budget opposed to them and the Secretary of Defense 
refusing to express an opinion, the Gaither group members had to try 
either to influence the President directly5' or to arouse American public 
opinion. 

Following the presentation of their Report, the members of the 
Gaither Committee discussed possible courses of action among them- 
selves and with experts on American foreign policy and defense. 
Following these weeks of informal discussions, a dinner meeting was 
held in Foster's Washington home in mid-December. Joining Foster 
were Frank Stanton and Paul Nitze, who had worked on the Gaither 
Report, and others, including Laurance Rockefeller and Elmo Roper.52 
Vice-President Richard Nixon attended on his own initiative but, ac- 
cording to one report, with the approval of the President.5" Part of the 
evening was taken up with a further briefing of the Vice-President. In 
addition, Foster made two proposals to the group. He suggested that 
it aim at publication of a "sanitized" version of the Gaither Report." 
He also urged the formation of a committee which would seek to 
convince the American people of the need for greater sacrifices in light 
of the grave Soviet threat. Foster argued that the release of the Report 
was essential to mobilize public opinion to support new programs. At 
the same time that it was trying to arouse public opinion, Foster sug- 
gested that his proposed committee continue the fight within the 
Executive for the implementation of the Gaither proposals. 

50Cf. Dulles' testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, New York 
Times, January io, I958, p. i:5. 

51For an excellent discussion of the kinds of problems that President Eisenhower 
would have faced in seeking to impose the recommendations of the Gaither Report 
on the operating agencies, see Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power, New York, i960, 
passim. 

52 New York Times, December ii, I957, p. 8:6; New York Herald Tribune, December 
I I, I957, p. I:3- 

53 New York Times, December I2, I957, p. II:I. 
54 Krock, ibid., December I3, I957, p. 26:5. 
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In the discussion that followed, a general feeling was expressed of 
the need to do whatever was possible to alert the Administration and 
the people. Although Foster's proposal to set up a committee was re- 
ceived with much sympathy, the consensus was that the crucial prob- 
lem lay with the President. If President Eisenhower could be convinced 
of the need to take bold action, he would have no difficulty arousing the 
American people. On the other hand, without the leadership of the 
President, it was felt that no group, whatever its composition, could 
reach the public.55 Other members of the Gaither Committee shared 
this viewpoint. In testifying before the Jackson Committee, Sprague 
expressed his own opinion and in effect summed up the feeling of the 
meeting at Foster's home. In answer to a question as to what could be 
done to arouse the public, Sprague replied: "Senator, a citizen like 
myself, or a group of citizens, can do very little about this. I think there 
is one man in the United States that [sic] can do this effectively, and 
that is the President. I do not think there is anybody else."56 Sprague's 
testimony reflected the bewilderment of the Foster group as to the 
position of the President. The Gaither Committee members were not 
sure whether the problem was to convince the President that their 
analysis was correct, or to get him to act on the basis of the information 
which he now had. As Sprague explained it: "I believe . . that the 
danger is more serious than the President has expressed himself to 
the American public. I do not know whether he feels this or whether 
he does not. But I do not believe that the concern that I personally feel 
has as yet been expressed by the President to the American public. This 
is a complicated matter."" 

The gathering at Foster's home broke up without a firm decision on 
whether or not to form a committee, but with a commitment on the 

56 This feeling that the President constituted the key to the problem was reflected 
in a report by Samuel Lubell on a field trip made soon after Sputnik II. Lubell reported 
that "one thing I found especially striking was how closely the public's reactions 
corresponded to the explanatory 'line' which was coming from the White House. 
Relatively few persons repeated the criticisms which were being printed in newspaper 
editorials or were being made by members of Congress or by scientists. In talking 
about sputnik, most people tended to paraphrase what Eisenhower himself had said. 
... The public generally tended to follow the President's lead. In no community did 
I find any tendency on the part of the public to look for leadership to anyone else- 
to their newspapers or radio commentators, to Congressmen or to men of science. Nor, 
with some exceptions, could people be said to be in advance of the President, or to 
be demanding more action than he was." (Samuel Lubell, "Sputnik and American 
Public Opinion," Columbia University Forum, I, Winter I957, p. i8.) 

56 Jackson Hearings, Part I, p. 55 (italics added). 
57Ibid. 
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part of those present to work for release of the Gaither Report to the 
public.58 The efforts of members of the Gaither Committee"9 to have 
their Report released coincided with the demand of other groups. 

IV. THE PUBLIC DEBATE 

The Gaither Committee had drafted its Report for the President 
without Congress' or the public's being aware of its existence. When the 
Report was presented to the NSC on November 7, i957, the New York 
Times simply stated that an extraordinary meeting of the Council had 
been held and that members of the President's Science Advisory Com- 
mittee were in attendance.60 On November 9 the New York Times 
indicated that a special committee headed by Rowan Gaither had 
presented a report.6" The contents of the Report leaked out slowly to 
the press. On November 23, 1957, the Herald Tribune published a 
fairly complete account of the contents of the Gaither study62 and on 
December 20 the Washington Post and Times Herald ran a story by 
Chalmers Roberts which contained the most accurate report of the 
study's contents that had appeared to date.63 As the nature of the Re- 
port and its sober conclusions came to the attention of the public,64 a 
number of groups called for release of the official text. Thus, when 
the group meeting in Foster's home decided to press for publication of 
the Report, they were echoing the demand of others. 

The group's desire to have the Report released coincided with a 
similar request from Congressional Democrats and some Republican 
Senators, including Styles Bridges.65 The debate over making the Report 
public attracted wide interest in the press and among the attentive elites. 
As Senator Clark made clear on the Senate floor, those demanding 
release of the Report were not concerned with learning its contents. 

58Ultimately no committee was set up reflecting the view expressed by Sprague. A 
leak to the press about the gathering and its purpose made further action by the 
group more complicated and, in addition, embarrassed the Vice-President. 

59Not all of the Gaither Committee joined in this effort. Gaither, for example, 
told a news conference that "a report like this to the Security Council and to the 
President is never made public. If all or part of it is made public, it would be an 
exception, and the first time such a thing was ever done." (New York Herald Tribune, 
December 25, I957, p. 3:0.) 

60New York Times, November 8, I957, p. IO:8. 
611bid., November 9, I957, p. ii:6. 
62New York Herald Tribune, November 23, I957, p. I:8. 
63 See note 5 above. 
64The leaks apparently came both from within the Administration and from 

members of the Gaither Committee. 
65 New York Herald Tribune, December I3, I957, p. I:3; Washington Post and 

Times Herald, December 2I, 1957, p. I:6. 
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Anyone with this goal had only to turn to one of several newspaper 
and magazine accounts. To make this task easier, Clark inserted in 
the Congressional Record the Roberts article and assured the readers 
of the Daily Record that it was accurate.66 

Congressional Democrats, particularly those Senators who had been 
advocating higher defense spending, viewed the Report as a vindication 
of their views. The declaration by a group of distinguished citizens, 
including a number of prominent Republicans, that the Eisenhower 
Administration had failed to act in the face of a grave danger to the 
survival of the country was excellent political ammunition. The Demo- 
crats had been trying to paint a picture of an inactive President failing 
to respond to the challenges of the time. Since it would be difficult to 
publish the Report without creating the impression that its findings 
were valid, release of the Report by the Administration itself could not 
fail to bolster this image, with important political advantages for the 
Democratic Party in the next Congressional election. Apart from the 
partisan political advantage which they saw in publication of the Re- 
port, the Senate Democrats were concerned about the state of the 
nation's defenses. The Preparedness Subcommittee was conducting 
extensive hearings and an official request for the Report came from 
Senator Lyndon Johnson, the majority leader and chairman of the 
Subcommittee. The Johnson Subcommittee was briefed on the sub- 
stance of the Report67 but nevertheless pressed for its publication, appar- 
ently feeling that it would aid its case regarding the need for the nation 
to make greater sacrifices. 

The Senate debate over release of the Gaither Report followed the 
presentation to Congress of the President's budget message. The pro- 
posed spending for national defense had greatly disappointed those who 
held the views outlined in the Report. In his State of the Union Address 
on January 9 the President had declared that the United States must 
act "wisely and promptly" to maintain the capacity to deter attack or 
defend itself, and he had added: "My profoundest conviction is that 
the American people will say, as one man: No matter what the exertions 
or sacrifices, we shall maintain that necessary strength."68 But while 
the budget message had called for some increase in spending, it was 
not enough in the opinion of those demanding release of the Gaither 
Report. The budget called for modest acceleration of the missile and 

66 Congressional Record, loc.cit., p. 858. 
67New York Times, December 23, I957, p. 6:4. 
68Paul Zinner, ed., Documents on American Foreign Relations, 1958, New York, 

1959, p. 2. 
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SAC dispersal programs but, while recognizing the need for conven- 
tional forces and civilian defense, it called for a curtailment of these 
programs to save part of the amount needed for the expanded activities. 
It specifically ruled out a substantial increase in the defense budget.69 

Once again there was a sharp contrast between what was included 
in the President's speech and the actual policy position of the Adminis- 
tration. Any possibility that the President would have overruled his 
subordinates on this issue was eliminated by Eisenhower's stroke. He 
was not working during most of the period between presentation of 
the Gaither Report and the submitting of his budget to Congress. 

Senators and Representatives urging release of the Report felt it would 
strengthen their hand in trying to convince the Congress to increase 
defense expenditures substantially and to generate pressures on the 
Administration to spend the money which was appropriated. As Senator 
Clark declared on the Senate floor: "That [Gaither] report should 
have caused this Administration to have a far greater sense of urgency 
than it presently gives any indication of having."70 He urged a reading 
of the Roberts article in order to "have an understanding of the very 
critical situation which confronts our country, and which I must say 
in all good conscience the President's budget does so little to remedy."'" 

Echoing this Congressional demand for release of the Report were 
newspapers and magazines which argued that the public was entitled 
to read this study by a group of distinguished citizens.72 It was pointed 
out that various distortions had appeared in print, including one that 
suggested that the Committee had advocated preventive war.7 Only 

69 Portions of the budget message relating to national security are printed in ibid., 
pp. I5-23. 

70 Congressional Record, loc.cit., p. 86o. 
71 Ibid. 
72 See, for example, the editorials in the New York Times, December I3, I957, 

p. 26:2; New York Herald Tribune, December 23, I957, p. i6:i; and Washington Post 
and Times Herald, December 30, I957, p. I4:I. 

73 In his column in the New York Times on December 20, I957 (p. 26:5), Arthur 
Krock inferred from what he knew about the Gaither Report that it recommended a 
"first strike" strategy and speculated that this was why the Report was being kept 
secret. Two days later he was able to write that "it is authoritatively stated that this 
point was not included in the report" (ibid., Iv, p. 3:2). 

The Communists sought to exploit this and other distortions of the Gaither Report. 
On December 26, Moscow and Peking broadcasts monitored in London charged that 
the "authors of the report are proponents of a limited war which would be fought 
with all types of modern nuclear weapons" (New York Times, December 27, I957, 
p. 4:5). Then Soviet Premier Bulganin in a note to President Eisenhower on March 7, 
I958, wrote that "the American press has been discussing for the past few weeks the 
idea of 'preventive war' against the U.S.S.R. which, according to such well-known 
American commentators as Hanson Baldwin, Arthur Krock and Drew Pearson, was 
advanced in a secret report to the National Council of Security [sic] by the so-called 
Gaither Committee" (ibid., March 8, 1958, p. 2:8). 
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the full publication of the Report would stop the rumors and give the 
people an opportunity to evaluate this Report which, it was stressed, 
had been written by an extremely able group of private citizens. Mem- 
bers of the Gaither Committee pressed for publication of the "sanitized" 
version of the Report which Foster had offered to prepare. Publication 
would indicate that the Administration took the Report seriously and 
was prepared to implement it. It also would be an effective first step in 
what they hoped would be a Presidential campaign to arouse the 
American people to meet the crisis facing the nation. Those within 
the Administration who favored more spending for defense were press- 
ing for release of the Report for the same reasons and leaked its con- 
tents. Private citizens concerned about the nation's defense effort were 
also seeking publication of the Report. 

Despite these intense efforts, the President refused to yield. The 
official Administration position was set forth in a letter to Senator 
Johnson: ". . . From time to time the President invites groups of 
specially qualified citizens to advise him on complex problems. These 
groups give this advice after intensive study, with the understanding 
that their advice will be kept confidential. Only by preserving the 
confidential nature of such advice is it possible to assemble such groups 
or for the President to avail himself of such advice."74 To publish this 
Report, the letter concluded, would violate the privacy of this relation 
and also the standing rule that NSC documents are not made public.75 

Earlier, at a press conference, the President had made it clear that 
he considered the Report confidential and had no intention of making 
it public.76 A Presidential press release noted simply that "the report is, 
of course, a highly classified document."77 James Reston, analyzing 
the Eisenhower Administration's refusal to publish the study, termed 
the Report an indictment of Eisenhower's policy and noted that publi- 
cation would have weakened the President as well as the Republican 
Party.78 The desire to withhold political ammunition from the Demo- 
crats undoubtedly played a part in the decision not to release the 

74Ibid., January 23, I958, p. IO:4. 
76 This was not an unimportant consideration. It undoubtedly heavily influenced 

the President's Special Assistant for National Security Affairs, Robert Cutler, who 
argued against the release of the Report. Cf. Robert Cutler, "Organization at the 
Policy Level," General Electric Defense Quarterly, ii (January-March i959), pp. I2-43. 
For a general discussion of this problem, see Francis E. Rourke, "Administrative 
Secrecy: A Congressional Dilemma," American Political Science Review, LIV (September 
i960), pp. 69I-93. 

7 New York Times, January i6, i958, p. I4:6. 
77ibid., December 22, I957, p. 4:I. 
78Ibid., January 22, I958, p. I0:5. 
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Report, as did the need to maintain the tradition of privacy for such 
reports. Probably more important, however, was the President's oft- 
repeated fear that the American people, if panicked, would ride off in 
all directions and demand spending which would be unwise and would 
damage the economy.79 Thus, after Sputnik the President moved to 
calm the nation and ultimately rejected the fundamental assumption 
of the Gaither Report that the country was in grave danger. To take 
the unusual course of releasing the Report would imply that it pre- 
sented an accurate picture and would increase pressures, which the 
Administration was fighting, to step up defense spending substantially. 

The Eisenhower Administration continually denied that the Gaither 
Report showed the United States to be weak at the time the document 
was being written. It asserted that the government was already dealing 
with the problems outlined in the Report and that adequate measures 
were being taken on the basis of this and other reports to assure the 
nation's survival.80 

Although they failed to have their Report released, many of the 
Gaither Committee members spoke out in an effort to alert the nation 
to the imminent dangers. Foster, in particular, appeared before numer- 
ous groups to argue the need for greater sacrifices. Sprague told the 
Jackson Committee that he had spoken to thirty or forty groups since 
serving on the Gaither panel, but, he continued, "I do not think this 
is very effective. I have done all that I can.""' After a while the Com- 
mittee members gave up the effort to arouse the public, with the realiza- 
tion that they could not compete against the President's words of 
reassurance. 

V. CONCLUSION 

The dispute about releasing the Gaither Report was a short episode 
in the continuing political debate over American defense strategy and 
the level of military spending necessary to implement the foreign and 
military policies of the United States. While the Report did not sub- 
stantially alter the course of the struggle, it helped to bring some of the 
issues and pressures more sharply into focus. The fight over the release 
of the Report reflected almost exactly the larger dispute over defense 
spending. The American political process may be viewed as a struggle 
between clusters cutting across governmental structure, political parties, 
and interest groups and forming and reforming around various causes 

79Krock, ibid., December 22, I957, IV, p. 3:I. 
80Ibid., December 29, I957, p. I:3. 
81 Jackson Hearings, Part I, p. 56. 
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or specific proposals.82 The defense debate which followed the launch- 
ing of the Russian earth satellites brought into action two groups. One, 
which included the President, members of his Cabinet, some Congres- 
sional leaders, and members of the attentive elite, reacted to Sputnik 
with programs for modest increases in national security spending but 
continued to assert that no large increase in spending or re-evaluation 
of strategy or governmental structure was needed. The other group, 
which included members of the Gaither Committee, Congressional 
Democrats and some Republicans, directors of mass media, and national 
security experts, saw in the Sputniks an affirmation of its belief that 
the United States was faced with a grave threat to its survival and an 
opportunity to have its views prevail. Its members urged substantial 
increases in government spending and an awakening to the serious 
military, economic, and political challenge facing the United States 
and its allies. The Gaither Committee included a number of men who 
even before Sputnik had been arguing for substantial increases in 
defense spending. The other members of the Committee were won 
over to this view by the intellectual climate of the Committee as well 
as their review of the military situation. The Gaither Report provided 
a guide for the "pro-spending cluster,"83 presenting a rationale for its 
position and a blueprint for the expenditure of the additional sums 
which were to be made available. It hoped that the Administration 
could be pressed to accept the Report drawn up by a committee of the 
NSC as a guide for a substantially increased military effort.84 

82 For a similar model spelled out, see Roger Hilsman, "The Foreign Policy 
Consensus: An Interim Research Report," Journal of Conflict Resolution, iii (December 
1959), pp. 36i-82. I am indebted to H. Bradford Westerfield for the model used here. 

83 The term "pro-spending cluster" is not meant to imply that its members favored 
spending for its own sake. While some people supporting the Gaither proposals were 
willing to back any plan for larger government spending, others (notably Sprague) 
were reluctant to endorse any spending programs; most of this cluster supported the 
Gaither proposals without being influenced by the spending implications. 

84 NSC 68 provides some interesting parallels to the Gaither Report and suggests 
the role it might have played if Sputnik had led to an Administration decision to 
increase the defense budget substantially. NSC 68 was drafted by a joint State Depart- 
ment-Defense Department committee, but it was, like the Gaither Report, prepared 
without considering domestic economic or political factors and without regard to the 
budget level set by the President. It included a complete review of the national 
security situation and called for a large increase in defense spending-providing a 
blueprint for the use of the funds. The Report was presented to the NSC just prior to 
the outbreak of the Korean War. It was initialed by President Truman just after the 
war started and served as the government's rationale for the expanded defense effort. 
It enabled the Administration to assert that spending was being guided by a long- 
range plan drafted prior to the war. See Paul Hammond, "NSC-68: Prologue to 
Rearmament," to be published in a volume sponsored by the Institute of War and 
Peace Studies of Columbia University. 
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The Gaither Report was valuable to the pro-spending cluster in a 
number of ways. Within the Administration it provided an excuse for 
a further review of the American defense position, and brought before 
the President and his top advisors in a dramatic fashion the arguments 
for spending substantially larger sums of money. It contributed to an 
awareness, on the part of the President and his top advisors, of the 
vulnerability problem and of the crucial importance of the dispersal 
of SAC and the development of mobile, hardened missile systems. The 
Report was instrumental in convincing the Air Force of the need to 
develop invulnerable second-strike forces. In the longer run it was 
probably partly responsible for the acceptance by both the Eisenhower 
Administration and the Air Force of programs for SAC dispersal and 
missile hardening. It also undoubtedly contributed to the growing 
acceptance by the Administration of the need to have forces for limited 
war (although it did not alter the failure to implement this decision 
in the military budget). It contributed to the pressure which raised 
military spending slightly. 

By leaking the Report, those in the Administration arguing for 
higher spending aided those with similar views in the legislature and 
the attentive public. For these groups the Report provided substantiation 
from a source with access to all government intelligence of the argu- 
ments frequently offered by critics outside the government.85 The Re- 
port made it clear that Executive optimism was based not on additional 
information but on a different reading of the facts available to the 
public. The data and reasoning of the Gaither Report could be used 
to bolster the case for increased spending, the need to overcome the 
missile gap and to develop a limited-war force. In addition, the struggle 
over publishing the Report was dramatic and helped to publicize the 
somewhat technical arguments over military strategy and the demands 
for greater expenditure on defense. Their service on the Gaither Com- 
mittee substantially increased the prestige and influence of its members. 
Some continued in advisory capacities in the Eisenhower Administra- 
tion, and all are looked to as experts on national security problems. 
The Report had a significant influence on the analysis of strategic 

problems by national security experts. The recent emphasis in the 
military policy literature on the problems of vulnerability and second- 

85 For example, in the Rockefeller Brothers study on defense problems, whose rec- 
ommendations closely parallel those of the Gaither Report; see Special Studies Report 
II, Rockefeller Brothers Fund, International Security: The Military Aspect, Garden 
City, N.Y., I958 (reprinted in Prospect for America: The Rockefeller Panel Reports, 
Garden City, N.Y., i96i, pp. 93-I55). 
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strike forces stems partly from the impact of the Gaither Report and 
the members of the Committee and its advisory panel. 

While the Gaither Report served temporarily as a rallying point for 
those favoring increased spending, the anti-spending cluster was quick 
to recognize the danger which the Report posed. The President, battling 
the pressures for greater military expenditures, refused to make the 
Report public and stressed that it was just one of a number of reports 
made to him. Senate Republicans opposed to large spending urged 
that the Report be kept secret, noting with alarm the influence it had 
already had in increasing the pressures on the Administration. Had 
the Report been made public, it would have represented a significant 
victory for the pro-spending cluster and would have probably indicated 
that that group was gaining the upper hand in the Administration. 

The complexities of military planning and strategy are such that 
public debate (and even the Congressional appropriations process) 
plays a limited role in making critical decisions. The failure of Con- 
gress to have the Gaither Report published indicated the ability of the 
Executive to limit Congress' role by cutting off vital information. 
Insofar as Congressional and public debate play a role in the process of 
national strategy, the Gaither incident was of some value. The public 
debate had an important educational function in bringing to the 
attention of the Administration an analysis of the situation different 
from that provided by operating agencies. By calling attention to 
problems of vulnerability and limited war, the Gaither Report in- 
creased public understanding of these crucial questions. 

In part, Congressional activity on defense matters can be viewed as 
a massive lobbying effort to influence the political decision-making 
process of the Executive branch.8" The analysis of the Gaither Com- 
mittee added to the ability of Congress to influence the process and to 
press for increased and more rational spending. If the public dispute 
over the Gaither Report contributed to the political climate which has 
influenced President Kennedy, it may well have made a vital contri- 
bution to the nation's security. 

Although when the contents of their reports are leaked or released, 
the work of civilian ad hoc NSC committees is of value to Congress- 
men and private citizens, such groups are primarily instruments of the 
President and need to be evaluated in terms of their possible contribu- 
tion to the Executive decision-making process. Within the Executive 

88 Cf. Samuel P. Huntington, "Strategic Planning and the Political Process," Foreign 
Affairs, xxxvii (January i960), pp. 285-99. 
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the Gaither Report provided a fresh look at the nation's defense posture. 
It served as an effective communication procedure to bring before the 
attention of the President and his principal advisors concerns which 
were being felt at the middle and upper levels of the operating agencies 
but which had not filtered through to the White House. 

The Committee Report provided clear, well-reasoned statements of 
the problems of vulnerability and limited war, of the role of dispersal 
and hardening, and of the problems and opportunities of civil defense. 
It undoubtedly made a major contribution to the understanding of 
these problems by top officials. The panel was able to point out serious 
deficiencies where it found them because it was not responsible for 
past policy action, and the President could receive such advice because 
he anticipated being able to keep it private. The Committee also ad- 
vanced a number of new policy proposals, particularly in the field of 
defense reorganization, which were not likely to come from the armed 
services themselves.87 

Having made its proposals, the Gaither Committee found that it 
lacked the power base to fight for their implementation. But clearly 
the value and activity of such a group are not measurable in terms of 
its political influence on the decision process. The Committee furnished 
the President with a program, which, while perhaps not very precise 
or well thought-out in detail, could have served as a guide for action. 
The Committee thus fulfilled its primary purpose of providing an addi- 
tional source of information for the President, unencumbered by future 
and past policy responsibility. The operating agencies can only view 
such committees as threats to their prerogative. But to a strong, vigorous 
President they could prove to be a powerful tool for overcoming bureau- 
cratic and political opposition to the implementation of new, vitally 
needed programs. 

87 Some of its proposals were adopted in the i958 reorganization of the Defense 
Department. 
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