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THE ORIGIN AND DEVELCPMERT OF THE CFFICE OF

THE COMMANDING GENERAL COF THE UNITED STATES ARMNY, 1821 TO 1861
I, INTRODUCTION

The office of the Commanding General of the United States Army
had an accidental genesis as a by-product of legislative action in March

o The priﬁary purpose of the congressional act was to reduce

of 1821,
the size of the regular army., TNeither the Congress nor the Secretary

of War had examined in advance the possible role of a Commanding Generalj
therefore, the act of Congress did not designate the duties of its first
incumbent,

The Commanding Generals who served between 1821 and 1861 estab-
lished the duties of the office., They assumed office on orders that
designated them to command the Army; yet, the authority and the respon-
sibility of the Commanding General in fulfilling his cobligation were
never completely defined. For that matter, no one specified what "com-
mand of the Army" included. The result was constant tension between the
Commanding Generals and both the Secretaries of War and the chiefs of
the bureaus of the War Department. The primary issue centered on unity
of command,

Unity of command proved to be a critical problem in the Army as
the 20th century began. After the Spanish-American War, the Secretary
of War Elihu Root instituted an exceptionél series of reforms within the
War Department which were designed to reghape the Army into an instru-
ment of national power capable of coping with modern warfare. Secretary

Root considered the division of authority between the Commanding
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General and the Secretary to be the chief weakness to be solved in or-
der to accomplish his goal.2 This issue was resolved following the last
war of the 19th century, but it had been defined before the Civil War,
The gur?ose of this report is to trace the evolution of the of-
fice of the Commanding General from its beginnings in 1821 to the eve
of the Civil War. The primary focus is on the three general officers
-=- Jacob Jennings Brown, Alexander Macomb, and Winfield Scott -- who oc-
cupied the office during this period and the influence of their actions

in office on determining the extent of unity of command,
II, ORIGIN OF THE OFFICE

The disasters of the War of 1812 provided meaningful lessons for
the members of the Madison administration and for the Congress. The
United States had been unprepared for war, There was a consensus among
the members of the executive and legislative branches that the situa-
tion should never occur again.3 The reforms of the military establish-
ment in the post-war years demonstrated the strength of this viewpoint.

President Madison advised the Congress in a specia} message im-
mediateiy after the war that "a certain degree of preparation for war
is not only indispensable to avert disasters in the onset, but also the
best security for the continuance for peace," The Chief Executive rec-
commended "the maintenance of an adequate regular force."h Congress
approved in March of that year a standing army of 10,000 officers and
men, a total in marked contrast to the 3,220 officers and ﬁen in the
>

regular peacetime army under President Jefferscn,

President Madison's Secretary of War William H., Crawford echoed
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the theme of readiness for future war., Crawford recommended to Congress
that the general staff should be retained in peacetime, The general
staff had been created by Congress in the spring of 1813, The purpose
of the staff was to acéomplish administrative and technical tasks,
"housekeeping services," 1Its members included the quartermaster general,
the commissary general of ordnance, the paymaster, and the assistant top~
ographical engineer; and, each officer reported directly to the Secre-
tary.6 The general staff did not resemble the systém instituted by Sec-
retary Elihu Root in 1903, The original intent in 1813 was to relieve
the Secretary of War from the burdens of administrative routine during
the conduct of the war, Crawford believed that the general staff should
be a permanent institution because the lessons of the war convinced him
of the "necessity of giving to the military establishment, in time of
peace, the organization which it must have to render it efficient in a

7 In April of 1816, Congress passed legislation approv-

state of war,"
ing the retention of the general staff,

President Monroe pursued the program of reform instituted during
the Madison administration. In his inaugural address of 1817, the new
Presideht informed the nation that the Army should "garrison and pre=-
serve our fortifications and ... meet the first invasion of a foreign
foe, and, while constituting the elements of a greater force, ... pre-
serve the science as well as all the necessary implements of war in a
state to be brought into activity in the event of war."8 The emphasis
remained on readiness for future war,

The new Secretary of VWar John C, Calhoun prerred the program to

implement the President's policy. Actions undertaken during the first



4

three years in office included conducting the first systematic survey of
the coast line to identify strategic locations for seacoast fortifica-
tions; the compilation of a standard manual for the administration and
tactical training of the Army; encouragement and financial support of
the efforts of Sylvanus Thayer to rejuvenate the Academy at West Point:
and finally bringing all members of the general staff toc Washington une-
der the direct Jjurisdiction of the Secretary of War.9
For a period of five years following the end of the War of 1812,
two Secretaries of War instituted a program of military reform. The
justification for the program was the general notion that the Army must
be prepared for future war, even if no clear and immediate threat were
at hand. The Congress approved the reforms. The changes made in the
War Department revealed what the Secretary of War meant by preparedness
in terms of organization, Tﬁe War Department consisted of the general
staff and the Army. Both elements were under the direct supervision of
the Secretary.lo The size of the Army was three times larger than the
pre-war level. Two major generals were authorized, and they commanded
the two geographical divisions in which the units of the Army were lo=
cated.11 No one in either the Madison or the Monroe administration ad-
vocated a single Commanding Genéral of the Army, The experience of the
War of 1812 had revealed the need for greater coordination within the
military establishment; however, reform measures focused on the size of
the Army and the administrative system. Even in the officer corps there
were few advocates for a common military superior.l2 The office of
Commanding General would originate with legislation by Congress to re-

store frugality to the national government,



In May of 1820 the House of Representatives passed a resolution
submitted by Henry Clay calling for the Secretary of War to present a
plan for the reduction of the Army from 10,000 to 6,000 officers and
men.l3 The climax of war-inspired reforms had passed. The near catase
trophes of war and the unprecedented economic boom which followed the
end of the war were key political considerations permitting the mainte-
nance of a comparatively large standing army. In turn, the effects of
the Panic of 1819 gave the economizers in the House‘of Representatives
a crucial argument for the decrease of federal expenditures. The War
Department, the largest executive agency, with unsettled accounts of
$45,000,000, presented a sure target.lu In December, Secretary Calhoun
complied with the orders of the House.

The Secretary proposed an unigue plan which would permit the di-
rected reductions, while maintaining an organization based on the prin-
ciple that "at the commencement of hostilities, there should be nothing

x5

either to new model or to create," This was Célhoun's "Expansible Ar-
my" plan, which ranks as one of the outstanding American state papers

on military affairs. For the balance of the century, military leaders
testifying before Congreés on the purpose of the Army would use Calhoun's
plan as a point of departure. At the turn of the century, Secretary

Root would advocate principles of organization which agreed with Cal-
houn's that the true object of any army must be "to provide for war."16
Even Congressman Thomas Cobb, who opposed the plan in 1820, acknowl=
edged that it was the "ablest, most ingenious, and, upon the whole, the

best defence (sic) of a standing army which I have seen in print."l?

Calihhoun advocated the reduction of the enlisted ranks. This
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would permit the retention of a large number of officers on active duty
where they could maintain their professional expertise. The regular
structure of the Army would be retained on a cadre or skeleton basis.
In the event of war, the Army could be expanded by recruits to a total
of 19,000 men, By effecting the reductions in this way, the Army could
retain prepared, trained leaders,

Congress rejected Calhoun's proposals on March 2, 1821, Congress
did not, however, dismiss the validity or importance of the concept of
preparedness.18 Calhoun had consulted his general officers for advice
before preparing the plan., All of them had opposed a reduction in
strength, If their reasoning did not prevail, the generals had recom-
rmended the reductions of enlisted men., The experiences of the past war
convinced them that only by retaining the officers could the problems
of mobilization be resolved., Thus, Calhoun asserted “ﬁhe qualifica-
tions of the officers are essentially superior to those of the soldiers,
and are more difficult to be acquired.“19 He maintained that "war is
an art."ao The reductions ¢f the officers by Congress did not change
the convictions of the senior military leaders.

The act of Congress retained tlie general staff. Calhoun had pre-
viously maintained in 1818 that "no part of our military organization
reguires more attention in peace thar the general staff," Calhoun be=
lieved that "if (the general staff) neglected in feace, when there is
leisure, it will be impossible, in the midst of the hurry and bustle of
wér, to bring it te perfection."21 The necessity of a general staff
again had been validated by Congress as well,

This reduction of the size of the peacetime Army was the only



cutback to occur during the period 1821 to 1861. The only changes in
strength would be to increase the force. These changes would be justi-
fied on the basis of the role of the Army in supporting the westward
expansion of the nation.22 In the post-war era, large numbers of citi-
zens moved west of the Appalachian Mountains. In 1810, one of every
seven Americans lived in that region, In 1620, the figure had increased
to one of every four, By 1850, over half of the population of the
United States would reside to the west of the Appalachian I‘-Iountains.23
The issue of preparedness may have no longer represented to Congress
the major justification for a peacetime Army, but future attempts to
reduce the Army would not succeed, The Army's role in the settlement
of the West would provide the justification for a peacetime force,

The legislation of 1821 eliminated one of the two major generals.,
The purpose of the act was to reduce the size of the Army, not to cen-
tralize command, Neither the Congress nor Secrefary Calhoun had ex-
amined in advance the possible role of a singlé Commanding General,
Thus, the act of Congress of March 2, 1821, marked the birth of the of-
fice of the Commanding General; however, Congfess had not designated

2h

the duties of the incumbent,

EZ e Bewe

The provisions of the act went into effect on June 1.
retary of War served as the constitutional assistant to the‘?resident,
in his role as Commander-in-Chief, Beneath the Secretary were thfeé
distinct organizational elements: the Commanding General, the general
sfaff, and the Army. The organization of the War Department appeared
to provide the Secretary of War with the management tools for the effi-

cient control of the Army., Unity of effort, however, was more like an

illusion,
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The effort of Calhoun had been to create an administrative system
through which he, as Secretary of War, could exert strong, positive con-
trol of the Army, His design of the organization reflected the Secre-
tary's role as the central focus of military authority within the War
Department. Through the general staff and the two military departmental
commanders, Calhoun would effect the efficient operation of the depart-
ment, On the one hand, the general staff, with their bureaus in Wash-
ington and staff officers in the field with the line commanders, would
provide technical channels for firm control of such tasks as disburse-
ments, map making, inspections, health care of the force, and logistical
support of the field Army, The regulations of the Army for 1821 depicted
this role of the general staff; however, the new regulations did not
specify the relationship between the line commander and the staff depart-
ments, which in time was to reveal one weakness of the system relative
to unity of effort.26

On the other hand, command of the Army would be discharged through
the two geographical commands into which the country had been divided.
The line of the Army -- the fighting units such as. infantry, cavalry,
and artillery -- was located in territorial commands under the jurisdic-
tion of line commanders. The generals in charge of the two military

27

departments supervised subordinate commanders, who in turn had charge
of garrisons and posts. In practice, line commanders had a sigrificant
degree of autonomy because of the isolation of their stations, but the

pﬁstnwar system had been designed to enhance the central control of the

line., Again, the regulations of 1821 reflected this intent of Calhoun,

But, the regulations were written before the office of the Commanding



General was authorized by virtue of an act to reduce federal spending.
Where would the Commanding General fit in Calhoun's system?2

Congress provided the title., Secretary Calhoun called the Com-
manding General to the War Department, gave him an office and issued or-
ders designating him "to command the Army.'" No one prescribed his du-
ties, and no one questioned the potential effects of the ambiguity of
his authority and responsibility relative to the Secretary, the general
staff, or the rest of the Army,

The incumbents who occupied the new office between 1821 and 1861
would establish the duties of the Commandiné General., They were career
soldiers and famous veterans of the War of 1612, 1In the aftermath of
that war, they had chosen to remain in the peacetime Army, They had
been actively engaged in the reorganizational efforts that had taken
place in the immediate years after the war. Each one believed that
regulars won wars; and, during periods of peace, the critical task was
to prepare fhe Army for the next war, Thelr actions in office reflected
this belief and had a significant impact on the definition of the issue

of unity of command.
III. NAJOR GENERAL JACOB JENNINGS BROWN, 1821-1828

President Monroe selected Jacob Jennings Brown to remain as the
sole major general. Andrew Jackson, the other major general in service,
accepted an offer by the President to serve as the Governor of the Flor-

29

ida Territory. Brown's first duty was to preside over a board charged
to select the other officers for retention in the service. This task

was undoubtedly an unpleasant responsibility. Brown agreed fully with
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the need for a standing army of at least 10,000 officers and men; and
the forced reductions caused him great concern. In response to Calhoun's
request for advice on how to honor Congress's request in 1820, Brown
wrote:
It is not without reluctance that I have for a moment taken
into consideration the reduction of the military establish-
ment, so little adequate do I consider it to the actual ex-
igencies of the countrye.... The protection of our western
settlements, & the occupation of post already established,
the maintenance of which is of obvious and generally admite-
ted necessity ... afford employment for the full numbers of
our military force with its present dimensions,... In this
- change (reluctantly provided) I do not contemplate a reduc-
tion of the number of Officers: I conceive it of the high-
est importance to retain as many as possible, IMilitary ex-
perience 1s too laborious & tedious of acquisition to be
sacrifised (sic) without urgent necessity, when once attained.
Brown had no problem accépting Calhoun's reasoning in support of a
standing army. His service as chairman of the board of general offi-
cers charged with nominating officers for retention illustrates the
point., The prerequisite for a nomination for retention was service in
the War of 1812, The only way an exception was granted pertained to the
date of commission., If the commission was granted after the war and it
was based on attendance at the Academy at West Point, the officer was
eligible for retention. Brown valued experience, This observation
stands out in a review of his prior service in the military.31
Jacob Brown's military education began as a commander in the mi-
litia in New York in 1809, and he became an expert leader in combat be-
tween 1812 and 1815, Brown demonstrated unlimited vigor, aggressive-
ness, and single-mindedness in coming to grips with the enemy. His
famous subordinate, Winfield Scott, proclaimed that Brown "was always

-
treading on the heels or stamping on the toes of the enemy.”"2
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Brown learned his lessons, Regulars won wars. As a brigadier
general at Sackett's harbor in 1813, his militia broke and ran. His reg-
ulars held. Brown received a commission in the regulars as a brigadier
general subsequent to that experience., Although he served under General
James Wilkinson in the abortive invasion to capture Montreal, the fiasco
did his reputation no harm, and he received a promotion to major general,
Later, Brown commanded the forces at Chippewa and Lundy's Lane on the
Niagara frontier. His troops, trained and discipliﬁed by Brigadier Gen-
eral Scott, earned professional immortality. He always remembered the
importance of training and discipline.33

Brown also learned .that to lead combat troops required more than
training and discipline; the men had to be fed and equipped. During the
war, Brown discovered that the Army's supply system was as dangerous as
the enemy. Indeed, the problems in maiﬁtaining a force had sparked the
creation of the general staff in 1813. The new organization, however,
did not improve the performance of the civilian contractors, Field com-
manders continued to recéive inferior services and materiel, such as
sumcier uniforms for troops on the northwestern frontier in the middle
of wintér, tents which leaked during rainy days, and muskets without

zh

spare parts. Brown, for example, could not field a new volunteer reg-
iment in 1814 for almost three months., He had to wait between March and
Kay for the unit while a search was conducted for muskets, field equip-

35

ment and other supplies. Brown placed the blame for the failures in
supply operations on the lack of Army control of deliveries of supplies
and inadequate armories, He had sc informed Calhoun during the reorgan-

ization of the Army, and he agreed with the new supply system instituted
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in 1818 -~ removal of the responsibility of delivering and issuing sup-
plies from the contractors and requiring delivery by contractors to mil-
itary depots, where bulk deliveries were inspected and issued by staff
departments. Brown believed that the general staff, as organized by
Calhoun, had to be retained; and the general staff, with the new supply
system, provided the critical changes that had been dictated by his ex=-
perience during the war.36

Brown had to wait until 1822 before he asauméd an active role as
the Commanding General. He had suffered an almost fatal stroke in the

fall of 1821 while preparing for the move to Washington.3?

By the time
Brown arrived in the capital, his position had come under attack in the
Congress, William Eustis, the Chairman of the House Military Affairs
Committee and the former Secretary of War from 1809 to 1812, had cleared
a bill calling for the further reduction of the Army and the elimination

38

¢f the position of major general, Retrenchment continued as a chief
characteristic of federal policy, but this time it was an issue in the
campaign for the Presidency (1824). Secretary Calhoun was a leading
contender,

Calhoun accepted the office of Secretary of War after President
lionroe had been turned down by Henry Clay, William Lowndes, Governor
Isaac Shelby, and others, For Calhoun, however, the nomination presented
the opportunity to demonstrate his abilities as an administrator in addi-
tion to those he had shown as a legislator., The "War Hawk' had experi-
enced humiliation in the first years of the war, but the sudden "popu=

larity™ of the war at its end had renewed his nationalist faith as well

as his political ambition. Calhoun's accomplishments as Secretary of
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War had enhanced his prospects for the Presidency. By 1822, the leading
contenders included Clay, Secretary of the Treasury Crawford, and Cal-
houn, Votes in Congress often represented the strength of the potential
candidates, rather than reasoned positions on the intrinsic merits of
issues.39

On this occasion, Eustis conceded that the proposal for cutbacks
in the size of the Army might not be necessary. dJdohn Quincy Adams re-
corded in his diary in June that Eustis claimed that "he would have bro-
ken Calhoun at the last Session of Congress (if possible) and that he
might yet do it at the next."qo The office of Commanding General did
not stand out as the future target of congressional action until Brown's
death in 1828,

The general's health undoubtedly affected his performance in the
six years he lived after 1622. He spent a large portion of his time in
Washington poring over reports from the line units and preparing reports
for the Secretary of War and the Congress. From the information gather-
ed through such activities and through infrequent inspection trips £o
the posts and detachments scattered across the United States, Brown ful=
filled the task of an advisor to civil authority. Brown's efforts for
the first time gave the Secretary of War and the President a full time
professional officer to keep them informed on the status of the Army and
on policy matters concerning military affairs.hl The significance of
Brown's advisory role emerged‘in his support for schools of practice,

Brown maintained that to send a graduate of the Academy to the
frontier for an indefinite period was detrimental to the morale of the

officer as well as the readiness of the Army., In March of 1623, Brown
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told Calhoun that if there could be no school where the cfficers could
practice their tactical skills, then "it would seem to be almost in vain
that military education is fostered, if it is to terminate with the

. L
course of studies at West Point." - Calhoun agreed because in 1818 and
1820 he had advocated a similar argument in Congress, but it had been
rejected. Brown's proposal, however, provided the means to open a school
of practice without requiring additional monies or manpower.#j
Brown had long expressed concern that the line of the Army was

being scattered throughout the country. This dispersal permitted the
Army to perform many useful tasks connected with civic works and fron-
tier security; however, Brown's concern centered on the effect of the
dispersion on unit training and disc::i.pl:i.n»e.M’L His assessment of the de-
fense needs of the nation had given Brown a possible solution to the
problem of unit integrity and the lack of a school of practice. Brown
wrote to Calhoun:

I have deemed it my duty to communicate for your consideration

suggestions, which have occurred to me in reflecting on the

local condition of the Army and thne state of its discipline ...

if the small posts within the external line of defence (sic)

in the North West be abandoned and the garrisons united to

their Regiments, which I would advise, as soon as it can con-

veniently be done -- the posts on the Atlantic coast, which

are not of indispensable utility, be relinquished and the gar-

risons concentrated for the organization of a school of prac=-

tice; the Army will then possess all the facilities for the

preservation of its discipline, the improvement of its science

and the extension of its character, which are attainable under

the difficulties incident to its liﬂited numbers and the vast

territory, over which it is spread. 2
Calhoun ordered the establishment of the Army's Artillery School of Prac-

tice at Fort Monroe in 1824, The plan for the school reflected Brown's

concern for preparedness for future war. After graduating from West
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Point, each lieutenant of artillery was to receive a year of additional
training at the school of practice. All artillery companies would pass
through the school by method of annual rotation, The companies would
serve as the faculty, as well as train in the art of artillery employ-
ment.46 The success of the school, however, presented a new problem for
the Commanding General and the Secretary of War. Who would "command"
the school?

Secretary Calhoun asserted his authority by placing the school
under his direct control. Brown did not agree with the decision. The
general was convinced that the Secretary, as a civilian, did not have
the expertise to administer a professional military school. He told
John Guincy Adams that Calhoun's action might be politically motivated.
Brown felt that Calhoun's action illustrated an excessive concern for
"turning everything into instruments for the promotion_of his own pop=-
ularity."h? The general persisted in his objection until he won his
point, and ﬁhe Artillery School of Practice waé placed under his direct
supervision by Calhoun, The Commanding General now had something clearly
to "command." The fact that Calhoun's term of office would end with the
elections and his elevation to the office of Viece President undoubtedly
made his initial decision easier to reverse, In 1827, the Infantry
School of Practice was opened and placed under the jurisdiction of Brown,

There were several practical considerations that precluded Brown
from serving as commander of troops in the field. First, his health
wbuld not permit extended duty under the harsh conditions of the fron-
tier, Second, time and distance dictated a large degree of decentral-

ization of command and control., Given the state of transportation during
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Brown's tenure of office, if, for example, he traveled in a coach on the
Cumberland Road, he could make only an average of seven miles per hour.
If Brigadier General Scott faced a threat to the security of the people
in his area of operations, he could hardly afford to refer the matter to
the War Department for guidance., A third reason why Erown could not
serve as commander in the field was the lack of a problem sufficient to
require the Commanding General to take to the field to command either
the entire Army or a portion of it. When Lieutenant Colonel Henry Leav-
enworth, for example, engaged the Arikara Indians in June of 1823, his
action represented the largest "combat" of the period that Brown served

kg

as Commanding General, hese considerations provide the most practical
explanation of why Brown did not establish a precedent by assuming com~
mand of troops in the field., He did, however, exert control over sub-
ordinate commanders of the two military departments,

Brown's control was effected in two ways. First, he received the
written reports of the commanders, inspected personnally or received the
inspection reports of the inspector general, and won personal respect by

50

his seniority and central location at the War Department, Second, he
controlléd routine troop movements., In 1827, for example, Brown directed
the rotation of troop units involving units in New England, the South,
and the Northwest., The principal consideration for his decision was the
health of the soldiers in the South., One unit in the six years of its
tour had lost 16 officers and 220 enlisted men -- mostly from yellow
fever, The subordinate commanders did not challenge Lrown's authority

to order the moves, but the Congress inquired about them because of the

cost., Brown reported to Congress that the moves were in the public's
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best interest and that the authority.for such moves ;ay within the dis-
cretionar& powers of the Commander-in-Chief to delegate tasks to the Com-
manding General. Congress accepted the explanation.5l

Jacob Brown died in office.on February 24, 1828.52 His seven
years on the job had set the precedent for the role of the Commanding
General, Brown remained in Washington for the vast majority of his time
in office, His primary role had been as an advisor to the Secretary of
War, In that capacity, he had pressed for the training and discipline
of the Army. Although practical considerations kept Brown from takiﬂé
to the field to command troops, he did exercise control over subordinate
commanders through a reporting system and direction of troop movements,
The reality of unity of tommand never materialized during his tour, al-
though his debate with Calhoun revealed the tension surrounding the of-
fice which would play an important part in the career of his successors,

Brown's death precipitated a three month debaté over his replace=-
ment, The debate occurred in the Senate and in the cabinet of President
Adams, The issue debated in the cabinet focused on the long standing
quarrel between Brigadier Generals Winfield Scott and Edmund P. Gaines,
the commanders of the two military departments. For years they had
feuded interminably over a qguestion of rank., Both officers had been
promoted to Colonel and Brigadier General on the same date. Gaines
raintained that he was the senior because his name appeared before
Scott's on the register of the Army and he had six more years of total
service than Scott had. Scott countered with a claim of seniority based
on his brevet promotion to major general antedating Gaines's. By 1828

both men had presented their sides of the guestion too often and too
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strongly for the President, Although he may have been concerned about
undue publicity by selecting either Scott or Gaines over the other, Pres-
ident Adams was more alarmed by the way the officers had carried on their
dispute in public, contrary to the regulations of the Army. Also, there
were other candidates for Brown's former job., Senator William Henry
Harrison was willing to be considered for the vacancy; and Secretary of
the Treasury Richard Rush recommended Colonel Alexander Macomb, his son=-
in-law, for the office. By March, Adams may have been pleased if the
debate in the Congress had abolished the positicn of Commanding General
and, thereby, resolved the problem of selecting a replacement for Brown,
This, however, would not be the case.53
On March 19, 1828, the Committee on Military Affairs of the Sen-
ate reported that there was a need for the office of the Commanding Gen-
eral; and, significantly, the report contained the‘fi;st definition of
the duties of the incumbent issued by either house of the Cong;res::‘s.51‘L
On April 14, 1828, President Adams decided to nominate Colonel Macomb as
Brown's successor, Adams recorded the reason for his choice in his di-
ary., Adams felt that a choice of Scott would have meant a reward for
undignified behavior and punishment of Gaines for the same reason,
Macomb provided a more suitable alternative. His nomination involved
less political risk; his professional reputation and conduct of engi-
neering duties had earned high praise, and his candidacy had been pur-

sued unoffendingly. The Senate conflirmed lMacomb as the new Commanding

General on May 2, 1828.55
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IV, MAJOR GENERAL ALEXANDER MACOMB, 1828-1841

Alexander Macomb inherited an office whose duties had accumulated
through experience., The Senate's definition of the office in March had
generally included the tasks Brown had performed; and it had given an
added degree of legitimacy to those duties.

Macomb, like Brown, had spent many years in New York and earned
his military reputa&ion in that state. Congress, the state of New York,
and New York City had all bestowed honors on Macomb for his role as the
commander of land forces in the defense of Plattsburg in 1614, After
the war, Macomb remained in service., He served on the board charged
with the mobilization in 1812, as an assistant adjutant general in Washe
ington, and his combat duty between 1612 and 1814 all reinforced his
view that the officer corps should be retained during periods of peace,
In November of 1819, he had written Calhoun that the senior major gen-
eral should serve in Washington where he could relieve the Secretary of
War of adminis#rative details and provide the Secretary with professional
advice. Macomb stated that during periods of war, the officer would then
lead the principal army in battle.56 Macomb had been the only general at
the time to voice such an opinion, and Calhoun had merely thanked him for
the advice., Macomb thought about this subject during his service on
boards of officers charged with formulation of post-war military policies
and organization, His tour as the Commanding General provided him the
opportunity to explore his concepts on Army administration through prac=-
tice,

The cutbacks in the size of the Army in 18621 had forced Macomb to
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choose between accepting a reduction from brigadier general to colonel
or leaving the Army. Macomb chose the Army. He wrote Calhoun of his
decision,

I have thus concluded one of the most painful tasks of my mili-

tary life -- that of voluntarily consenting to a degradation of

rank, which may impair both the honour (sic) ard rewards of that

life; but I am justified in doing it by higher reasons than can

be drawn from ambition; and trust that, as I have now expressed

my just feeling to those to whom they could be expressed with

the most propriety and effect, I shall soon lose all recollec-

tions of the past in the quiet performance of my duties,”’
Macomb accepted an offer by Calhoun to serve in Washington as the Chief
of the Corps of Engineers. He remained in the position until his pro-
motion in May of 1828.58 The new Commanding General undoubtedly expe-
rienced some degree of satisfaction in his elevation over Scott and
Gaines; however, his immediate performance of his new duties suggested
no improper pride,

liacomb's conception of office began to appear in practice within

months of his assuming office., The clearest signs of a new approach to
the job came in the response to another debate in the Congress on the
utility of the Commanding General, Secretary of War Peter Forter, who
came to the Department in 1828, reported to the House of Representatives
in January of 1629 that there remained a valid requirement for a senior
officer of the Army to serve in Washington. According to Porter, the
Commanding General's advice was required by the President and Secretary
of War, and he relieved the officials from the details of daily routine
in administering the War Department. The new thrust of the report hinged

on the implication that the Commanding General supervised all daily af-

fairs of the Army, not just those that pertained to the line units.59
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In 1830, a clearer manifestation of this concent emerged in the
attempt to define proper channels for communications anq to determine
the immediate supervisor of the Adjutant-General, Colonel Roger Jones,
lMacomb had no doubt on the issues. He directed Jones to pass all com-
munications through the Commanding General., Jones felt that this con-
stituted a violation of departmental principles, and he based his ar-
gument on the procedures followed during the latter years of Brown's
tenure., In those days, Jones had served in two general roles, admini-
strative assistant to the Secretary, and the same to the Commanding
General, He pressed his argument with the President and the Secretary,
but the issue remained unresolved. His performance in office continued
te contradict Macomb's instruections, and Macomb ordered a court-martial.
Jones was found guilty, and the issue was settled for the time being.60
Over the decades, however, the adjutant-generals regained their autonomy;
the final solution came in 1912 with the forced retirement of Major Gen-
eral Fred C. Ainsworth.6l

On July 25, 1831, General Macomb moved to strengthen his hand,
He wrote a letter to the newly appointed Secretary of War Lewis Cass,
informing him ¢f the harmful effect of the independence of the general
staff on the unity of effort, He maintained that the Secretary of War
was concerned with more important affairs than routine supervision of
the chiefs of the staff departments and, as a result, trhat ihe general
staff were without any control., Macomb based his claim on control ever
the general staff in the interest of unity.62

Macomb's concept of office crystallized. In 1831, he issued or-

ders that required all staff chiefs to keep him informed of the affairs
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of their offices, and they were directed to keep him informed of their
travels outside of the capital. In 1832, a permanent board of officers
was estaﬁlished by the Secretary of War. The purpose of the board was
to consider those administrative and technical questions that the Secre-
tary thought important enough to require expert advice. The Secretary
~appointed the Commanding General as the chairman of the board, All staff
chiefs were included in its membership, When the Superintendent of West
Point objected to an inspection directed by the Commanding General be-
cause his facility belonged to the Corps of Engineers, Macomb vigorously
defended his authority to inspect all elements of the Army.63 lMacomb
indeed believed that the Commanding General commanded the whole of the
Army, and he believed that subordinate units must maintain their affairs
in accordance with the direction of the Commanding General.

While Macomb sought to assert the authority of his office, Conw=
gress continued to question its validity. In 1834, the challenge to the
need for the office came to an end. Prgsident Andrew Jackson's Secre-
tary of War, Lewis Cass, reported to the House of Representatives that
the Commanding General was essential to the unity of command and reaf-
firmed that his place was in'Washington, which permitted supervision and
administration of the Army as a whole. These duties required a military
officer to advise civil authority on the conduct of military cperations
and to serve as the link between the military and the civil authorities.
Evidently persuaded, Congress did not raise this issue again before the
Civil 1*Jar.6ll+

Macomb had established a new pattern for the office of the Com-

manding General. From 1628 until the report of Cass in 1834, lacomb had



23
increasingly carved out a place in the hierarchy of the War Department,
His ability to accomplish this depended upon the support of the Secre-
taries of War, The report of Secretary Porter in 15629, his letter to in-
coming Secretary Cass in 1831 and Cass's defense of the office of Com-
manding General in 1834 all indicated that Macomb did have their support
in assuming the number two position in the War Department. His court-
martial of Colonel Jones, his appointment as chairman of the permanent
board of officers, and his orders to the general staff further indicated
that Macomb had a clear place in the chain of command, In 1835, he and
his aide, Lieutenant Samuel Cooper, pushed to consolidate his position.65

Macomb and Cooper revised the regulations of the Army in 1835,
The final product reflected Macomb's experience in office, The péwers
o7 the Commanding General were comprehensive in scope. The military con=
trol of the Army belonged to Macomb as the Commanding General. The only
exceptions pertained to fiscal matters which were governed by the rules
of the Treasury Department and discharged by the general staff under the
direct jurisdicition of the Secretary of War. Even so, the Commanding
General had the responsibility of ensuring that all costs were based on
correct data and that purchases of materiel and services met the intent
of public law and departmental rules. The staff also had to provide, on
order, the necessary assistance to assure the Commanding General the re-
quisite expertise in making such decisions. Further, the Commanding Gen~
eral possessed the right to direct inspections on any aspect of the oper-
ations of the Army, Especially mentioned were the staff departments and
subordinate installations under the control of those departmeﬁts. In

short, all military affairs, with only the exceptions relative to Treas-
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ury procedures, came under the direct contrel of Macomb as the Command-

66

ing General,

Techonically, Macomb's position and authority seemed complete.
The engineer's love for geometric precision could be seen in his concept
of the line of command and the relationship of organizational elements,
The Secretaries of War had taken no offense at his pursuit of the best
expression in his view of unity of effort even though, if it were en-
forced, they would lose direci personal control of the general staff.
Macomb was an influential man. His persconal charm, connections with
leading political figures in the administration such as Martin Van Buren,
and his associaition of many years with the Corps of Engineers while its
acceptance increased in popularity due to its civic works all combined
to enhance Macomb's pursuit of administrative power. DBut the actual im=-
pact of Macomb on the general staff was minimal. The Secretaries of War
did not give Macomb disciplinary powers over the general staff.67 The
tradition of independence could not be eliminated by written words. The
specialized knowledge accumulated in the bureaus constituted power. The
role of the Army on the frontier increased in volume and complexity.
Delegation of authority, formal or de facto, was essential to efficient
operafion of the administrative and technical branches.- The bureau sys-
tem of the War Department secmed like a good model to follow in adminie
stration in general, and it would be employed by the State and Navy De-
partments.68 Jacomb could speak of the threat of the bureaus to unity
of effort, but he could not obtain the real power to neutralize that
threat,

Vost of the Army in the 10308 performed tasks related to the
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westward expansion of the nation. The growth of the population in New
England and the South slackened as the lands west of the Appalachian
Ilountains grew greatly in numbers. Public demands for protection and
aid in opening the West received favorable attention at the national
level, and the Army was the agency with the greatest capability to re-
spond, Troops built rocads, constructed new forts, served in small det=-
achments along the outer reaches of settlements, explored unfamiliar ter=-
rain, and made maps. President Jackson's decision to remove the Indians
west of the Mississippi River resulted in Indian affairs demanding most
of the Army's attention and resources by the mid-1830s., The Elach Hawk
\Jfar and the Second Seminole War revealed the nature of Hacomb's perform=-
ance as Commanding General during a time of hostilities,

Secretary of War Cass had a personal interest in the Black Hawk
Wiar that transcended his official duties. The first Secretary to come
froem the West, Cass took charge of the operation.. He and President Jack-
son decided that the field commander should be General Scott. He would
command the units of the Army in the conflict and report directly to Cass
who would be located in Detroit monitoring the process of the operation,
Macomb was to remain in Washihgton to superintend normal operations in
the War Department.69 The precedent of Brown's remaining in Washington
when there was no serious conflict that required the direct action of
the War Department, now applied to Macomb in the midst of conflict. The
situation varied somewhat during the Seminole War.

During the conflict in Florida and Georgia, lacomb did not visit
the battle area until 1&39, four years after the conflict had begun. He

inspected units and commanders involved in the conflict and performed a
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diplomatic mission with the Indians; however, he attempted to avoid the
impression of assuming command.?o lacomb's action appeared to be in con=-
cert with his recommendation for the role of the Commanding General which
he made to Calhoun in November of 1819 -~ during periods of war, the Com=
manding General would lead the principal Army in battle., Indian warfare
was unconventiocnal; west Eurcpean powers represented.the potential ene-
mies who could wage conventional warfare.7l The implication from Ma-
comb's action was the Commanding General would command the Army in the
field only during conventional war; at any rate, he did not change the
precedent established by Brown.

In 1837, Secretary of War Joel R. Poinsett's annual report to the
Congress revealed the degree of control Macomb exercised over the gen-
eral staff, Poinsétt reported that the bureaus were virtually autono-
mous. He maintained that the situation was contrary to good principles
of military operations because the Secretary of War was the only one who
had the supervisory authority. Poinsett recommended a reorganization of
the general staff, He wanted to put the new staff under a brigadier gen-
eral, who would serve as a chief of staff, The staff corps would perform
the tasks of the bureaus, and the brigadier general would coordinate the
operations of the general staff. Congress took no action on Poinsett's
recommendation, General Macomb never possessed effective control over
the general staff.72

While in office, Macomb in effect defined the issue of unity of
cormand. He had attempted to exert total control over the Arny, includ-
ing the general staff. His concept of office was logicaly; and it had

been approved in the reports of the Secretaries, supported in writing by
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the President upon approval of the regulations of the Army in 1836, and
lMacomb's concept went unchallenged by Congress. Secretary Cass had used
Macomb's notion of unity of cormmand in defending the office of the Com-
manding General before Congress, and Cass's argument resulted in the fi-
nal acceptance by Congress of the need for a Commanding General, Still,
liacomb was unable to attalin effective control of the general staff,

73

When he died in office on June 25, 1841 there was little substantial
difference between the responsibility and authority he left to his suc=-
cessor -- Winfield Scott ~- and that he had inherited from Jacob Brown,.

Probably Macomb's nost significant role had been as an advisor,
V. MAJOR GENERAL WINFIELD SCOTT, 1841-1861

Winfield Scott attained the rank of major general at the age of
55 years. He entered the Army at 22, sat out one year in 181C following
a court-martial for calling General Wilkinson a traitor as great as Aar=-
on Burr, and received a promotion to brigadier general at the age of 28,
Following the peace treaty with England in 181%, Scott wrote the first
standard set of tactical drill regulations, served on boards of officers
which recommended policies for the peacetime military establishment, and
toured western Europe and Great Britian. Scott's fame as the young gene-
eral at the Battles of ILundy's Lane and Chippewa made his tour in France
and England more enjoyable. He took time to gather as many books as pos-
sible on the military art and to observe as many foreign armies as time
permitted, Upon his return to the United States, Scott found that his
fame earned in the War of 1812 had continued to rise. Scott was obvi-

ousily pleased that, in the reductions of the Army in 1821, he was
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retained as a brigadier general:

The notification, that I am to be retained in the Army, on

its impending reduction, is the more flattering, inasmuch

as I have neither directly, nor indirectly, taken any step

with an express view to such result, The past must now go

for what it was worth, The future will be more within my

rower, 1, therefore, do not doubt by increased zesal % as-

siduity, I shall be able to justify the favourable (sic)

opinion, the President & yourself have been pleased to ac-

cord to me.74

Somewhere between the glories of his achivements in war and 1841,

Scott's ambition drove him to aspire to the Presidency. HHe always at=-
tempted, in his own view, to maintain a distinct separation between pol-
itics and military affairsj but, in the second quarter of the 19th cen-
tury, the issue of political activism by military personnel had not been
settled. In many respects, politics represented the leading form of en-
tertainment for the populace; and the debate on the propriety of involve=

75

ment of the military in politics had just‘begun.
In 1822, after experiencing the frustrations of selecting offi-
ceré to reméin in the Army and contemplating the future of both the Army
and his role in it, Scott advised President Monrce that he desired to
leave the Army. Scott requested a diplomatic post, scon overcame the
urge to leave the Army, and joined in the political mancuvering for the
nomination for President in 182%. Scott supported Calhoun who had prom-
ised him that in the event of General Brown's death he would become the
Commanding General.?6
Scott continued his military career and acquired increasing rec=-
ognition as a military officer of merit and as a potential candidate for

the White House, as in his roles in the Black Hawk War, the Second Sem-

inocle VWar, the Nullification Crisis, and the removal of the Cherokee
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Indians, By 1839, Scott was a plausible candidate of the Whig party.
Yet, he was still very involved in his duties as a departmental command=-
er. In this latter role, Scott had recommended to General Macomb in
1839 that training camps be established to retain and discipline the sol-
diers. He was concerned that the long Indian wars had degraded the con-
ventional tactical skills of the units of the Army.??

William Henry Harrison won the Whig nomination in 1840 and then
the Fresidential election., The accession of Democrat John Tyler to the
Presidency following the death of Harrison meant that Scoit had an op-
portunity to seek to 1e§d the Whig party in the election of 1844. Scott
was politically naive, but he had been drawn into the Presidential arena
of prospective candidétes. He would not back out now that he had a
chance of leading the Whig party in the next election. His longtime
aide, Erasmus D, Keyes, said that Scott's ruling passion was aﬁbition;
it swayed his every action in public life. The desire to do great deeds,
to rise by action and accomplishment to the heights of glory and achive-
ment, ruled his life, Scoft.was flattered by the thought of being Pres-
ident; he was flattered by the thought of being the Commanding General.
lie wanted to attain both oﬁﬁcés; and, from his viewpoint in June of 1841,
both offices were (:v.r:aLi}_a't:ele.?8

Scott staked his claim for the office of Commanding General, He
and Gaines were the senior generals in the Army, and both men sought to
fill Macomb's vacancy. Scott wrote Secretary of War John Bell and de-
manded that he be appointed Commanding General. Neither Bell nor Tyler

wanted to see the revival of the Scott and Gaines quarrel over the sen-

iority issue, and Scott's political support was significantly stronger
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than Gaines, Scott was nominated and confirmed as the new Commanding
General within 10 days of Macomb's death.?9

When Scott assumed the office of Commanding General, he did so
to command the entire Army. During the first three years of his tenure,
Scott served under three Secretaries of War. In this regard, he sup-
plied continuity and authority at the top level of the military; but, as
a potential candidate for the FPresidency, his actions were viewed with
suspicion by President Tyler. Their relationship did not generate the
best condictions for positive action on behalf of the Afmy.ac

The Army of the period continued to serve as the chiefl federal
tool of westward expansion, The Indian wars in the southeast ground to
an end. The "natural rightﬁ of the United States to expand increasiﬁgly
focused on the potentialities of the territories to the west of the
Mississippi River. "Manifest Destiny™ became a political slogan of the
Democ¢ratic party as the elections of 1844 approached.81

Scott lost the nomination of the Whig party to Henry Clay; and,
in turn, Clay lost the election to James K. Polk, Polk's victory did
not calm the new President's political suspicions of his Commanding Gen
eral, and these suspicions inhibited their working relationship during
the/planning and conduct of the Mexican War.82

President Polk; with the adviee of his cabinet, determined the
strategy for the Mexican War. Polk wanted decisive military action to
win a "quick war." General Scott believed that a deliberate, detailed
plan of operations had to be completed before he could depart Washing-

ton. TPolk apparently expected Scott to leave for the field immediately

and join the force being raised for the war., He interperted S3cott's
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delay as unnecessary and as political opposition. On Kay 25, 1846, Polk
had Secretary of War William L, Marcy to direct Scott to remain in Washe
ington and coordinate preparations for the war, Folk selected Zachary
Taylor as the senior field commander. Scott was greatly disappointed by
his orders; however, he worked 14-15 hours a day coordinating and
planning the war effort. The Army, although marching to success under
the current plans, could not force the lexican government to accept a
short war. During the review of the strategy by President Polk, Scott
won the President's consent to lead the expedition against the lMexican
capital, Scott's plans for the invasion of Vera Cruz and, then, to in-
vade lMexico Gity fulfilled Polk's concept of how to end the war. Polk
tried to find the means to éppoint someone to command the expedition
other than Scott, who he still suspected because of his Whig background.
However, Scott was the leading general of the era; and his plans were
well prepared. On November 19, 1846, with the approval of the majority
of the cabinet, Polk appointed Scott to command the expediticn. Scott
wasted little time in leaving Washington. His subsequent implementation
of the new strategy achieved the goal of forcing the liexican government
to accept the terms of the United States for a peace settlement.83

The Commanding General had led the primary force in the field
for the first time during the history of the office. Scott, however,
did not command the entire Army during the war. Centralized control of
the Army was conducted by Polk from the White House. While in Washing-
ton, Scott was virtually an one man staff; and the President commanded
the Army. Once Scott departed for Vera Cruz, Polk continued to command;

but he had no single military advisor. Secretary Marcy was considered
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by Polk to be inadequate for the job, "overwhelmed with his labours and
responsibilities."gh

Polk used the cabinet as his coordination agency, and he person-
ally transacted much of the daily business of the War Department. For
example, in the spring of 1847, Polk intervened on the question of the
purchase of mules or wagons for transporting supplies. He was disturbed
that the gquatermaster general continued to buy wagons over a year after
Polk had been advised by the same official that mules were best suited
for transportation. Polk condemned the procedure, especially since
mules could be acquired in Mexico for one-fourth the price. That samne
year Polk wanted to promote scme noncommissioned officers to officer
rank in honor of their distinguished conduct in battle. The ad jutant
general stubbornly delayed in providing Marcy with a list of vacancies
in the officer corps, apparently because of a preference among the reg-
ulars for West Point graduates. Polk sent for the adjutant general and
gave him a ciear order to provide the list of officer vacancies. These
occurences illustrated Polk's direct supervision of the staff departments
and the necessity for his intervention to assure unity of effort. The
Fresident felt continually upset over what he considered to be habits of
procrastination and extravagance; therefore, he spent a great deal of
time dealing with routine matters concerning the Army., Had it not been
for Polk's method of conducting the war, the lack of adequate machinery
for the overall direction of strategy and operations would probably have
résulted in disasters during the lMexican War.85
General Scott did not return to his office in Washington until

1650, The position remained actually vacant between the Polk's recall
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of Scott in 1848 to appear before a board of inquiry and the swearing in
of Zachary Taylor as President in 1849, Tayler and Scott were political
opponents for the Whig nomination for President in 1848. Scott main-
tained that he could not serve as Commanding General while a subordinate
general remained in service as President-elect. After Taylor took the
oath of office as President, Scott remained in New York; but he resumed
his duties as Commanding General., After Taylor's death in office and
Millard Fillmore's succession, Scoit returned to Washington.86

In 1850, General Scott and Secretary of War George W, Crawford
recommended to Congress that the Army be increased in size., The post-
war requirements of the peacetime Army had increased the work and com=-
plexity of accomplishing peacetime tasks, The national domain had dou-
bled, The number of Indians under American control had doubled, In
1645, twelve posts along a relatively compact frontier constituted the
line of defense. Now, about one million square miles had been added to
the territofy of the United States., New routeé had to be explored; new
roads had to be constructed; and new means had to be devised to support
the Army on the frontier. Congress approved an increase in the size of
the forcg to 14,000 officers and men. The Army of the 1£50s spent most
of its time and effort in attempts to resolve the problems associaited
with Indian affairs in the new territories.a? The.Commanding General
spent most of his time during the decade in New York; and, as a result,
he remocved himself from the center of the Army and any hopes that he ever
ehtertained of gaining control over the general staff.88

The reason for Scott's return to New York again centered on the

Presidential elections. In 18652, Scott ran for the Presidency on the
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Whig ticket. Another veteran of the Mexican War, Franklin Pierce, headed
the Democratic ticket. Pierce won a resocunding victory in the fall, but
the difference in tﬁe popular vote came to less than 250,000 out of ap-
proximately 4,000,000 votes., Scott could not bear the prospect of serv-
ing in Washington so close to the victor. HNor did he like the fact that
the new Secretary of War was Jefferson Davis.89

In 1851, as Chairman of the Senate Committee on Military Affairs,
Davis had opposed a resolution to elevate Scott to the rank of brevet
lieutenant general, In the War Depﬁrtment, Davis continued the opposi-
tion until President Pierce overruled his Secretary. After Congress fi-
nally authorized the new rank in 1855, the President nominated Scott for
the honor, The legislaticn had back dated the effective date of the
promotion to the date that Scott led the American Army over the shores
to Vera Cruz., Scott socught the back pay, which had been intended in the
legislation, and the heights of the mutual disgust of écott and Davis
came into full view., The exchange of correspondence between the two men
expressed common hatred and typified their working relationship.9O

Secretary of War Davis resided in Washington with the general
staff, The Comménding General worked in New York with a staff of one.
In spite ﬁf their differenées and separation of offices, Scott and Davis
both sought reforms in the Army. Their recommendations for changes in-
cluded a larger force, a ne@ composition of the force, higher pay, a re-
tirement system, a new promotion system, new strategy for defense west
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of the Mississippi River, and increased support for West Point. Each
ran also championed separate causes. OScott, for example, sought to pro=-

mote the Army Asylum Board, Davis sponsored experiments with camels in
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the southwest and the adoption of a new rifle., If Scott disagreed with
Davis, the Secretary normally won., The animosity between the two men
undoubtediy damaged the performance of both.92

In 1857, the last year of Davis's tenure, the regulations of the
Army were revised. Daviq directed the elimination of all references to
the Commanding General. In a sense, General Scott's position resembled
General Brown's in June of 1821, Both men were on orders as Commanding
General, but the regulations made no reference to tﬁeir office. Scotti's
role was as ambigious as Brown's role had been, The major difference
between‘the situations of those two Commanding Generals was that the po-
tential for conflict that Brown faced was realized in the dramatic quar-
rels between Davis and Scott‘..93

When the Civil War began, Winfield Scott had served as the Com-~
manding General for twenty years. Ke had spent at least ten of those
years outside of Washington. Now at age 75, the celebrated combat offi-
cer worked diligently in Washington to prepare the Army for war for the
third time in his career. The hopes of the administration for a short
war did not affect his preparations for a long one. His relationship
with Preéident Abraham Lincoln and Secretary of War Simon Cameron were
harmonious; yet, Scott, as with others in the capital, was a Virginian
by birth and had continually to assert his loyalty to the union, In-
creasingly, the younger General George McClellan pressed for Scottls
retirement, 01ld age, ihfirmities, conflicts with MeClellan, and the
complexities of preparing for a war between citizens of the same country
proved too much. On October 31, 1661, Scott reguested perrission to re-

ok
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VI, COCNCLUSION

By the beginning of the Civil War the issue of unity of command
nhad been defined, The roots of the controversy that characterized the
relationship of Secretary Davis and General Scott lay in the divided
authority among the Secretary, the Commanding General, and the general
staff., There was no single official or institutional aid for the over-
all coordination of military affairs, In effect, multiple lines of com=-
munications led from the War Department to the Army in the field; and
the division of authority within the War Department inhibited moves by
anyone tozchange the situation., Indeed, for the times, the administra-
tive system of the War Department provided the best model for management
within the executive department, Many executive agencies pursued that
model in an effort to improve the efficiency of its organization., The
Commanding Generals, however, did not agree that the existing system pro-
vided the best model for the conduct of military administration. The
concept of Macomb mast vividly expressed the areas of disagreement., His
notion of the role of the Commanding General depicted a logical solution
to the problems of the administrative system relative to unity of com-
mand; however, neither he nor Scott could enforce compliance with the
ideas which were adopted in the regulations uf the Army after 1835,

During the Civil War, Generals Ulysses 5, Grant and Henry W.
Halleck and President Abraham Lincoln were to form the first modern sys-
tem of command that rectified the ambipuous nature of the role of the
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Commanding General, President Grant, however, permitted tue return of

the pre-war organization which survived until the institution of the
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modern genersl staff system by Secretary Root in 1903,
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By the time Winfield Scott retired in the fall of 1861, the de~
bate over the question of authority and responsibility had destroyed the
most significant role the Commanding General had fulfilled: advisor to
civil authority, In no way should this fact detract from Scott's out-
standing record as a combat leader; howeﬁer, his exile from VWashington
precluded even the opportunity for a working relationship with the Sec=-
retary of War., The achievement of such an effective relationship had to

wait for other people in other times,
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The office of the Commanding General of the United States Army
had an accidental genesis as a by-product of legiélative action in
March of 1821. The primary purpose of the congressional act was to re-
duce the size of the regular army. Neither the Congress nor the Secre-
tary of War had examined in advance the possible role of a Commanding
General; therefore, the act of Congress did not designate the duties of
its first incumbent.

The Commanding Generals who served between 1821 and 1861 estab-
lished the duties of the office., They assumed office on erders that
designated them to command the Army; yet, the éuthoriiy and the respon-
sibility of the Commanding General in fulfilling his obligation were never
completely defined. For that matter, no one specified what '"command of
the Army" included. The result was constant tension between the Com-
manding Generals and both the Secretaries of War and the chiefs of the
bureaus of the War Department. The primary‘issue'centered on unity of
command.,

Unity of command proved to be a critical problem in the Army as
the 20th century began. After the Spanish-American War, the Secretary of
War Elihu Root instituted an exceptional series of reforms within the War
Depértment which were designed to reshape the Arﬁy into an instrument of
national power capable of coping with modern warfare, Secretary Root
considered the division of authority between the Commanding General and
the Secretary to be the chief weakness to be solved in order to accomplish
his goal. This issue was resolved following the last war of the 19th cen-

tury, but it had been defined before the Civil War,



The purpose of this report is to trace the evolution of the of-
fice of the Commanding Gencral from its beginnings in 1821 to the eve
of the Civil War. The primary focus is on the three general officers --
Jacob Jennings Brown, Alexander Macomb, and Winfield Scott -- who oec-
cupied the office during this period and the influence of their actions

in office on determining the extent of unity of command.



