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Government 1521
Bureaucratic Politics:

Government, Military,
Social and Economic Organizationsg

D. Carpenter

Lecture 10: Twentieth-Century Organization and 
Control: The Second World War and Its Aftermath 

Mechanic: Talk about Formal versus 
Informal Power

In what ways do people with less authority have 
more power?

• Greater power if a person is…
• Difficult to replace [H4]Difficult to replace [H4]
• Expert [H5]
• Willing to exert effort [H6]
• “Attractive” [H8]
• Central [H9]

’24’ – Who Has the Most Power?

Please do not inform any Harvard University official that I am actually making 
reference to a fictional counter-terrorism syndicated television program in my 
capacity as a Harvard University Professor of Government teaching this class.
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Please do not inform any Harvard University official that I am actually making 
reference to a fictional counter-terrorism television program in my capacity as 
a Harvard University Professor of  Government teaching this class.

Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

Puzzle: “Although distinctly outnumbered and in a 
strategic sense quantitatively inferior in equipment, the 
German Army, on all fronts, maintained a high degree 
of organizational integrity and fighting effectiveness 
through a series of almost unbroken retreats over a 
period of several years.  In the final phase, the German 
armies were broken into unconnected segments, and 
the remnants were overrun as the major lines of 
communication and command were broken.”
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Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

“It is the main hypothesis of this paper, however, 
that the unity of the German Army was in fact 
sustained only to a very slight extent by the 
National Socialist political convictions of its 
members, and that more important in the 
motivation of the determined resistance of the 
German soldier was the steady satisfaction of 
certain primary personality demands afforded by 
the social organization of the army.” [Shils and 
Janowitz, 281]

Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

(1) a soldier’s ability to resist is a function of the capacity of his 
immediate primary group (his squad or section) to avoid social 
disintegration. 

(2) The capacity of the primary group to resist disintegration was 
dependent on the acceptance of political, ideological and 
cultural symbols…Only to the extent that these secondary y y y
symbols became directly associated with primary gratifications. 

…
(4)    as long as the primary group structure of the component units 

of the Wehrmacht persisted, attempts by the Allies to cause 
disaffection by the invocation of secondary and political 
symbols (e.g., about the ethical wrongfulness of the National 
Socialist system) were unsuccessful.  By contrast, where Allied 
propaganda dealt with primary and personal values, 
particularly physical survival, it was more likely to be effective.

Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

Modes of Disintegration

 Desertion

 Active surrender

 Passive surrender

 Routine resistance

 “Last-ditch” resistance
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Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

The Function of the Primary Group
“The company is the only truly existent community.  This 

community allows neither time nor rest for personal 
life.  It forces us into its circle, for life is at stake.  
Obviously compromises must be made and claims beObviously compromises must be made and claims be 
surrendered….Therefore the idea of fighting, living, 
and dying for the fatherland, for the cultural 
possessions of the fatherland, is but a relatively distant 
thought.  At least it does not play a great role in the 
practical motivations of the individual.” – German 
officer after WWI.

Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

“In the Wehrmacht desertions and surrenders were most 
frequent in groups of heterogeneous ethnic 
composition in which Austrians, Czechs, and Poles 
were randomly intermixed with each other.  In such 
groups the difficulties of linguistic communication, the 
large amount of individual resentment and 
aggressiveness about coercion into German service, the 
weakened support of leadership due to their inability to 
identify with German officers – all these factors 
hampered the formation of cohesive groups.” 

Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

• Organizational Response [from General Staff]: 
“German officers saw that solidarity is fostered by the 
recollection of jointly experienced gratifications and 
that accordingly the groups who had gone through a 
victory together should not be dissolved but should be 
maintained as units to the greatest degree possible.” 
[287]

• Replacement system: withdraw entire personnel of a 
division from the front and refit it as a unit with 
replacements. [287]
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Cohesion and Disintegration 
in the Wehrmacht

• Factors Influencing Surrender/Disintegration
– Isolation
– Familial Ties: Interviews with POWs show that as general 

conditions worsened, more and more talk of families and like 
“back home.”
D d f Ph i l S i l– Demand for Physical Survival

• Organizational Response
– Imbue officers with ethic of honor
– Oath of non-surrender
– “In some cases it went to the extreme form of imagining how 

they would justify themselves in the event that Hitler were to 
confront them at the very moment and were to ask them why 
they had allowed themselves to be captured.” [295]

Interesting Historical Twist: Nazi Party 
overtakes General Staff (1939-1945)

End result is that “the Wehrmacht was rendered 
powerless to make its own decisions.”
– Ensure execution of Nazi strategic intentions

Render capitulation impossible– Render capitulation impossible

– Maintain internal solidarity 

Allied Propaganda 

• Attacks on Nazi Party leaders and Germany’s war aims
• Strategic hopelessness of Germany’s position
• Justness of UN war aims
• Promises of good treatment to prisoners with appeals to self-

preservation through surrender.preservation through surrender.

“The single leaflet most effective in communicating the promise of 
good treatment was the “safe conduct pass.”  Significantly, it was 
usually printed on the back of leaflets which contained no 
elaborate propaganda appeals except those of self-preservation.  
The rank and file tended to be favorably disposed to its official 
language and legal, document-like character.”
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Basis of 20th Century
Organization and Control

Halperin: delineates the different interests.  This 
time and next, we consider their interplay.

B i i h h did hi d di i i fBegin with: where did this group and division of 
“players” come from historically?

Path to National Security Act

• Development of nuclear weapons is a crucial backdrop 
to this period. 

• 1945: JCS-backed plan to centralize U.S. armed forces 
under War Department general staff.  Give Air Force p g
independence, but essentially established Army control 
over everything, including (most IMP) defense planning 
and procurement.

• Navy fights back; led by James V. Forrestal.

NSA of 1947

• 1947: National Security Act.  Represents a Navy victory

• Creates National Security Council [NSC], which together with 
President sets national security policy.  CIA created.  Secretary of 
Defense created, but weak and tethered to the three service 
departments (Army Navy USAF)departments (Army, Navy, USAF).

• Interservice relations bound to negotiation through JCS.  JCS 
did not have chair.

• Reject Army proposal for universal military training; Congress 
likes USAF budget hikes.
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The Unsteady Equilibrium and the 
Revolt of the Admirals

• Patchwork consensus established:
– Navy gets nukes for all things naval

– Marines get amphibious capability

– Marines do not get ground army capability

– Navy is denied a strategic air forcey g

• Navy carrier group trimmed in 1949 [FY 1951 budget draft], 
leading to revolt of the admirals.  Admirals take their case 
directly to public and to Congress.

• This leads to 1949 amendment to NSA, which strengthens 
Secretary of Defense.  Chair of JCS established.  Starts trend to 
centralize defense planning in the Secretary of Defense.

Eisenhower, the New Look, and 
nuclear weapons

• Dwight D. Eisenhower: “New Look” policy.  From 
1953-1960, defense spending falls from 64% of federal 
spending to 47 percent.

• Also NSC memo 162/2 (Oct 1953): arm all armed ( )
forces w/ nukes.

• 1953 reform: further strengthening of JCS and 
Department of Defense.  

• Cold war “strategic triad”: intercontinental bombers, 
ICBMs, subs with MRBMs.  Army feels left out of this.


