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      In an essay published eight years before the commencement of the conflict that
         became World War II, Winston Churchill contemplated the impact that modern science
         was
         having upon the lives of ordinary people and the increasing speed with which scientific
         change was taking place. Although the polio vaccine, personal computers, travel to
         the
         moon, heart transplants, the Internet, and many other developments made possible by
         advances in science were still years or even decades away, he was certain that the
         scientific revolution would continue at an increasing rate.
      

      
      His certainty in scientific advances was not matched by his confidence in political
         institutions. In words that sound particularly relevant today, he noted that “the
         Parliaments of every country have shown themselves quite inadequate to deal with the
         economic problems which dominate the affairs of every nation and of the world.”[1]     He was especially concerned about the absence of competent leaders. “Great nations
         are no longer led by their ablest men,” he said, “or by those who know most about
         their immediate affairs, or even by those who have a coherent doctrine. Democratic
         governments drift along the line of least resistance, taking short views, paying their
         way with sops and doles, and smoothing their path with pleasant-sounding platitudes.
         Never was there less continuity or design in their affairs.”[2]    
      

      
      One can only imagine what Churchill would say today about the responsiveness of governments
         to the far more complex dangers of the twenty-first century. Some of the continuing
         evidence of the attitude of Americans on the subject was announced in the summer of
         2011. On August 11, we opened our newspapers to find a headline that reflected a stunning
         lack of faith by our countrymen in democratic governance. Only a month before the
         tenth anniversary of the national nightmare that took place on September 11, 2001,
         a national poll by the Washington Post found that nearly eight in ten Americans surveyed were dissatisfied with the way
         the country’s political system was working.[3]     In a Gallup poll conducted eighteen days later, the federal government was ranked
         at the absolute bottom of twenty-five business and industry sectors. Some 63 percent
         of Americans across the country expressed a negative view of the government. Even
         government employees in some departments expressed great dissatisfaction with their
         leaders. In a 2011 survey, only 37 percent of the employees of the Department of Homeland
         Security said they believed that they were motivated by their senior leaders and only
         3 percent expressed satisfaction with their senior leaders’ policies and practices.[4]    
      

      
      The developments were not a total surprise. For many years, the number of Americans
         who express a lack of faith in the ability of elected and appointed political leaders
         to
         effectively address the nation’s problems has been increasing. At the same time, the
         level of trust and confidence in government generally has been dropping. Evidence
         that a
         large percentage of political appointees are simply incapable of effectively
         executing and implementing important public policies has been
         increasing. The sheer number of recent expressions of national dissatisfaction with
         the
         performance of political leaders has also been disturbingly high. The intensity of
         the
         feelings expressed, and the fact that the dissatisfaction cuts across political party
         lines, may be even more of a cause for concern.
      

      
      Expressions of a lack of confidence in the performance of leaders are, of course,
         practical manifestations of core elements of democratic theory, capitalism, war fighting,
         and other forms of human endeavor. Such expressions are neither unique to the United
         States nor limited to criticism of political leaders. Business leaders who fail to
         achieve results are usually fired. Military leaders who fail to win battles are usually
         retired or moved to less critical positions. Pitchers who can’t pitch and batters
         who can’t hit don’t make a successful career of baseball.
      

      
      Upon becoming prime minister in the crisis-ridden month of May 1940, Churchill had
         his own reasons to express a lack of confidence. In that case, it was a lack of confidence
         in Britain’s military leaders. The chiefs of the three military services, whom he
         had inherited from Neville Chamberlain, were simply not up to the urgent, difficult
         tasks at hand. He promptly replaced two of them, but he soon became unhappy with the
         performance of one of the replacements. A biographer has written that as the chiefs
         departed from a meeting late one night, Churchill disdainfully remarked to an associate,
         “I have to wage modern war with ancient weapons.”[5]    
      

      
      It is the thesis of this book that since the attacks of 9/11, the nature of the threats
         that the United States now faces has drastically reduced the margin for error in senior
         political appointments in the departments and agencies of government that are responsible
         for our security; that it is now necessary for presidents and senators to reject the
         historical practice in the selection and confirmation of senior national and homeland
         security officials; that a totally new approach is required; and that we can no longer
         accept the risk of relying upon even just a few ancient weapons.
      

      
      Many of the political appointees with whom I served in the government were of the
         highest professional caliber. Americans of almost any political persuasion would have
         been surprised and grateful to learn just how much of a personal and financial sacrifice
         so many highly qualified men and women were willing to make in order to enter public
         service for even a brief period. Unfortunately, it has also been true that for much
         of the nation’s history, too many political appointees have been out of their depth
         in the responsibilities which they have been given.
      

      
      Unlike Britain’s parliamentary system, which permitted an overnight change in the
         civilian leadership of all ministries whose work was critical to the war effort in
         World War II, America’s system of government is not so flexible. Short of impeachment,
         physical incapacity, or death, a Neville Chamberlain cannot be replaced by a Churchill
         until the next presidential election, no matter what national or homeland security
         crisis may be at hand. This fact makes it imperative that the cabinet and subcabinet
         officials who carry day-to-day responsibility for getting things done in their respective
         departments and agencies be of the highest caliber possible.
      

      
      To illuminate the problem of unqualified political appointees, I have compared in
         this book the processes used by several presidents in the selection of appointees
         with
         the efforts by the Armed Forces to improve the professionalism of military leaders.
         Business leaders recognize the fact that the Armed Forces have been developing leaders
         much longer than the corporate world and that military officers are trained “in ways
         that build a culture of readiness and commitment.”[6] The chapters that describe the growth of military professionalism pretend to
         be nothing more than a swift, brief summary of some of the major developments in
         different periods of our history. They are offered merely as part of an effort to
         illustrate the continued improvement in the quality of our military professionals
         as a
         class and to contrast that improvement with the amateurism that has too often
         characterized both the appointment process by which the most senior civilian
         leaders within the Department of Defense, Homeland Security, and other departments
         have
         been selected and the quality of the appointees. Failures in the process have
         permitted the rise of too many senior appointees who lack the competence of their
         military subordinates. 
      

      
      If one counts George Washington as a professional soldier, it is a somewhat astonishing
         fact that by 1957, fully one-fifth of all American presidents had been professional
         soldiers. During the four decades between the 1952 and 1992 elections, the position
         of
         commander in chief was filled by eight military veterans. They included a five-star
         general and at least two authentic war heroes. One of those presidents had graduated
         from West Point, and another from Annapolis. Churchill would undoubtedly have been
         an
         admirer of such a trend. Throughout his life he thought that military service was
         an
         essential ingredient of a political career. His chief political opponent, Labour leader
         Clement Atlee, observed that when Churchill came to a powerful station, “he never
         cared
         much—though he sometimes had to condone it—for putting ministers into his government
         or
         shadow cabinet who had not exposed themselves to the fire of the enemy in either of
         the
         two world wars.”[7]
         
      

      
      Only one of the three presidents since 1993 has served in the Armed Forces and his
         service was limited and controversial. Because conscription has not existed since
         1974,
         presidents and leaders of Congress without military service are certain to be the
         future
         norm. It cannot, of course, be plausibly argued that personal military service is
         an
         absolute requirement for success as president, political appointee, or even chairman
         of
         a major congressional committee. Military service does not guarantee wisdom or judgment.
         But it usually says something about character. It shapes the way a person thinks,
         not
         only about security risks, but also about accountability, public service, and the
         price
         of freedom. It certainly lends credibility to statements and policy positions on
         national security issues, especially on matters relating to military personnel.
      

      
      What, then, are the implications of a nation led by presidents and leaders of
         Congress who have no military experience and no experience leading and managing large,
         complex organizations? One is very clear. If the surgeon who is to perform critically
         important and complex heart surgery has little or no experience, then it is absolutely
         essential for the remainder of the surgical team to be made up of world-class experts
         with major experience. The patient is not interested in having enthusiastic or even
         well-read amateurs anywhere near the operating room. Still less is the patient
         interested in having a surgical team of people who are only present because they are
         close friends of the surgeon or members of the surgeon’s family, because they
         contributed to the surgeon’s tuition expenses in medical school, or because they have
         written several articles for editorial pages on the theoretical principles of heart
         surgery.
      

      
      Historically, the Senate has generally accepted the notion that presidents are entitled
         to fill executive-branch positions with whomever they wish, so long as the nominees
         meet the minimum thresholds of qualification required by law. Adequacy is too often
         considered sufficient. When the White House and Senate are controlled by leaders from
         the same political party, the confirmation scrutiny by the Senate is often perfunctory
         at best. Even when the Senate is controlled by a different party, unqualified presidential
         nominees are too often approved, especially at the subcabinet or lower levels. Presumably,
         many senators conclude that little political reward is to be gained by a strenuous
         effort to block nominees for those positions. The principle of reciprocity is also
         undoubtedly at play. Why make a fuss over the other party’s mediocre or even very
         poor nominees when we will have our own share of such nominees when we once again
         control the White House?
      

      
      Notwithstanding the facts that American culture has long fostered populism and
         that it has become almost radically egalitarian in recent decades, we can no long
         afford
         to criticize elitism among our senior public officials if that elitism is based not
         just
         upon academic pedigree, perceived technical competence, or political credentials,
         but
         also upon a clear record of high competence and achievement in fields that involve
         our
         security and in positions in industry, the military, or elsewhere that are related
         to
         the official positions they currently hold, or that at least require the same skills
         and
         experience. It is imperative that in their examination of the qualifications of future
         applicants for senior positions in the departments and agencies that are responsible
         for
         our safety, presidents and senators now search for truth and reality regarding the
         expertise, experience, and quality of performance of each applicant. A meritocracy
         of
         government officials must be the objective, not political expediency.
      

      
      In his legal argument in defense of British soldiers in the 1770 Boston Massacre
         trials, John Adams observed that “facts are stubborn things.” He went on to say,
         “Whatever may be our wishes, our inclinations, or the dictates of our passion, they
         cannot alter the state of facts and evidence.” In considering whether to place great
         (if
         only partial) responsibility for the nation’s safety in the hands of a particular
         individual, it is now more important than ever that presidents and the Senate fully
         consider the hard evidence and true facts that define that individual’s particular
         capabilities. However successful a nominee may have been in other fields, however
         much
         he or she may have contributed to a president’s election, however qualified the nominee
         may appear to be on paper or to serve as a political appointee in another position,
         no
         person should be nominated or confirmed unless that person is unquestionably the best
         qualified candidate—by skills, experience, and demonstrated accomplishments—to perform
         the duties of the particular position for which he or she is being considered.
      

      
      Since the tragic events of 9/11, Americans have come to understand what the newspapers
         tell us daily: The Cold War may be over and there may as yet be no single nation that
         presents a threat to us, but we live in what the Defense Science Board has called
         a “vastly changed world.”[8]     It is an increasingly dangerous world, one in which our leaders may be less concerned
         about a competitor nation’s intercontinental ballistic missiles than the prospect
         of a single person carrying a weapon of mass destruction in a suitcase. As a consequence,
         we can no longer passively accept something less than the best in the quality and
         capabilities of those who are charged with the responsibility for our safety.
      

      
      Previous generations could afford to permit their presidents the luxury of choosing
         political friends or even family members to serve in positions of major responsibility
         that involved or touched upon national security. Previously, political debts could
         be paid or political objectives achieved through the appointment of officials who
         were demonstrably unqualified, or barely qualified, for their jobs in the Department
         of Defense or other national security or foreign policy agencies. New presidents knew
         that criticism would soon pass and the people would turn to other matters. Such luxuries
         are no longer affordable. Our most potentially lethal adversaries are not guided by
         rationality as we understand that term. They cannot be prevented from doing us great
         harm by traditional policies of deterrence. We have much yet to learn about their
         objectives and motivation. The old, familiar “indications and warning systems”[9]     are not very useful and we are still developing new ones. We can no longer afford
         to have an inexperienced commander in chief and inexperienced or incompetent members of his or her national security team. The enormously
         complex business of national security must no longer be learned on the job.
      

      
      Having already placed its confidence in a newly elected president, the nation is
         entitled to insist that, henceforth, the highest standards will be applied by the
         president-elect to the selection of those political appointees who will carry the
         day-to-day and hourly burden of the nation’s security. Whatever else may be said about
         the political desirability of rewarding average, run-of-the-mill political allies
         and
         paying political debts, those rewards and payments pale in comparison to the nation’s
         safety. If rewards and political payments must be charged to the nation’s account,
         it
         must be a collateral account that has no relationship to the protection of more than
         three hundred million American citizens.
      

      
      Our recent experience suggests that this will not be easy in a political capital
         known more for political brinksmanship, self-interest, and the absence of independent
         thinking and political courage than for the embrace of hard truths. In responding
         to a
         question about the termination of General Stanley McChrystal in June 2010 for the
         comments McChrystal and his staff purportedly made to a reporter, a respected scholar
         referred to the incident as a classic Washington gaffe: “You don’t get in trouble
         for
         saying things that are false; you get in trouble for saying things that are true,
         or
         largely true.”[10] Nevertheless, it is time for informed and honest judgments to be made, and
         for hard truths to be said about the civilian leaders we place in charge of our Armed
         Forces and other public safety organizations—that is, the leaders who are the stewards
         of our security, the guardians of the gate.
      

      
      Much greater public attention must also be given to the performance in
         office of the great majority of senior government officials. Scholars, journalists,
         and
         others write volumes about perceived problems in civilian-military relations, the
         inefficiency or lethargy of some career civil servants, and individual acts of
         corruption, sexual misconduct, and other failings by government officials. But they
         have
         troubled themselves little, or not at all, with either the actual previous
         accomplishments of nominees for political office or the day-to-day
         performance of officials after they are confirmed. Too often, it is assumed
         without question that if a senior appointee completes even a short term of office
         with
         no public awareness of any significant failure, he or she must have been successful.
         Too
         often, observers of an appointee’s service in political office place a premium upon
         the
         ability to keep out of trouble, rather than upon the achievement of results. Apparently,
         critical analyses of the problem of the lack of sufficient political
         appointees who are truly capable of performing well in the positions to which they
         are
         appointed have been avoided because of a lack of confidence, “given past practice,
         that
         a remedy will [ever] be forthcoming.”[11]
         
      

      
      A contemporary historian has written that “nowadays, historians write mainly for other
         historians, with little expectation that their specialized tomes will reach a larger
         public or make any appreciable impact on burning questions of public policy.”[12]     It is certainly true that the many failings of the process through which people
         are nominated by a president and confirmed by the Senate for high public office have
         been recognized for many years and that few improvements have even been attempted.
         But I remain hopeful. The purpose of this book is to assert unabashedly the need to
         improve the quality of those senior political appointees who are charged even in part
         with the nation’s security and to offer suggestions about how we should go about the
         business of doing that. It is my ambition that the book will have an appreciable impact. First, upon American voters, who alone are in a position
         to insist upon improvements in the political appointment process. Second, and through
         the voters, upon presidents who nominate individuals to serve in those senior positions,
         and upon members of the United States Senate who will decide whether or not to confirm
         the nominations.
      

      
       Napoleon purportedly asserted that there are no bad regiments; there are only bad
         colonels. Not long after the death of Stonewall Jackson, whom he had referred to as
         his
         right arm, Robert E. Lee commented on the quality of the forces under his command
         in a
         letter to Confederate Major General John Bell Hood. “There were never such men in
         an
         army,” Lee said. “They would go anywhere and do anything if properly led. But, there
         is
         the difficulty—proper commanders—where can they be obtained?”[13] It does not require great powers of insight to recognize the importance in
         war and peace of civilian leaders like Lincoln, Churchill, the two Roosevelts, and
         Reagan. But, just as Lee needed high-quality lieutenants, so do modern presidents.
         The
         question remains: Where, and how, can—and should—they be obtained?
      

      
       

      Stephen M. Duncan

      
      Alexandria, Virginia
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         1
         The Power to Appoint Civilian Leaders
         
      

      
      
         The President . . . by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, shall appoint
               Ambassadors, other public Ministers and Consuls, Judges of the supreme Court, and
               all other Officers of the United States.

         
         —United States Constitution, Article II, Sec. 2

         
      

      
         I have done all I could, and I think I may say more than any other President has ever
               done, in the direction of getting rid of the system of appointing and removing men
               for political considerations.

         
         —President Theodore Roosevelt, May 13, 1905

         
      

      He was a Rhodes Scholar. He had received a PhD in economics from MIT a quarter of
         a century earlier. He had served in Congress for two decades and as chairman of the
         House Armed Services Committee for seven years. He had even served in the army for
         two years.
      

      
      A previous occupant of the office had declared that “the list of secretarial responsibilities
         is so imposing that no single individual can totally fulfill them all.”[1]     But when he was nominated to be secretary of defense by the newly elected President
         Bill Clinton in January 1993, few of the political elites in the nation’s capital
         were surprised. Although he had opposed U.S. participation in the war in Vietnam and
         had been elected to Congress in 1970 after campaigning as a peace candidate, most
         political observers shrugged off those facts. After all, the new president had been
         a military draft dodger during the Vietnam era, had made many antimilitary comments,
         and had even organized and led antiwar demonstrations while he was a student in London.
      

      
      Because of his long involvement in Washington politics and in congressional defense
         policy matters and the fact that the U.S. Senate was controlled by friendly Democrats,
         the nominee was quickly confirmed. Politics being what they are in Washington, it
         had
         not mattered that he had never managed an agency of government or served in any kind
         of
         executive capacity; that he had never been held accountable to shareholders or to
         a
         corporate boss for his performance of a job or mission where the stakes were high;
         that
         he had no experience in leading large, complex organizations; that the organization
         he
         would lead had an annual budget of approximately $270 billion, one million civilian
         employees and more than three and a half million active and National Guard/reserve
         military personnel; that he had never engaged in diplomatic or other delicate
         negotiations with foreign leaders; that, aside from a two-year stint as a young
         university instructor and his two years in the army, he had no experience in any
         professional endeavor outside of politics; that he was notoriously disorganized; that
         it
         was well known that he was inclined to indulge in rambling philosophical discussions
         more appropriate to a classroom instead of engaging in hard discussions in a conference
         room where trade-offs and difficult policy decisions had to be made; that he was in
         poor
         health; and that his dated, rumpled suits, wrinkled shirts, askew ties,
         “leg-over-the-arm-of-the-chair posture,” and nonmilitary bearing projected an image
         that
         was “not likely to inspire confidence in our troops or allies.”[2]
         
      

      
      After Les Aspin assumed office, matters quickly deteriorated. General Colin Powell,
         then chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, later wrote of Aspin’s disorganization,
         undisciplined habits, and casual management style: “We never knew what time Les was
         coming to work in the morning. Staff meetings were sporadic. When meetings were held,
         they turned into marathon gabfests, while attendees for subsequent meetings stacked
         up
         in the hallways.”[3] Aspin ruminated and engaged in wandering discussions while his subordinates
         waited for decisions and orders. He explored options rather than offering
         recommendations. According to one observer, Clinton once described Aspin to an associate
         as “a man with one thousand brilliant questions, but few answers and no plan of
         action.”[4] A senior National Security Council official said that “Aspin’s inability to
         distinguish between discussion and decision” and his “inability to make choices drove
         the uniformed guys crazy.”[5] His schmoozy, arm-around-the-shoulder style clashed with the formal culture
         of senior officers. Even Powell regarded him as a publicity hound, an unusual indictment
         from one who many considered a professional in the business of self-promotion.
      

      
      He also tried to manage what is clearly one of the largest and most complex
         organizations in the world with a small cadre of unqualified advisors. He wanted to
         be
         surrounded by “wonk practitioners” who could dominate policy matters within the
         interagency process—thus he worked to appoint as assistant secretaries of defense
         an
         unusual group of academics and personal friends and former members of his congressional
         staff who acted as a palace guard. Most had no management experience whatsoever, and
         their only experience in the specific policy areas for which they were now responsible
         was as congressional staffers. Many of the new assistant secretaries “disagreed and
         competed with each other, and few were truly plugged into the bureaucracies beneath
         them. They were so dysfunctional they often could not produce even the briefing memos
         needed for high level meetings.”[6]
         
      

      
      Despite his intelligence, Aspin was inarticulate in public. He lacked the sense of
         command expected of a cabinet member and was unable to serve as an effective advocate
         of administration policy. He also resisted meetings with foreign leaders who came
         to Washington. “When he did see them, Les would hunch over the table and say, ‘So
         how’s it going in your country?’ The burden of conversation fell on his guests, and
         after forty-five minutes, they would leave, having learned little about the new administration’s
         foreign and defense intentions. In one meeting with King Hussein of Jordan, [Colin
         Powell] watched as his majesty had to carry on a monologue while Les polished off
         13 hors d’oeuvres from a tray placed between them.”[7]    
      

      
      In February, only a month after he assumed office, a serious heart ailment put Aspin
         in the hospital for several days. Bad management, poor leadership, a series of gaffes,
         and even poor health might have been insufficient to cause Aspin’s removal from office
         if another factor had not intervened. In early December 1992, six weeks before the
         Clinton administration assumed office, a mercy mission to Somalia had been authorized
         by
         the outgoing Bush administration to provide relief to starving Somalians caught up
         in a
         civil war between several clans. Some 25,400 troops had ultimately gone ashore at
         Somalia’s capital, Mogadishu.
      

      
      As summer approached, plans called for bringing most of the troops home, leaving
         about four thousand to support a continuing UN mission there. In June, however, a
         shoot-out between followers of a prominent warlord resulted in the deaths of two dozen
         Pakistani soldiers assigned to the UN mission. After the United Nations passed a
         resolution authorizing a hunt for the perpetrators, American casualties began to climb.
         When the senior American commander requested tanks and armored vehicles to protect
         his
         supply convoys from attack by warlords, Aspin responded with the words “It ain’t gonna
         happen.”[8] Shortly thereafter, in a disastrous battle in Mogadishu, the forces of a
         prominent warlord killed eighteen U.S. soldiers and wounded more than seventy-five.
         Three helicopters were also shot down, and one pilot was captured.
      

      
      Aspin’s defenders would later say that he had sound political reasons for denying
         the request to send armor reinforcements to Somalia. But several members of Congress
         immediately called for his resignation and Clinton distanced himself from the issue.
         On December 15, less than eleven months after he entered office, Aspin resigned under
         pressure. A distinguished historian would later observe that Aspin’s appointment had
         been “in many ways . . . a disaster, unacceptable for the country and the administration.”[9]     Certainly, the appointment was a classic example of a president placing a patriotic,
         well-intentioned person in a position totally inappropriate to his skills and experience.
         A veteran defense official summed up Aspin’s tenure at the Department of Defense more
         succinctly: “Les was just in over his head.”[10]    
      

      
      

      

      The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was established in April 1979 as part
         of an effort to consolidate federal policies relating to the management of emergencies,
         including preparedness, mitigation, disaster response, and recovery.[11]     As recently as 2009, FEMA had over thirty positions to be filled by political
         appointees. Some were senior positions that were reserved for political appointees
         nominated by the president and subject to Senate confirmation. Most were lower-ranking,
         but still senior political positions that could be filled by appointees who did not
         have to be confirmed and were not required to compete for their positions through
         the use of regular civil service procedures.
      

      
      For several years, critics of the agency had viewed it as a dumping ground for political
         appointees who had little or no emergency management experience and who could not
         be placed elsewhere. Too often, the positions had been filled by junior political
         operatives, such as local or regional political organizers, event planners, political
         party leaders from a state important in the incumbent president’s election or reelection,
         campaign advance men, and so on. As a result, FEMA’s poor response to hurricanes Hugo
         (1989) and Andrew (1992) had led Senator Ernest Hollings (D-SC) to call FEMA’s leadership
         “the sorriest bunch of bureaucratic jackasses I’ve ever known.”[12]    
      

      
      When President George W. Bush was elected in 2000, he appointed Joe M. Allbaugh as
         the director of FEMA. Allbaugh was a career political operative who had managed Bush’s
         1994 campaign for governor in Texas. After serving as gubernatorial chief of staff,
         he
         helped manage Bush’s 2000 presidential election campaign. When he resigned on March
         1,
         2003, the day on which FEMA was reorganized as an agency within the newly created
         Department of Homeland Security, he was succeeded by Michael Brown.
      

      
      Brown was an old friend of Allbaugh’s from the days of their work in Republican
         state politics. They had also been neighbors. Brown had been hired by Allbaugh as
         FEMA’s
         legal counsel before serving briefly as the agency’s deputy director. Before coming
         to
         FEMA, Brown had practiced law in the small city of Edmond, Oklahoma, for a few years.
         His most significant prior work experience had been as the judges and stewards
         commissioner for the International Arabian Horse Association. He had no military or
         law
         enforcement experience. That fact, as well as the exact nature and scope of his work
         in emergency management, was disputed,[13] but it is clear that this work was limited to work for the city of Edmond,
         Oklahoma, while he was in college. Thus, a year and a half after the 9/11 terrorist
         attacks, a person very inexperienced in emergency management, who had never previously
         managed a single federal agency, was appointed as the leader of the agency that had
         responsibility for building and supporting the emergency management system for the
         entire nation. 
      

      
      On February 15, 2005, in a development that had overtones of a perfect storm, a new
         secretary of Homeland Security assumed office. Michael Chertoff had given up a seat
         and
         life tenure on the U.S. Court of Appeals to accept the position. Chertoff was a highly
         regarded career lawyer who had served as a federal prosecutor and as an assistant
         attorney general in the U.S. Department of Justice. He had been quickly selected to
         replace Tom Ridge, the first secretary of HLS, after the controversial Bernard Kerik
         had
         been announced as the replacement, only to withdraw a few days later.[14] The new Department of Homeland Security over which Chertoff would preside
         was a consolidation of twenty-two federal agencies, including FEMA. Each agency had
         its
         own culture. The new department had almost 170,000 employees. It was charged with
         protecting a “gloriously unrestricted nation of more than 2,800 power plants, 190,000
         miles of natural gas pipelines, nearly 600,000 bridges, 463 skyscrapers, 20,000 miles
         of
         border, and 285,000,00 people,”[15] all of which were subject to easy terrorist attack. Tom Ridge had compared
         the new effort to provide homeland security to three historic national endeavors:
         the
         victory in World War II, the step of an American on the moon, and the construction
         of
         the transcontinental railroad.[16] Unfortunately, Chertoff’s entire professional life had been in the law. He
         had no emergency management experience. He had never led a large, complex organization
         or served in the Armed Forces or any other organization with operational
         responsibilities. To make matters worse, when he moved to the new department he
         surrounded himself with more lawyers. He was also Michael Brown’s boss. It was evident
         to most informed observers, not including the Bush White House, that Chertoff’s
         qualifications for the particular job he had just accepted were not equal to his courage
         and self-sacrifice in accepting it.
      

      
      In late August 2005, it became apparent that Hurricane Katrina was likely to hit the
         Gulf Coast. On August 27, two days before the hurricane made landfall, President Bush
         declared a state of emergency in selected areas of Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama.
         When the hurricane hit southeastern Louisiana on the morning of August 29, it soon
         became a catastrophe. It ultimately caused such destruction that it was rated as one
         of
         the five deadliest hurricanes in the history of the United States. At least 1,836
         people
         lost their lives in the hurricane and the subsequent floods. Hundreds of thousands
         were
         forced from their homes. Property damage was estimated at $81 billion.
      

      
      On August 31, after the hurricane was declared to be an “incident of national
         significance,” Brown was designated as the principal federal official and placed in
         charge of the federal government’s response. On September 2, at Regional Airport in
         Mobile, Alabama, Bush praised Brown’s efforts, saying, “Brownie, you’re doing a heck
         of
         a job.” Nevertheless, only a week later, Chertoff relieved Brown of all on-site relief
         duties along the Gulf Coast
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