ORGANIZATION

When President Harry S. Truman signed the
National Security Act of 1947 on 26 July 1947, it
signified the nation’s awareness that it would have to
meet the challenge of a world greatly altered by World
War 11 and its far-reaching consequences. The act not
only reorganized the military establishment; it also
created a large. more coherent politico-military frame-
work for the direction and execution of U.S. national
security policy. This structure has endured for hall a
century, evolving in response to changing domestic
and international circumstances. Despite adjustments
in both form and substance, the military establish-
ment has retained the essential features of the original
1947 structure.

After almost every war the U.S. government has
found the wartime military arrangements defective and
carried out reforms. Changes following the Spanish-
American War and World War | tended toward central-
ization that seemed to be characteristic of the experience
of most of the great institutions of American society.
And always, resistance to this trend from many quarters
caused proposed reforms to be compromised and
modified. The 1947 legislation was not the first attempt
1o reshape the military. Between 1921 and 1945 some
50 bills had been offered in Congress for reorganizing
the two military depariments—War and Navy. Only
one ol these bills, in 1932, reached the floor of the
House of Representatives, where it was defeated.!

[t required the prolonged, intense, and all-embracing
national experience in World War [ to give new impe-
tus and coherence 1o the movememnt for reorganizing
the nations military establishment. The war demon-
strated that even though the United States had prevailed,
its organization for national security was seriously
flawed. Critical issues between the Army and Navy
arose over allocation of resources, strategic priorities,
and command arrangements, sometimes affecting
the responsibility for, and the timing and conduct of
military operations. To coordinate the war effort, a vast
temporary array of some 75 interservice agencies and

interdepartmental committees came into being. The
ad hoc arrangements for directing the conflict worked,
but only because the nation’s resources were so abun-
dant that they could compensate for the mistakes and
internal divisions. Waging war on a global scale attested
powerfully to the greatly increased complexity of
mobilizing and employing the nation’s material and
human resources.?

The disputes between the Army and Navy over
command and conirol of forces in the theaters of
operalions reinforced the conviction of many close
observers that teamwork was the key to victory, The
prewar system of voluntary interservice “cooperation”
of the sort symbolized by the Pear] Harbor disaster
had 1o give way Lo centralized control of strategy and
operations. Commanders in the field exercised opera-
tional control over joint forces—land, sea, and air—
in the great campaigns of the war. The joint efforts of
unified commands in some areas, particularly Europe,
were more jmpressive than in others—the Pacific—
but by the end of the war there was little doubt that
unified field commands were integral to an effective
military establishment.

The problems and deficiencies revealed were of
sufficient magnitude to lead to a broad consensus (the
Navy Department was a conspicuous exception) on
the need for more integration ol foreign, military, and
domestic policies at the center of power in Washington.
The key lessons of the war were that the American
response Lo the exigencies of a radically different
postwar world would require coordination of policy.
intelligence, resource allocation, and mijlitary operations
on an unprecedented scate, and that military prepared-~
ness in peacetime was indispensable. These perceptions
infused the three years of planning and debate that
culminated in the National Security Act of 1947. The
theme of unification became increasingly dominant
in the demands for changes in the organization of the
armed forces [rom 1944 on. What unification meant
rerained to be defined in practice.
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Having entered two world wars in a quarter of a
century unprepared, the nation’s leaders recognized
before the end of World War 11 that the United States
would have to maintain a peacetime establishment of
unprecedented size and cost to carry out the responsi-
bilities of the world leadership role that had been thrust
upon it. It could not afford to be unprepared in the
event of another major conflict.

NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947

The National Security Act of 1947 came into
being only after almost three years ol sometimes bitter
controversy over whether and how o establish unified
direction, authority. and control over the armed forces.
Serious discussion about reorganization began in
Congress and the military departments in 1944 and
aroused much public interest. In April and May the
House Select Committee on Post-War Military Policy
held hearings on a “Proposal 10 Esiablish a Single
Department of the Armed Forces.” War Department
officials urged the establishment of a Depariment of
the Armed Forces and submitted a chart outlining
its possible organization. Navy representatives urged
further study. The committee called for study of the
problem by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), who had
already established their own committee to look into
the advariages and disadvantages of different organi-
zational approaches. In April 1945 the JCS group, with
only Admiral J. O. Richardson dissenting, recommended
the establishment of a single department of the armed
forces. The JCS took no formal aclion on the recom-
mendation and {orwarded the report to the president
on 16 October 1945.*

With the end of the war and the beginning of
an enormous demobilization that would reduce the
military services (o little more than one-tenth of their
peak wartime strengths, the Army and Navy both gave
the most serious attention to the future of the military
establishment, each pursuing its own preferred concept.
The strongest impetus for radical change ¢ontinued to
come from the Army, which consistently supported the
establishiment of a single department under a secretary
ol defense, with a chiel of staff or military commander,
a military high command, and unified service branches
for ground, sea, and air warlare.

The Navy countered with its own proposals in
the Eberstadt® Repon, submitted to Congress on
18 October 1945. This report opposed a single depart-
ment, accepted the creation of a separate Air Force,

* Ferdinanid Eberstadl was a close associate of Secretary of the Navy James
V. Forrestal.

T The commanding general of the AAF was a member of the Joint Chiefs
of Siafl.

and proposed a larger structure including a national
security council and a national security resources
board, supported by the Joint Chiefs of Stalf, as well
as special agencies for intelligence and research and
a munitions board.?

Hearings before the Senate Committee on Military
Affairs between 17 October and 17 December 1945
revealed the extent of the differences between the Army
and Navy. Spokesmen for the Navy rejected the Army
proposal of a single department with three services—
Army, Navy, and Air—and supported the Eberstadt
plan for organizing national security.?

The requirement for a separate Air Force seemed
generally acceptable to the services, Congress, and
the public. The Army Air Forces (AAF), granted a
high degree of autonomy by the Army," had played
an impressive and highly visible role in all theaters of
operations during the war. It had organized itself in
anticipation of and in preparation for independence
after the war. Its peak personnel strength of 2.4 mil-
lion in 1945 was 31 percent of the U.S. Army, three-
quarters the strength of the Navy, and [ive times that
of the Marine Corps.®

Still, the prospect of an independent and dynamic
Air Force, supported by powerful political, industrial,
and public constituencies, engendered fear and dismay
in the Navy and Marine Corps. Army Air Forces leaders,
lush with high expectations, questioned the need for
Navy and Marine Corps aviation, the loss of zll or a
portion of which could reduce the Navy and Marine
Carps to appendages of the Army and the Air Force.
Moreover, the Army had made clear its position that
the Marine Corps should not be permitted 10 become
a second land army, that it should be restricied to
duties with the fleet, and have only lightly armed
units for shore operations. The Navy and Marine
Corps, imbued with great pride in their long histories
and their wartime exploits, could not tolerate what
they viewed as subordination to the Army and a new
Air Force. They mounted and conducted a campaign
in which they eventually succeeded in protecting their
functions and the composition of their forces. They
were not success(ul in their opposition to a single
national military establishment, but the Navy pre-
served its position as an equal of the other services
within the new structure.

To secure the major objective of 2 unified military
establishmment under a secretary of defense, the Army
and the Army Air Forces had to yield on the naval avia-
tion and Marine Corps issues. Strong congressional and
public support for the Navy dictated compromise on
roles and missions. Thus, as it turned out, the changes
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President Harry S. Truman

that occurred onhe civil side of the reorganization
proved 1o be morc radical and meanjngful than those
that occurred on the military side.

On 19 December 1945 President Truman sent a
message 10 Congress recommending a single depart-
memt of national defense with three coordinate branches
—land, sea, and air. He emphasized the need to provide
“the strongest means for civilian control of the military”
and proposed that there should be a single chief of stall
of the department, the paosition ta be rotaled among the
services. The president hecame a driving force behind

the campaign for reorganization of the national defense.

His experience as chairman of the Senate Special Com-
mittee to Investigate the Nationul Delense Program dur-
ing the war convinced him that the “antiquated defense
sctup” had to be changed. He spoke of "bureaucratic
waste” and “overlapping jurisdictions.™

On 9 April 1946 three members of the Senate
Military Aflfairs Committee introduced a bill that
followed many of Truman's recommendations and
included a number of the Tberstadt proposals for
citwil-military coordination. Shortly afier, the Naval
Affairs Committces of the Senate and the House, which
strongly espoused the Navy position on change, coun-
teved this proposal. In a letter to the secretary of the
Navy, the commitlees objected that the propesed bill
voncentrated “too much power in the hands of 100 lew

men,” reduced civilian and congressional control over
the miliwary. and would empower the executive branch
1o abolish or emasculate the Marine Corps and transler
vital naval aviation functions to the Army Air [orces.
The letter thus spelled out plainly the fears of the
Navy and the Marine Corps (hat in a single depart-
ment they would he dominated by the Army and

a new and dynamic Air Force.f

Underlying the debate over unification was
anticipation of the revolutionary impact on weapons,
strategic plans, and national sccurity policies ol new
military technologies—jet aircrafl, missiles, radar,
other electronic devices, and especially the atomic
bomb. The Army had overseen the development of
the bamb and 1the Army Air Forces had dropped it
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The Navy patticipated in
the atomic 1ests at Bikini in 1946. All of the services
desired to share in the controt and use of nuclear
weapons, which promised to have a powerful role
in shaping their future, if not immediately, certainly
during the next decade. The critical and revolutionary
elfect of nuclear weapons cleatly indicated that control
and policymaking must come rom the highest govern-
ment authority.

The impasse in Congress between the oversight
committees caused President Truman. on 13 May 1946,
1o ask the secrelaries of the War and Navy Departments
Lo seek agreement on a plan for the reorganization of
the armed forces. In their reply of 31 May, Secretary
ol War Robert P. Patterson and Secretary of the Navy
James V. Forreslal reported that they agreed on 8 of 12
major points. The points still in dispute were, of course,
the nub of the matter—a single military department,
three coordinate services or three departmenis, control
of aviation, and the funciions of the Marine Corps.®

Truman's response to the report on 15 June once
again called for a single military department with three
coordimate services under i, diminished naval aviation
forces. and the status quo lor Marine Corps functions.
This represented a compromise ol soris. but not to the
Uking of the Navy. The president sent the carrespon-
dence to the chairmen of the Senate and House
Committees on Military Affairs and Naval Affairs with
a request that Congress pass legislation based on the
12 principles he presented. Concurring in part with
recommendations of the Navy's Eberstadt report, he
endorsed the creation of a council of national defense,
a central intelligence agency, a national securily resources
board, a research and development agency. an organi-
zation for milivary procurement and supply, and a
military education and training agency.'

Opposition to the president’s proposal persisted
in the Navy and Marine Corps and in Congress. Al
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Considerauon ol the proposed legislation by
Congress lasted six months, during which s provi-
sions underwent substantial ¢changes. The House of
Representatives, influenced by arguments of the Navy
and Marine Corps, enacted a bill further limung the
authorily ol \he secretary of defense and elevating the
status of the mtary depariments. This compronuse
of diverse viewpoints represented a lowest common
denommator. The legislation went o Truman on
26 July; he signed it immedimely."’

The preamble of the National Securily Act of
1947 spoke to the law’s general objectives:

In enacling this legislation, it is the
intent of Congress 10 provide a compre-
hensive program for the future security
of the United States, to provide lor the
establishment of integrated policies and
procedures for the depariments, agencies.
and functions of the Governnient relating
Lo the national security: to provide three
military departments for the operation
and adnmmsiration of the Army, the Navy
Secretary of War Robert P Paticrson (including naval aviation and the Umted

T States Marine Corps), and the Air Force,

with their assigned combm and service

Forrestal’s instigation, the Army and Navy agreed in camponents: Lo provide for their authori-
November 1946 10 work together 1o seck recommenda-
tions that would break the impasse. Alter two months
ol intense negotiations, Maj. Gen. Lauris Norstad and
Vice Adm. Forrest P Sherman produced a compromise
apgreement that Patterson and Forrestal submitted 10
the White House on 16 January 1947. Al the same
time, the president prepared a proposed executive

order clarifying the roles and missions of the services.'
The Patlerson-Forresial agreement that the presi-
dent sent 1o Congress represented a real compromise,
thanks chiefly 1o concessions by the Army. The accord
provided for an organmzation under a secyetary of
delense to establish “common policies and common
programs lor the integrated operanon” of the armed
forces—this instead of a single department. 1t called
for separately administered depariments of the Army,
the Navy {including naval aviation and the Marine
Corps). and the Air Force. and continuation of the
Joint Chiefs of Swaff assisted by a joint stall. The agree-
ment called also for the creation of a war council headed
by the secrelary of national defense to consider “matlers
of broad policy relating to the armed forces.” Beyond
the defense structure, it asked for a council of national
defense, a central intelligence agency. and a natienal
security resources board. "

Admiral Porrest P Sherman
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Maj. Gen. Lauris Norstad

tative coordination and unified direcuon
under civilian control but not to merge
them; 1o provide {or the effective strategic
direction of the armed forces and for thewr
operation under unified control and for
their integralion into an efficient team ol
tand, naval, and air lorces.”

This expressed the essence of the compromise
that had heen struck—a structure that fell somewhere
between a centralized sysiem and a ioose confederation
ol military services. 1t preserved much of the autonomy
ol the services at the expense of the sceretary of defense.
Moreover it suiled the political interests of Congress.
As one vhsevver noted, *Congressmen have traditionally
seen (heir ability 1o influence defense policy enhanced
under a deceniralized structure and have leared loss of
miluence under a more centralized one . ... Americas
delense establishment has reflected the pluralistic and
decentralized nature of America’s national govern-
mental system.™"

The National Security Act, then, represented a
compromise not only between the military services
but also between Congress and the president: Congress
accepted the principle of unilication but with what it
considered salcguards. [t saught 1o lanit the powers

* President Truman heet olfered the posuton of secrerary of defense to
Seeretary of War Panterson, who relused o

of the executive branch, parucularly the secretary of
defense, over the new National Military Establishment
{(NME). and to maintain its own constitutional powers
over organization and appropnations for defense. By
creating the National Military Establishment instead of
an executive department, and by placing three executive
depariments—Army. Navy. and Air Torce—under the
secretary ol defense, it effectively compromised the
latters position and power. The sccretaries of the
military departments retained all of their powers and
prerogatives subject only 1o the authority of the secre-
tary of defense o exercise “general direction, authority,
and contro].” This deliberately imprecise language
rellected the rehuctance of Congress to place wide
powers in the hands of the scerctary of defense and
his siafl and plagued the first secretary of delense,
James Forrestal,” 1hronghout his incumbency, causing
hint to request changes that became the 1949 amend-
ments 1o the act.

Title | of the act established the machinery
for coordinating national security. This included ihe
National Security Council (NSC), chaired by the prest-
dent and including the secretanes of state, delense,
and the three miliwary departmaents, and the chaimian
of the National Security Resources Board (NSRB),
which was to oversee mdustrial and civilian mobili-

General Alexander A, Vandegrift, Commandant of the
Marine Corps, 1944-47, strong opponcnt of unification



zation. The NSC was to “advise the President with
respect 1o the integralion of domestic, foreign. and
military policies relating to the national security so
as Lo enable the military services and the other depart-
ments and agencies of the Government 1o cooperate
more effectively in matters involving the national
security.” The Central Intelligence Agency. successor
1o the Office of Strategic Services and the Central
Intelligence Group, under the NSC would provide
national security intelligence and coordinate the intel-
ligence activilies of government agencies; all existing
intelligence agencies would continue as before.

Title 11 dealt with the National Military Establish-
ment. It defined the secretary of delense as “the prin-
cipal assistant to the President in all matters relating
10 the national security.” His specific responsibilities
included establishing “general policies and programs™
for the NME: exercising “general direction, authority,
and control” over the military departments: eliminating
“unnecessary duplication or overlapping in the fields
of procurement, supply, transportation, storage, health,
and research’; and supervising and coordinating the
preparation and implementation ol annual defense
budgets. The act provided legislative sanction for the
preparation and submission ol a budget for the whole
U.S. military establishment. This proved to be the most
significant power accorded the secretary of defense in
his efforts 1o bring about greater integration and more
efficient operation of the military services.

The acl established the new Depariment of the Air
Force and the U.S. Air Force under it, and changed the
name of the War Department to Department of the Army.
The three military departmerus retained the status of
“individual executive departments™ and were still largety
autonomous with considerable control of their internal
affairs. The ac1 named the scrvice secretaries members
of the NSC and authorized them to present directly to
the president and to the direcior of the budget any
report or recommendation they deemed appropriate,
after informing the secretary ol defense. The provision
reserving to the service secretaries all powers and duties
not specifically conferred on the secretary of defense
paralleled 1he Tenth Amendment to the Conslitution,
which reserves to the states or to the people all powers
not delegated to the lederal government by the Consti-
ution, nor prohibited by it to the states.

The law placed limitations ou the secretary's sup-
port stall, permitting him to appoint only three special
assistants “to advise and assist him” and prohibiting him
from establishing a military staff. Although he could hire

* Admiral William D. Leaby held this posidon until 1948, after which
it tapsed.
* For a discussion of the unificd commands, see pp. 49-50.
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civilian employees and draw on the military services for
stafl assistance, the limitations appeared 10 be—and
indeed became—obstacles to the effective control of

the new organization. The limitations seemed to be the
result of concessions to still the fears of congressmen
and others that a “super secretary” might impose a
“Prussian-style general staff” on the nation. They also
served to mollily opponents of unification in the Navy,
Mazrine Corps, and Congress.

Title 11 also created a War Council and three other
agencies within the NME. The Munitions Board and
the Research and Development Board (RDB) were the
starutory successors to exisling boards. Responsible 10
the secretary of delense, each had a civilian chairman
and military department represeniatives appointed by
the service secretaries. The third agency, the Joint Chiels
of Stalf, had been in existence since 1942 but now
received statutory sanction as the “principal military
advisers 1o the President and the Secretary of Delense.”
Composed of the chiefls of the military services and the
Chief of Staff 10 the Commander in Chief* "if there be
one.” the JCS remained a committee of equals. There was
no provision for a chairman of the JCS. but the act did
create a Joint Stalf of 100 officers under a military director.

The law required that the Joint Chiefs establish
“unilied” commands. Such commands had been in exis-
tence since 14 December 1946 when President Truman
authorized the creation of seven unified commands
under the Unified Command Plan (UCP)." The UCP
accorded 1he Joint Chiefs strategic direction over all
elements of the armed [orces in each command, and
each chiel served as "executive agent” with operational
command and control over the lorces in one or more
unified areas. The National Security Act thus provided
a statutory basis {or the creation of unified commands.

The carefully and cautiously crafied overall organi-
zational arrangement reflected the success of the Navy
and the Marine Corps and their congressional support-
ers in limiting civilian control that they feared might
operate to their detriment. The opponents ol unifica-
tion also succeeded in eliminating any provision for a
single chief of siaff or commander and a general staff.

Title 111 was a miscellany. The secretary of defense
replaced the secretary of war in the line of presidential
succession and the secretary of the Navy was eliminated
from succession. 1t preseribed the szlary scale [or senior
officials and authorized the appropriation of money (o
further the provisions of the act.'

The National Security Act lelt many loose ends that
were bound to affect the operation of the NME, but it
probably represented the best arrangement that could
be obtained at the time. It gave the military services
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a higher statutory position in the overall government
policymaking hierarchy in recognition of the vital role
they played in the development of national policy. 1t
provided them greater entree in peacelime to the high-
est levels of government and lent substance to the term
“potitico-military.” The act provided for direct civilian
oversight of the military services at a higher level than
the military departments but left unclear the extent o
which the secretary of defense could exercise effective
control over the military. The statute confirmed the
principle of unification by cooperation and mutual
consent, thus placing a high premium on the persuasive-
ness and force of personality of the secreiary of defense.

The legislation establishing the Nationa) Military
Esuablishment could not of course do more than provide
an overall framework of a national security organization.
Tt could prescribe functions, but it could not provide
the means of ensuring that they would be carried out as
intended. This could come only through actual experi-
ence and operation, which would reveal what further
changes would be needed to achieve more efficient
and effective operation of the military machine.

When Forrestal became the first secretary of defense
on 17 September 1947, he faced the formidable task of
attempling to create a viable military structure out of the
diverse elements specified in the National Security Act.
The military services still harbored much of the tradi-
tional parochialism and distrust of each other so strongly
manifested during the unification debate. Moreover,
they had strong differences over the division of appro-
priated [unds, kinds of military {orces needed, roles
and missions, and how the new NME should operate.
As secretary of the Navy from 1944 to September 1947,
Forrestal had initially opposed unification and then
helped shape the compromise legislation that he con-
sidered the best that he could do for the Navy. Shortly
before taking office, Forrestal remarked to his friend
Robert Sherwood that “this office will probably be the
greatest cemetery for dead cats in history!” Despite this
expressed apprehension, he could not have been fully
aware of the minefield of resistance and compiex
problems on which he was entering."

The institution that Forrestal now headed had an
operating budget of more than $10 billion, about a third
of the 1otal U.S. budget, and 2.3 million military and
civilian personrel. 11 was by far the largest and costliest
government agency. It had worldwide responsibilities
and powerful political and economic impact on the domes-
tic scene. As one historian of this period commented,

Nothing like it [NME] had ever
before existed. As an ‘establishment’ rather
than an executive departruent, it was a
unique and somewhat nebulous eantity.

ORGANIZATION 11

Existing law, tradition, and usage could
provide only partial guidance for how the
Secretary of Defense should perform his
duties. To the extent that this would allow
him to develop his own precedents and
customs, it afforded him greater freedom of
action than he might otherwise have
enjoyed. But at the same time, deep-rooted
tradicions, customs, and interests of the ser-
vices could just as easily handicap him and
thwart his best intentions and endeavors. '

The creation of the position of secretary of defense
was one of the most innovative and signilicant changes
in the history of the U.S. military establishment and,
indeed, of the U.S. government. The secretary of defense
eventually became. in effect, the deputy commander in
chief, with powers over the military establishment second
only to those of the president. With the assistance of his
staff and a number of Defense-wide agencies, the secre-
lary came to exercise power over a vast global establish-
ment that the president would otherwise have had to
exercise himself with the help of a greatly enlarged
White House staff. Gaining control over the array of
proud and sovereign military services in the face of
their resistance to centralization of power presented an
immediate challenge to the first secretary of defense and
remained a never-ending problem for his successors.

Forrestals NME consisted of the three military
depaniments and the three statutory agencies—the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Munitions Board, and the Research
and Development Board. He had 1o fashion a structure,
develop procedures, and create a stafl to assist him.
This became the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD), which was an extension ol the secretary himsell
as the civilian authority in the Department of Defense.
It differed from the military services in its broader and
more comprehensive responsibilities and authority—
chiefly politieal, budgetary, and international. OSD did
not secure statutory sanction until 1986, with the
passage of the Goldwaier-Nichols Act.

Forrestal viewed himsell more as policymaker than
administrator. In describing his plan for OSD, he said
that his own personal desire was “to keep it as small as
possible, not only for reasons ol economy, but because
my own concept of this office is that it will be a coordi-
nating, a planning, and an integrating rather than an
operating office.” He intended to use the three statu-
tory agencies as staff in their separate spheres. Another
statutory body. the War Council, consisting of the
secretary of defense. the three service secretaries, and
the Joint Chiels, provided a forum for discussion of
policy issues. Forrestal created another advisory body
known as the Commitlee of Four—himsell and the
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Forrestal and his three special assistants

thyee service secretaries—which met biweekly to dis-
cuss matters more {reely without the presence of the
military advisers ™

During the 18 months of his incumbency, Forrestal
built a supporting staff around s three special assis-
tants—Wil{red J. McNeil, Marx Leva, and John H. Ohly
—men of excepiionally high ability. One duescription of
these carly days reported that Forrestal “had no office.
no stafl, no organizaton chart, no manual of proce-
dures. no funds, and no detailed plans.” By the time
he left office. all of these had come to be ™

OSD grew ramdly, increasing from the 45 people
Forrestal brought wath mm from the Navy in september
1947 10 173 by the end of January 1948, and to 347 by
the beginning ol 1949, Until the coming of the Korean
War, the number in the immediate olfice ranged between
350 and 400 employees. of whom 15 10 20 percent were
mifuary “on loan,” To this number should be added some
1.200 civihans and military assigned 1o the Joint Chiels
of Stall, the 1wo statutory boards, and other elements,
making a total of about 1,600 within the secretary’s
ambit at the end of 1949. OSD grew as it responded

1o substantive problems and issues that were clearly
related 10 policymaking.!

[t became apparent 1o Forrestal and his assisiants
that OSD could not remain the small policymaking
officc he had cnwvisaged. and that they could not rely
on the nulitary services for a high degree of voluniary
cooperation and coordinatton. All the military services
tended 1o resist or evade OSD control over their activi-
nes: their self-interest demanded as much auwlonomy
and freedom of action as possible. Moreover, the continu-
ing mterservice rivalry had been compounded by the
creation of the Arr Force, making it even more difficult
[or Forrestal o get the services 1o pull together as a
team, Effective direction of the NME required an OSD
that coudd deal with these issues.

[n his 18 months in office Forresial could achicve
only a few of the organizational changes that he come
Lo see as necessary. He established in 1948 an Oflice
of Civil Defense Planning that lasted little more than a
year = The Office of Public Information (OPI), on the
other hand, became a permanent fixture.

Public relations presented Forrestal with a vexing
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probler. The “press war” between the services, which
flared up every time a major issue arose, and which had
been waged loudly, vehemently, and persistently since
the end of the war, finally led him to undertake a step
that he had hoped to avoid. Upset by the harmful and
embarrassing publicity about the services and angered
by security leaks, Forrestal decided on 17 March 1949,
only days before his departure, 1o establish an Office of
Public Information in OSD. 1t was to assume responsi-
bility for security review and clearance of manuscripts;
moreover, “no information of any kind whatsoever
relating to performance or capabilities of new weapons
or new equipment of any type . .. [would] be released
to the public without specific ¢learance from . . . [OPI].
The military services retained their public information
offices, but on a reduced scale. This did not prevent
them from waging their press wars through other

staff offices, as soon became apparent.??

At the same time he signed the National Security
Act in July 1947, President Truman issued Execurive
Order 9877, which assigned roles and missions 1o the
services. This had been drafted by the Army and Navy
and approved by the secretaries of the services. But it
soon became evident that the Navy and the Marine
Corps had strong objections 10 language in the order
that seemed to impose limitations on their functions,
particularly naval aviation and land operations by the
Marines. Since assignment of roles and missions obvi-
ously could shape the future of all of the services, and
particularly the Navy and Marine Corps, by affecting
their budgets and the size and composition of forces, the
issue brought interservice controversy to a flash point.**

In January 1948 Forrestal sought to have the
services, through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, approve a
revised executive order prepared in OSD. The chiefs
failed to reach agreement on the order or any revision
thereof and notified the secretary that their “(undamen-
tal disagreements® could “only be resolved by higher
authority.™?*

The need for action on the matter (it was receiving
wide public attention as the services, particularly the Air
Force and the Navy, sought to enlist support) impelled
Forrestal to meel with the Chiels a1 Key West, Florida,
from 11 to 14 March 1948. He provided guidance for
a draft statement of roles and missions by the Chiefs
entitled “Functions of the Armed Services and the Joint
Chiels of Staff.” After further changes, Forrestal submi-
ted the paper 1o President Truman, who revoked E.O.
9877 on 21 April, thus permiuing Forrestal (o issue
the Functlions paper the same day.

The Functions paper delineated both primary and
secondary responsibilities of each service, thus giving

recognition to the possibilities of collateral or joint efforts.

The primary responsibilities listed simply reaffirmed
the basic and mutually acceptable responsibilities of the
services. The secondary or collateral missions involved
naval aviation and the size and role of the Marine Corps.
The Navy disavowed any intention to create a strategic
bombing force and was permitted (o have a capability to
attack inland targets in pursuit of its primary mission.
The Marine Corps would not be allowed to grow into
a second land army, and its maximum strength was
limited to four divisions.®

The Key West Agreement did not really settle the
issues between the Air Force and the Navy; mutual
suspicion and distrust persisted. The issues of strategic
bombardment, strategic targeting, and control of atomic
weapons continued to precipilate strong disagreements
between the two services. Forrestal's eflforts 10 promote
a compromise acceptable 10 both parties met with little
success, and he convened the JCS again for further talks.

At Newpaort, Rhode Island, from 20 to 22 August,
the Chiefs added a supplement to the Functions paper
that clarified the term “primary mission” 50 that the
Navy would not be excluded from a role in strategic
air operations. The Chiefs also agreed in principle to
Forrestal’s proposal 1o establish the Weapons Systems
Evaluation Group (WSEG) to provide technical advice
and analysis of new weapons. lmpartial technical evalu-
ations of weapons by an independent agency within
NME might help reduce partisan strife over roles and
missions. Forrestal chartered WSEG in December 1948,
alter studies by the RDB and the JC5.%

1949 AMENDMENTS AND AFTER

Within a year of taking office Forrestal had become
convinced that his original concepiion of the role of the
secretary as coordinator and policymaker had resulted
in failure. His inability to exercise elfective control over
the feuding military services and to resolve the disputes
over budgets, weapons, strategic plans, and roles and mis-
sions could lead only to the conclusion that the National
Security Act would have to be amended 1o enhance the
secretary’s authority. He so testified before the Eberstadt
Task Force of the Coramission on Organization of the
Executive Branch of the Government (Hoover Commis-
sion) in the fall of 1948 and reiterated this conclusion
in his First Report at the end of 1948. In February 1949
the Hoover Coramission recommended that the secre-
tary of defense be granted (ull authority and accounta-
bility for his department, that he have an under secretary
and three assistant secretaries, and that he be empow-
ered Lo appoint a chairman Lo preside over the Join¢
Chiefs of Stalf.?

The administration reviewed proposals for changes



in the NME during the winter of 1948-49, President
Truman sent his recommendations to Congress in a
message of 5 March 1949, He asked that the NME be
converted into an executive department to be known as
the Depaniment of Defense, that the secretary of defense
be given “appropriate responsibility and authority,” and
that he be the sole representative of the department on
the NSC. Other changes looked to reinforce the author-
ity of the secretary of defense over the military depart-
ments, the JCS, the Munitions Boeard, and the RDB.?

Congress responded [irst to the Hoover Commis-
sion’s recommendations for an under secretary of defense,
and the president signed the measure on 2 April, shortly
after Louis A. Johnson succeeded Forrestal as secretary
of defense. The president named Stephen T. Early 10
the newly-created position.?*?

After several months of hearings and discussions,
the two houses of Congress reached agreement on amend-
ments to the National Security Act, and the president
signed the legisiation on 10 August 1949. It was 100
much 10 expect that Congress would accept all the recom-
mendations ol the president or the Hoover Commission.
But the changes did increase the powers of the secretary
and diminish those of the military deparuments. The
legislation created the executive Department of Defense
(DoD) in place of the NME and authorized the secretary
to exercise “direction, authority, and control”—not quali-
fied by the adjective “general”—over the department of
defense. [t reduced the three subordinate depariments
[rom executive or cabinet 10 military departments and
redesignated the under secretary of defense as deputy
secretary and the three special assistants as assistant
secretaries. The law did not transfer the statutory func-
tions of the JCS and the two boards to the secretary, as
had been recommended. The amendments provided for
a chairman 10 preside over the Joint Chiefs, but gave
him no vote. The JCS collectively were designated prin-
cipal military advisers to the president, NSC, and secre-
tary of defense. The amendments prohibited the secretary
from establishing a single chief of staff 1o command the
armed forces and from creating a military stalf of his
own apart from the JCS. The secretaries of the military
departments lost their membership in the NSC, but they
retained the initiative to present recommendations to
Congress after informing the secretary of defense. The
military departments were to be “separately administered,”
and combatant functions were not 10 be reassigned,
transferred, consolidated. or abolished,

A major feature of the amendments was the atten-
tion paid to the budget function by the addition of Title
[V to the National Security Act. This conferred the title
of comptroller on one of the three assistant secretaries
of defense and provided [or uniform budgetary and
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accounting procedures for the military departments.
Title 1V further reinforced the secrelary’s power over
the military budget and gave him control of apportion-
ment of appropriated funds within the department,
This permitted him Lo regulate rates of obligation and
expenditure by the services. Willred J. McNeil, special
assistant to Forrestal since 1947, became comptroller
and served until 1959. He played a major role in bring-
ing about the enactment of Title 1V and in implementing
its provisions.?

It should be borne in mind that Congress is an
integral part of the national security structure and
exercises great powers over the defense establishment.
During these postwar years Congress made significant
modifications in its own stru¢ture that were certainly
influenced by the fundamental change in the national
mijliwary establisbment and the overall organization
for nauonal security. No doubt committees also saw a
need to provide more and better oversight of the armed
forces, particularly of the appropriation process, if they
were o carry out their constitutional responsibility.

The power of the purse has always resided in
Congress; it represents its ultimate weapon in dealing
with the executive branch. The enormous and urgent
requirements of the war, however, had created great
pressures on the legislative branch and caused it 10
virtually suspend its use of the power. This acute war-
Lime experience, on top of the dramatic expansion of
government during the New Deal years in the 1930s,
provided the motivation Congress needed to carry out
self-reform that had long been advocated or contem-
plated. Not least among the spurs to action was the
recognition that the greatly enlarged and more power-
ful executive branch presented a challenge that the
legislative branch would have to face if it hoped 1o
fulfill its proper constitutional role.

After more than a year deliberating changes, Con-
gress passed the Legislative Reorganization Act in August
1946. The act was “clearly intended to improve the
lawmaking [unction of Congress by consolidating and
centralizing legislative powers,” thus permitting “party
leaders . . . 1o exercise a tighter control and more effi-
ciently bring forth a cohesive legislative program.” It
reduced the number of standing committees from 33
to 15 in the Senate and from 48 1o 19 in the House.
The Military Affairs and Naval Alfairs Committees of
both chambers merged into Armed Services Comumittees
—a significant change because it meant that a single
committee in each chamber would have jurisdiction
over all legislative measures pertaining to the common
defense and the armed forces. This change anticipated
the National Security Act of 1947 and the submission
of a unitary budget for the whole defense establishment.
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The Appropriations Committees in the House and
Senate did not wmerge their separate subcommittees for
the Army and Navy unui 1949, in time {or the subcom
mitiees to consider the first unitary budgel—I{or fiscal
year 1950—submitted by Defense, which included the
Air Force as a separale service. The change completed
a congressional structure that complemented the Armed
Services Commitlees and the Depariment of Delense,
thus providing Congress with an overall review of the
to1al defense budget for the first time, %

The Key West and Newport Agreements had nol
really settled the issue over stralegic bombardment and
control of nuclear weapons. The wrangling came into
sharper focus as the competition lor diminishing funds
became more intense. After 1947, thereflore, competition
for the defense dollar was one ol the major facts of mili-
tary lifc in Washington.

Al the heart of the differences between the Air Force
and the Navy still tay the issue of strategic air power.
The Air Force. having retreated from its effort 1o secure
control of all milicary aviation, saw the Navy's acquisi-
iion of large carrier task forces as an atlempl 1o share the
strategic air mission and thereby diminish the Air Force
role. Moreaver, it did not consider the carriers capable
of accomplishing long-range missions. Navy strategists
challenged the capabilities of the long-range bomber,
particularly the new B-36, and, on occasion, the very
concept of sirategic bombing itsell and cven the clfec-
tiveness of the atomic bomb. The real competition was
for money 1o purchase and employ expensive weapons,
which had to be justified in terms of missions. Secretary
Louis Johnson acknowledged that it was “primarily over
the apportioninent of funds that disagicements among
the services arise.”

The aggressive campaign for a large Air Force and
the necessary funds, led by Secretary W, Stuart Symington.
created a near-siege mentality in the Navy, anxious to
find weapons and missions that would permit it 10 remain
on equal terms with the Army and Aiwr Force. The Air
Force and the Navy each soughi to make 1s case by
altacking the other.

The light between the two services became more
acute and more open alter the peremptory cancellation
by Secretary Johnson on 23 April 1949 of the Navyss
supercarrier, the United States. A majority of the Joint
Chiefs had recommended cancellation; Chiel of Naval
Operations Admiral Lows Denfeld had. of course, dis-
sented. Construction of this ship carried with it some
of the Navy’s highest hopes {or its future. Navy Secretary
John Sullivan resigned in protest. and Navy partisans
intensificd Lheir attacks on the Air Force’s new B-36
bomber. Anonymous documents circulating in the
press in the [ollowing months alleged that corrupiion

ORGANIZATION 17

Scerctary of the Navy John L. Sullivan

had been involved in the selection of the homber and
that it did not have the performance characteristics
claimed by the Air Force. The House Committee on
Armed Services investigated the B-36 corruption charges
in August and alter extensive hearings dismissed them
as utlerly without credence.

Further hearings by the committee (n October
1949 examined the merits of the B-36 and straregic
air operations. Untformed Navy leaders, in aiving their
frustrations and fears, presented what was essentially
an indictment of strategic bombing as serving no use-
ful purpose and being morally wrong. The B-36 was a
mistake, they argued. and the supevcarrier was a neces-
sary and vital weapon for the future. 1t was also the Navys
hope {for maintenance of a large aviation capability.
Within the Navy, aviators headed by Vice Adm. Arthur
W. Radford asseried leadership and dominated the
strategy in the bautle against the Air Force that came
1o be known as the “Revoli of the Admirals.”

The Air Force case in relutation of the Navy ¢riti-
cisms convinced the majority of the commiuec. |CS
Chairman General Omar N. Bradley pointed out tha
in spite of i1s eriticism of the effectivencss of both
stralegic atr power and the atomic bomb, the Navy had
been arguing right along that it “should be permitied 1o
use the atomic bomh, both strategically and tactically.”
Bradley oflered his opinion that the real issue was a
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refusal by the Navy “in spirit as well as deed” 10 accept
unification. An immediate outcome of the hearings was
the dismissal of Admiral Denfeld. who had 1aken a
position in direct opposition Lo the 1estimony of Secre-
1ary of the Navy Irancis Matthews, thereby losing the
conlidence of the president as weil.

The final commitiec report, which appeared on
1 March 1950, criticized ail parties to the controversy
but did not address the substantive issues. It did not
recommend reinstatement of the supercarrier, but il
deplored “the manuner of cancellation.” Many members
of the commitee condemned Denleld’s dismissal as a
reprisal for his testimony. The report had little Lo say
on the matter of roles and missions and reached no
decision on the relalive merits of the supercarrier and
the B-36. The hearings permitied a public airing ol
tnterservice differences and perhaps thereby provided
an outlel for frustration. particularly for the Navy. tha
might otherwise have had more explosive elfects.?

Between 1947 and 1he outbreak of the Korean War
in June 1930, Secrelaries Farrestal and Johnson sought
to provide themselves with a stafl organization tha
could meet their increasing responsibilities. The statu-
tory boards had prescnbed functions. For other matters
the secretaries resorted 10 the establishment ol non-
statutory agencies—a personnel palicies board, a civil-
ian components policy board. and an office of medical
services. The Military Liaison Committee (MLC) was
a statutory body, created by the Atomic Energy Act of
1946 as part of the military rather than as an agency of
the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). The committee
served as the AECS principal adviser on the military
application of atomic energy. It came under the sccre-
1ary ol defense, who replaced the military chairman
with a civilian in 1948."

Although an OSD sialfl agency and the main connec-
1ion between the secretary of delense and the miliwary
services, the Joint Chiefs of Stalf were in practice advisers
to the president, NSC, State Department, and Congress
on a wide range of national security matters. The National
Security Act gave them responsibility for strategic direc-
tion of the armed forces, preparation of strategic and
Joint logistic plans, formulation of joint iraining policies
for the armed forces, review ol major requivements, and
establishnient of unified commands. The 1949 amend-
ments increased the Joint Staff from 100 officers 10 210,
drawn in approximately equal number {rom each ser-
vice. From Seplember 1947 to November 1949 the
JCS had nine dillerent members.**

General Bradley became chairman of the JCS in
August 1949. He had limited powers in the JCS organi-
zation, bul he had responsibilities to the president and
the secretary. and the influence he might exercise would

General Omar N. Bradlcy

depend on his relalionship with his superiors and with
his peers in the JCS.%

Both Forrestal and Johnson wanted a close rela-
tionship with the JCS, but the conflicting outlooks—
the secretaries sceking 1o {urther unification and broker
interservice dillerences, and the services resisting the
growth of secrctarial power and disagrecing among
themselves—impaired the relationship and served 1o
diminish the power and influence of the JCS. Still, the
Chiels were an indispensable pan of the national security
structure because, by providing the professional miliwary
judgment, they tent greater credibility 1o the whole
pracess. The dual role of the Chiefs as members of the
JCS and as heads of their services placed them in an
inherently awkward position when considering issues;
generally, allegiance 10 service prevailed. A later Army
chiel of staff, General Maxwell D. Taylor, deseribed the
dilemma laced by chiefls in reporting to Congress:

The hearings on the defense budget
are usually the most difflicult for the
Chiefls, as they raise inevitably the issue
ol their divided responsibility toward the
Executive and Legislative branches of the
government . . . . Very shortly a Chiel
of Stalf will find himsclf in the position
cither of appearing to oppose his civilian
superiors or of withholding lacts from the
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Congress. Personally, 1 have found no way
of coping with the situation other than by
replying [rankly to questions and letting
the chips fall where they may."’

As part of the national security struciure, the
Defense Department functioned within a larger [rame-
work. Forrestal and Johnson had 1o play active, grow-
ing. and highly visible personal roles in these external
relationships, particularly with the president, NSC, and
State Department. These relationships at the highest
levels of government helped determine how influential
Defense could be in the making of national policy and
in securing its requirements. The two secretaries partici-
pated actively in the work and deliberations of the NSC,
bul the council did not achieve the influence in policy-
making that Forrestal had hoped for.*

The role of the secretary of defense in foreign
alfairs visibly increased as changes on the international
scene increasingly involved the Defense Department.
The presence of U.S. military forces in most parts of
the world, especially in Germany. Japan, and Korea,
the creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) in 1949, and the large-scale foreign military
aid program moved Defense into the foreground of U.S.
foreign affairs. Participation in international bodies such
as NATO and dircct talks with foreign governments on a
variety ol matters required that Defense maintain a close
relationship with the State Department. The extensive
range of business with State included such matters as
overseas occupation duties; foreign military assistance:
atomic energy issues; foreign economic alfairs; export
controls; regulation of armaments; and refueling. over-
flight, and base rights in foreign countries. Al! this required
an claborate network of associations between departments
in this jointly-shared area ol national security policy.
OSD developed a stall office for international security
affairs that eventually came to be relerred to as the “Little
State Department.” The military services also had 10
creale substantial staffs to handle these mauters.*

The National Security Resources Board, another
major element of the national security structure, had
the responsibilily "to advise the president concerning
the coordination of military, industrial, and civilian
mobilization in the event of war.” The board never
achieved the stawus of an independent operating agency
and became little more than an advisory siall. The
Munitions Board. an established operating agency
within DoD. disputed the responsibilities of the NSRB
in matters concerning Defense and contributed in some
measure to the NSRB's decline. The lack of an explicit
mission, the indifference ol the president, and the
absence of a full-time chairman during much of its
existence contributed to the decline and eventual

demise of the board in 1953.%

The National Securily Act had recognized the
importance of the intelligence {function in national
securily by establishing the Central Intelligence Agency.
That agency, too, had growing pains but survived to play
the role intended for it as the central organization for
collection, collation, and analysis of intelligence. This
required a close, if sometimes adversarial, relationship
between Defense and the CIA, for the military services
had extensive intelligence organizations that constituted
a major part of the intelligence community. At the OSD
level, development of a capacity 10 oversee the intelli-
gence functions of the military services proceeded slowly.
For many years, the secretary and his staff were chiefly
consumers rather than policymakers or directors of
intelligence.!

The coming of the Korean War in 1950 greatly
relieved budget pressures on the military services,
thereby permitting them to fight the war rather than
each other. In Washington the issues that had been
raised by unification became muted, but controversies
between the services did come 10 the surface in Korea,
chielly over the question of controel and use of the vari-
ous service air elements in the theater. It was now a
matter ol four services (the Marines were a service
de facto by this time) contending for position. status,
and recognition. The reluctance of the services to
yield control of their own forces to a commander from
another service has been a constam since World War 11.
Yielding command and control of U.S. forces 10 an inter-
nationa! command headed by a non-American has
encountered even greater opposition {rom both mili-
tary and political partisans.

The pressures of the Korean War discouraged the
initiation of any major changes in DoD organization,
but O5D made modest progress toward integration of
functions in some non-controversial areas. In July 1952
legislation established in OSD the director of instalja-
tions with wide powers over [acilities and construction
activities. An early Defense agency prototype came into
existence also in 1952 with the establishment of the
Defense Supply Management Agency to develop and
administer cataloging and standardization programs
for DoD. Other functions integrated at the OSD level
included technical information, parachute testing, and
use of commercial transportation in the United States.
Finally, of great significance for the intelligence commu-
nity, President Truman established in 1952 the National
Security Agency, under the direction of the secretary of
defense, 1o coordinate communications intelligence and
signals security.*

In sesponse to technological development rather
than any war pressure, Secretary of Defense George C.



Marshall acted under his own authority to appoint in
October 1950 the director of guided missiles to advise
the secretary in directing and coordinating the research,
development, and production of guided missiles. The
new office succeeded in accelerating guided missile
programs of the services, but it could not put an end to
interservice disputes over the potential missions ol this
promising new weapon,*

One other development during the war, in 1952,
the result of congressional action, authorized the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps to sil with the Joint Chiefs
of Swall when they considered matters pertaining to the
Corps. A milestone along the path to eventual accep-
tance of the Marine Corps as the fourth service and full
membership of the commandant in the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, it was a remarkable achievement. earned by the
dogged persistence and unwavering belief of its leaders
in the unique qualities and contributions of the Corps.™

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 6—1953%

The Eisenhower administration came into office
in January 1953, before the Korean War had ended,
determined to bring about further changes in DoD. The
new president had criticized DoD during the election
campaign in 1952 and called for greater unification.

He had strong and firmly-held views on the need for
greater civilian contro} of the military establishment.
Congressional critics had pointed particularly to flaws

in the organization and management ol supply. In a
lecter to President Truman, outgoing Secretary of
Defense Robert A. Lovett offered pragmatic and
thoughtful recommendations for dealing with what

he cansidered a delective organization. He believed

that the secretary’s powers over the military services
and the JCS should be made more explicit and that the
secretary should have a military stall in OSD to help
him. He also implied that the Munitions Board and the
Research and Development Board should be abolished
and their functions transferred to the secretary. His
thoughts aboul the JCS revealed his dissatisfaction with
the existing organization, and he suggested a number of
changes designed 1o give the secretary greater flexibility
and authority in dealing with the chiefs.*

President Eisenhower, who had been thinking along
the same lines, reacted favorably to Lovetl’s proposals,
as did the new secretary of defense, Charles E. Wilson.
In February 1953 Wilson appointed a committee, of
which Nelson A. Rockefeller was chairman and Lovett
a member, to review DoD organization. The three major
problerns addressed by the committee were the same
ones discussed in 1949: (1) the powers of the secretary:
{2) the inflexible board struciure; and (3) the functions
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of the Joint Chiefs of Stalf organization. A strong con-
sensus emerged for clarilying the authority of the secre-
1aty of defense over all elements of DoD. As for the
boards. their difficulties in functioning effectively made
it « foregone conclusion that they would have to go. But
the JCS problem was different; there was much dissatis-
faction with their performance. but also recognition that
opposition to radical adjustments would be strong. The
major change placed the service secretaries in the chain
of command 1o the unified commands in order to resolve
the awkward situation by which the service secretary,
who had administrative responsibilities, could be bypassed
in such matters by his subordinate military chiel in deal-
ing with a unified command. Problems of this nature had
arisen and revealed the ambiguity of the arrangement.*’

Alter receiving the committee’s report, derived
largely from the extensive testimony of former officials,
civilian and military, Eisenhower acted promptly in sub-
mitting to Congress on 30 April a message on reorgani-
zation of DoD, along with Reorganization Plan No. 6.
He had sounded out congressional sentiment and {ound
that a reorganization plan would be the most expedi-
tious way to bring about change and that the proposed
plan would bc acceprable.*®

Congress accepted Reorganization Plan No. 6, and
it became effective on 30 June 1953, The plan abolished
the Research and Development Board, Munitions Board,
Defense Supply Management Agency, and Office of the
Director of Installations and invested their {functions in
the secretary ol defense. It provided for nine assistant
secretaries of defense instead of three and made the OSD
general counsel a statutory position. It gave the secretary
authority 1o prescribe the functions of the new positions
as well as those of any other Defense agency or employee.
To reinforce the secretary’s authority, the president noti-
{ied Congress in his message that “no [unction in any
part ol the Deparument of Defense, or in any of its com-
ponent agencies, should be performed independent of
the direction, authority, and control of the Secretary of
Defense.” This was considered necessary because of chal-
lenges to the authority of the secretary ol defense by
service secretaries and the Joinl Chiefs, who claimed
to have statutory authority for some of their [unctions
outside the secretary’s jurisdiction. The plan conferred
on the JCS chairman management of the Joint Staff and
approval of selection of its members, but it still did not
accord him a vote in the JCS. The secrelary of defense
received approval authority for appointment of the Joint
Staf{ director. a key position.*®

Eisenhower notified Congress of his intention to
make two additional significant changes. The Key West
Agreement would be revised to designate military depart-
ment secretaries rather than service chiefs as executive
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agents for unilied commands, thus eliminating the
authority ol the Joint Chiefs to name one of their own
number as an executive agent. and placing the scrvice
secrelaries in the chain of command. The second change
gave civilian officials responsibility (or writing the effi-
ciency reports ol military assigned 1o OSD. These adjust-
ments represented significant steps toward Eisenhower's
goal ol enhancing civil authority over the military,
especially the concemration of more power in the
secretary of delense >

1958 REORGANIZATION ACT

The 1953 reorganization represented only a small
part of the change that Eisenhower wanted Lo make in
DoD: it was a quick fix. In the years that [ollowed. the
president made clear his continuing dissatisfaction with
Defense and his intention to seek lurther changes.®

Others also called for reorganization of the depart-
ment. In 1955 the Hoover Commission recommended
changes in DoD 10 improve economy and efficicncy. but
only a few adjusiments followed, notably the merger of
the assistani secretaries [or research and development
and lor applications engineering and the establishnent
of the Delense Science Board. In 1956 Congress com-
pieted a task begun in 1948—codifying all laws relating
to the military establishment under Tides 10 and 32,
United States Code.

Eisenhower continued Lo express his desire for
changes in DoD, and particularly in the joim Chiefs of
Siaff, who. he said, could not develop “corporate judg-
menl” on major problems. In May 1956 he spoke of
seeking a reorganization of Defense in the coming year,
particularly 1o strengthen the positions of the secretary
of defense and the JCS chairman. Secretary of Defensc
Charles E. Wilson, on the other hand, did not see a
nced for fundamemal changes.

Friction between the services also irritated Eisenhower
and conlirmed his view of the need for mare conurol over
them. The rapid progress in guided missile development
had created fierce compelition betwceen the services. Dis-
putes belween the Army and the Air Force intensilied as
competing missiles approached the testing and deploy-
ment stages. By agreement in 1934 the Army reccived
responsibility for surface-to-air missiles with a range
less than 50 miles: the Air Force. for such missiles with
longer ranges. The Army could develop and use surface-
Lo-surface missiles within the zone of Army combat
operations. The Air Force had sole responsibility (or
those of intercontinental range—5,000 miles or more.

Surface-to-surface ballistic missiles [or mtermedi-
ate-range use (IRBMs) became a problem in 1955 when
development of 1,500-mile-range missiles accelerated
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President Dwight D, Eisenhower

greadly. In 1956 the Army and Air Force fought in public
the usual battle over wurfl, and OSD, the service secreiar-
ies, and JCS engaged in the usual protracted discussions,
negoliations, and stadies. Secrelary Wilson issued a
memorandam on 26 November 1956 that addressed a
number of roles and missions issues. Although curreri
statements of roles and missions did not require changes.
new weapons and strategic concepts created a need for
“clarification and cleaver interpretation.” The memoran-
dum announced decisions on missile development and
use and on Army aviation.*

Although Wilson intended that lns memorandum
dispose of the issues over missiles and aviation, sharp
differences between the Army and the Air Force over
their respective responsibilities lor tactical air support
of the Army persisied. On occasion in the pasl they had
been able (o reach agreement on the subject themselves,
but this time it became necessary for Wilson Lo step
in again. He issued on 18 March 1957 DoD Directive
5160.22, "Clarification of Roles and Missions of the
Army and the Air Force Regarding Use of Aircraft,”
which supcrseded previous agreements and directives.
Once again, it placed limitations on Army aviation >

The question of Delense organization became a
major public issuc in October 1957.> The Soviet Sputnik
shocked the nation and ignited a firestorm of criticism
and argument about technology. budgets. and DoD.
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These developments presented the president with both
the need and the opportunity to take action. On 11
October he asked his new secretary of delense, Neil H.
McElroy, to examine the Defense structure with a view
to making changes. In discussions with his civilian and
military advisers, the president continued to press for
reorganization of DoD. The Bureau of the Budget (BoB)
oflered proposals [or reorganization as did the presi-
dent’s Security Resources Panel (Gaither* Committee)
that was considering broader questions. The director
ol BoB and the chairman of the President’'s Commiittee
on Government Organization. Nelson A. Rockefeller.
urged the president in Novemnber to send a reorgani-
zation proposal Lo Congress early in 1958. McElroy
accepled their suggestion to set up a siudy group to
examine the subject.

The Senate Preparedness Subcommittee inquired
into matters of organization in hearings held in Novem-
ber and December 1957. Testimony [rom DoD officials,
including the Joint Chiefs, did not reveal any firm views
except for opposition by Secretary of the Navy Thomas
S. Gates and Chief of Naval Operations Arleigh A, Burke
to lurther centralization. The subcommittee’s conclusions,
released in january 1958, included a general recommen-
dation for reorganization but offered no particulars.

Early in the congressional session in 1958 it became
evident that much sentiment for Delense reorganization
existed, particularly more centralized control at the top
for military research and development. A nusaber of
bills to this end were introduced. McElroy had already
taken steps in this direction, establishing the position
of director of guided missiles' on 15 November 1957
and the Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA) on
7 February 1958, ARPA was to handle selecied space
projects as well as other advanced projects assigned to
the secrelary. Most space projects passed to the National
Aeronautics and $Space Administration (NASA), created
later in the year.

In Congress members partial 10 the Navy opposed
centralization. Admiral Burke in a public speech de-
nounced “public pressures toward centralization and
authoritarianism in delense” and defended the JCS.

The battle of public opinion was waged in newspapers
and journals through surrogates of the services, chiefly
ol the Navy and Air Force.

Eisenhower moved Lo the forelront of the battle in
his State of the Union address on 9 January 1958 when
he listed Defense reorganization as the first of a number
of matters on which action was “imperative.” He set
forth Lhe objectives 10 be accomplished: “real unity™ in

* H. Rowan Galther was chairman of the panel.
T The posttion of the same name esiablished in 193) went ow of existence
in 1953

military activities; clear subardination ol the military
1o civilian authority; better integration of resources; sim-
plificaiion of scientific and industrial effort: and an
end to interservice arguments.

Under pressure to follow the president’s lead. McElroy
announced the appointment on 21 January of an advisory
group ol civilians and military leaders to develop a reor-
ganization plan. He appointed Charles A. Coolidge, a
former assistant secretary of defense, as his special assis-
tant to work with the panel. There followed a period of
two months of intensive aciivity in which the president,
members ol the White House stall, McElroy and other
DoD officials, and represenmatives ol BoB participated in
discussions with the advisory group. The group sought
the views of some 60 outsiders in person or in writing.
These included all former secretaries and deputy secre-
taries of defense, former JCS members, former service
secretaries, former uniflied commanders, military “elder
statesmen,” prominent members of Congress, and
business executives.

While 1he Coolidge panel worked, 1two committees
in the House of Representatives held hearings in January
and February that related to Defense organization. In
both houses influential members introduced bills that
would have diminished OSD while cnhancing the status
of the JCS. These were direct challenges to the admini-
stration’s position. Both bills gave way eventually 1o the
legislation proposed by the administration in April, by
which time sentiment favorable to the president’s views
had emerged.

The Coolidge panel, very much in accord with
Eisenhower’s outlook. ook strong positions on central-
ization in a series of drafts of the proposed legislation.
McElroy agreed with them on the main lines of thought:
increased power [or the secretary of defense; a stronger
JCS chairman with more control over the Joint Staff;
elimination of executive agents from the chain of com-
mand; designation of the JCS as the secretary’s military
stal[; and an enlarged and integrated Joint Stall. The
panel opposed the creation of a single service. Although
it favored downgrading the service secretaries to deputy
or under secretaries of defense, it understood that such
a move would arouse much resistance [rom the services
and Congress. Research and development needed 10 be
centralized 10 achieve maximum results from resources.
The matter of appropriations—how to give the secre-
tary more Mexibility in handling funds—atlso had to be
carefully presented to Congress, always jealous of its
appropriations prerogatives. Something had to be done
to make the JCS organization more responsive and
effective. but it was difficult to make a choice among
possible atternatives. Finally, there was no need for



change in the unified commands excep1 to ensure
that the commanders had [ull operational control
over all of their assigned [orces.

Some of these issues the president intended to
resolve through executive action as he had in 1953.
He drafted a message to Congress that would set forth
the objective of the proposed changes and methods of
attaining them. Objections [rom the service secretaries
broughi about changes pertaining to the breadth of
the legal authority of the secretary of defense and the
authority 1o be given the assistant secretaries 1o issue
instructions to the services. The revised draft that went
back Lo the White House underwent a complete rewrite
there without much change of substance. At a meeting
berween the president and legislative leaders on 1 April,
McElroy and Coolidge described their proposals, which
encountered no strong objections.

Eisenhower sent the message to Congress on 3 April
1958. In forceful language he affirmed the principles on
which his recommendations rested.

First, separate ground, sea and air
warfare is gone forever. If ever again we
should be involved in war, we will fight
it in all elements, with all services, as
one single concentrated effort. Peacetime
preparatory and organizational activity
must conform to this fact. Straiegic and
tactical planning must be completely
unified, combat forces organized into
unified commands, each equipped with
the most efficient weapons systems that
science can develop, singly led and pre-
pared to fight as one, regardless of service.
The accomplishment of this result is the
basic function of the Secretary of Defense,
advised and assisted by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and operating under the supervision
of the Commander-in-Chiel.

Additionally, Secretary of Defense
authority, especially in respect to the
development of new weapons, must be
clear and direct, and (lexible in the man-
agement of funds. Prompt decisions and
elimination of wastefu] activity must be
primary goals.

He then put forward six broad objectives, with
prescriptions [or action on each one, as [ollows:

1. We must organize our fighting forces into
operational comrmands that are truly unified,
each assigned a mission in full accord with
our over-all military objectives.
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2. We must clear command channels so that
orders will proceed directly to unified com-
mands from the Commander-in-Chief and
Secretary of Defense.

3. We must strengthen the military staff in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense in
order to provide the Commander-in-Chiel
and the Secreiary of Defense with the pro-
fessional assistance they need for strategic
planning and for operational direction of
the unified commands.

4. We must continue the three military depart-
ments as agencies within the Department of
Defense to administer a wide range of functions.

5. We must reorganize the research and develop-
ment {unction of the Department in order to
make the best use of our scientilic and tech-
nological resources.

6. We must remove all doubss as to the full
authority of the Secretary of Defense.

Eisenhower’s proposals for carrying out these aims
all pointed toward greater centralization and control
from the top. The unified commanders would have {ull
authority over their commands; executive agents would
be eliminated [rom command channels; the JCS would
serve as the secretary’s staff in exercising direction of
the unified commands and would perform no duties
independent of the secretary’s direction; the Joint Stalf
would have to be larger and stronger; the chiefs of ser-
vices should be authorized to delegate a “major portion”
of their service responsibilities in order to spend more
time on their JCS duties; the secretary of defense should
have "complete and unchallengeable” control over research
and development, with the assistance of a director of
research and development; the secretary of defense should
have “adequate authority and flexibility™ in handling
funds, and authority 1o transfer, reassign, abolish, or
consolidate functions of departments: the president
would henceforth consider for nomination to the two
highest ranks only those recommended by the JCS,
and he proposed that the secretary have the authority
10 transfer officers between services.

Congressional reaction was mixed, much ol il nega-
tive. Criticism centered on command arrangements, the
status of the service secretaries, and how appropriations
might be handled. Supporters of the services took pre-
dictable positions—Army and Air Force in favor and
Navy and Marine Corps against. To allay Navy fears and
make cenain of their support, the president met with
Navy Secretary Gates and Admiral Burke, who accepted
most of the proposals but expressed their concern about
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attitudes of others in the Navy, and particularly among
the Marines, who were described as “emotional.”

Alfter at least seven drafts, the president settled
several points at issue and sent the bill to Congress
on 18 April, accompanied by a leiter to Speaker Sam
Rayburn. Eisenhower pointed out that the bill did not
mention changes in appropriations of (unds; the (lexi-
bility he desired in use of the funds could be met by
changes in the 1960 budget format.

At a press conlerence the same day Eisenhower
spoke to the subject of military officers who did not
publicly supporn the bill. He drew a distinction between
public speeches and congressional testimony. In keeping
with established procedures, officers had an “absolute
duty” Lo express real convictions in congressional testi-
mony, but they were not entitled to give public speeches
that amounted Lo “propagandizing.” This was a malter
of great concern to Eisenhower. He was infuriated, and
would continue to be, by high-ranking officers who took
or appeared to be taking issue with policy established
by the president and the secretary of defense. Indeed,

a year later he seriously conterplated dismissing a chiel
of staff and the commander of a specified command
who took public positions of which he disapproved.*
His commitment to civilian control over the military was
consistently absolute during his presidency. He was fully
aware, of course, that there would be a congressional
and public debate over the proposed legislation and
that Congress would undoubtedly make changes in it.

In Congress some members voiced the usual clichés
in opposition to centralization of authority in Defense.
Rep. Carl Vinson, chairman of the House Armed Ser-
vices Committee, attacked the bill as tending toward
a "Prussian-type supreme command” and called it an
“open invitation to the concept of the man-on-horse-
back.” Eisenhower joined the issue immediately. point-
ing out that there was general ignorance of what the
“Prussian general staff" really had been. The White House
and OSD orchestrated a campaign 10 enlist the support
of veterans, business, and other influential groups.

Congressional consideration of the bill consumed
more than three months. The issues that emerged during
early commitiee hearings centered on how much power
the secretary needed, the rights of the service secretar-
ies, and the JCS and the chain of command. The specter
of a “Prussian general stafl” arose again and had to be
exorcised, this time by JCS Chairman General Nathan
E Twining, who explained that tt was more myth than
fact. As was predictable, the members of the JCS failed
1o agree on the bill. Army Chief of Stalf General Maxwell

* Air Force Chiel of Stall General Thomas D. White and SAC Commander
General Thomas S. Power. A specilied command was compased of lorces
from a single service only.

D. Taylor and Air Force Chiefl of Staff General Thomas D.
White supported the measure. Admiral Burke endorsed
the objectives but had reservations about the language.
Marine Corps Commandant General Randolph McC. Pate
saw 1o need for some of the provisions and expressed
[ears for the [uture of the Corps il the secretary had
power Lo transfer or abolish functions of the services.
Alter hearing 1estimony from OSD civilian officials,
the House Armed Services Committee dralied legisiation
thar made changes in the bill submitied by the adminis-
tration. These were intended to place some limitation on
the secretary’s powers in relation to the military depart-
ments and the functions of the services. The bill also
retained the right of service secretaries and JCS mem-
bers 10 appeal to Cangress after [irst informing the
secretary of defense. It limited the Joim Staff 1o 400
officers and forbade it to organize as an armed [orces
general staff or to exercise executive authority.
Eisenhower accepted the House bill with two
crucial exceptions. He did not want the secretary of
defense 1o have to exercise control through the depart-
mental secretaries, and he opposed limitations on the
autherity to 1ransfer functions. Moreover, he did not
want the service heads to have the right ol appeal 10
Congress. The House committee did not accept the
president’s praposed amendments and reported out
their bill on 22 May. h affirmed congressional respon-
sibility for the armed forces stating that Congress
would not “abdicate or renounce its constitutional
responsibilities relating to the national security,”
Friends and opponents of the legislation lobbied
vigorously with a wide array of constituencies. The
Association of the United States Army and the Air Force
Association supported the president, while the Navy
League opposed. and retired Marine Corps Comman-
dant Geueral Clifton B. Cates urged a fight against the
entire ptan. The bill passed the House on 12 June by
a vote of 402 to 1, after efforts to amend it as the presi-
dert wished had failed. One significant amendment was
added. This authorized the secretary of defense to establish
common supply activities—the single-manager system.
In the Senale, as in the House, leading senators
asserted forcefully 1he constitutional authority of Con-
gress over defense matters. In the hearings that followed,
McElroy and other OSD officials sought 10 have the
House bill revised to accommodate the president’s con-
cerns. After funher testimony from witnesses on both
sides of issues, the Senate Armed Services Committee
reported a bill with some changes from the House bill.
The most important gave either house of Congress a
period of time to negate transfers in service functions
proposed by the secretary of defense. Other changes
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gave the right of appeal to JCS members but not ta
service secretartes, and accovded the National Guard
a statwtory hasis.

The House-Senate conlerence commitiee presented
on 23 July 2 Ml almaost identical 10 the Scnate bill except
that it gave the sevvice secretaries the right of appeal o
Congress. The president announced his acceptance of
the measure, and 1t passed both houses on 23 July
withoul change. Eisenhower signed it on 6 August **

The Defense Reovganization Act of 1958 gave the
president most of what he had asked for, moving further
in the direction of centralization and unificaiion. Wha
emerged {rom the long process of excewtive and legisia-
tive deliberation and negotiation were the lollowing
provisions: strengthening the authority of the secretary
of defense, including greater control over the service
departinents; elevaiing the siatus of JCS chairman and
elimnating the prohibition on his having a vote in JCS$
decisions; almost doubling the size of the Joint Siall:
prescribing the establishment of unified and specified
commands by the president: stipuiating the number of
assistant secretarics: and creating the position of direclor
ol defense research and engincering. The president had
lost on two matters on which he held strong leelings—
the right of appcal by scrvice secretaries and JCS mem-
bers 1o Congress and the procedure for 1ransfcrring
military functions. It now remained to implement the
terms of the act.
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Even prior to the passage of the aci Secretary McElroy
had made many of the changes that the president had
indicated in his message to Congress. He directed that
promotion to gencral and tieutenant general be at the
recommendation of the secretary ol defense rather than
the service secretaries and that completion of a tour of
duty with a joinr or interajlied stall be required {or pro-
motions beyond the rank of colonel {(or Navy captain).
Changes within QSD focused on the abolition of depart-
mental comniillees, a recurring exercise: eventually 199
of some 300 DoD commitiees were dissolved.

JCS internal organization changes began in April
also, calling for resiructuring the Joint Stall along con-
ventional lines, with directorates—J-1 through }-6—
replacting existing groups or committees. A new -3
(operatinns) responded to new JCS responsibilities
deriving lrom the 2bolition of the executive agent sys-
tem. Admiral Burke and General Paie opposed this plan
as converting the Joint Stafl into the kind of supreme
general stafl they feared, but they came around after
the new act provided for the Joint Staff to aperate as a
conventional stafl. The Joint Chiels approved the change
and it went 1o elfect on 15 August. Subsequently the
JCS 1ok over staff direction of the unilied and specified
commands from the departmental executive agents.,
leaving the departments to provide administrative and
logistical support [or the commands. The Unilied Com-
mand Plan was rewritlen to instruct the commander 1o
communicate directly with the JCS on strategic and
logistic planning matters, direction of forces. and
conduct of combal operations.

The president had made i1 clear that he expected
the service chiefs 1o delegate some of their service responsi-
bilities 1o their deputies as authorized by the law. Burke
led the way on 28 July, and Taylor and While followed
suit soon after.

The acu stipulated that commanders of unilied and
specified commands would have “full operaconal com-
mand” of forees assigned to them. The House committee
included a definition of the term in its report but not in
the legislation. In January 1959 McElroy asked the JCS
to formulate a definition. The Chiefs submiued a defini-
lion close to the House report version: "Those functions
of command over assigned forces involving the composi-
tion of subordinate forces, the assignment of tasks, the
designation of objectives. the over-all control of assigned
resources, and the full authoriative direction necessary
10 accomplish the mssion.” The president approved this
definttion on 30 January. Over the years this term—ull
operational command-—as rendered by the JCS. grew
by accretions that tended 1o reline the meaning, and
eventually other terms, most recently “combatant
command,” replaced 1.
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The new act made i1 necessary to revise the basic
directives—5100.1 and 5158.1—that provided general
guidance for the military establishment. 1ssued in 1953
and 1954, respectively, by Secretary Wilson, they set forth

Stall, as a group, are directly responsible to the Secretary
of Defense for the functions assigned 1o them.” The mili-
tary departments, “separately organized,” were to “function
under the divection, authority, and control” of the secre-

the functions of the armed forces and the JCS and pre-
scribed snodes of operation for the JCS and their relation-
ship with OSD staff agencies. Bringing these directives
into conformance with the 1958 Reorganization Act
proved difficult and lime-consuming because of the
need for precise language that would gain consensus
of the interested parties, particularly the JCS and the
services, which sought to retain as much initiative as
possible and to achieve as much freedom as possible
from OSD authority.

Most of the matters at issue pertained to the relation-
ship of the JCS to OSD, particularly whether the JCS
was part of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The
JCS made clear that they did not see themselves as a
staflf element of OSD. Moreover, they wanted "directives
and requests” to the JCS from OSD assistant secretaries
to be approved by the secretary or deputy secretary of
defense. They made clear 1o the president that they
did not want to be under the direction of assistant
secretaries of defense. Up to this time the JCS had
been included in OSD. and the question then became
whether they should be removed from OSD, which had
no statutory extstence at this time and was therefore
only what the secretary sald it was. It was understood
that the secretary had the legal power 16 place the }JCS
within OSD. Although the president and OSD offictals
strongly favored retaining the JCS as a part of OSD,
Eisenhower accepted 2 compromise offered by the Joint
Chiefs. This scheme placed the JC5 under the secretary
of defense as a separate entity [rom OSD and affirmed
their separate access to the president. Eisenhower
insisted that the direct responsibility of the JCS to the
secretary under this arrangement should be clear and
that the need lor close coordination between OSD and
the )CS be distinctly recognized.

Aflter receiving White House approval, McElroy
issued the two implementing directives—5100.1
(functions) and 5158.1 (JCS organization and rela-
tionships)—on 31 December 1958. These directives
established the broad structural {ramework ir accor-
dance with the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958
and the president’s order. Directive 5100.1 stated expli-
citly that “the Olffice of the Secretary of Defense and
the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl, though
separately identified and organized, function in full
coordination and cooperation in accordance with . . .
[DoD Directive 5158.1].” Moareover, “the Joint Chiefs of

* There were eight assistant secrelaries when the 1958 act was passed.

tary of defense. Orders to the military departments
would come through the department secretaries from
the secretary of defense or [rom authority delegated in
writing by the secretary of defense. The chain of com-
mand was to run from the president to the secretary
of defense and through the Joint Chiefs to the unified
commanders. The commanders would have full opera-
tional command over the forces assigned to them.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff con-
stituted the immediate military staff of the secretary
of defense. The JCS were the principal military advisers
1o the president, the NSC, and the secretary of defense.
Directive 5100.1 spelled out the functions of the JCS
and of the military departments and the military ser-
vices. Directive 5158.1 specified that “the duties of the
chiefs of the military services as members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff shall 1ake precedence over all of their
other duties™ and that they should delegate service
duties to their vice chiefs. It enjoined the JCS 10 main-
tain {ull and effective cooperation with OSD. The direc-
tive resolved the sticky question of issuing orders to the
JCS by requiring that “responsible officers” of OSD have
specifically delegated authority [rom the secretary of
defense. The authority of the JCS chairman was mar-
ginally enhanced; he received responsibility for organ-
izing and managing the Joint Stafl and appointing the
director of the Joint Stafl with the approval of the
secretary of defense.

Dralting of the charters, issued as DoD directives,
of the seven assistant secretaries,* the director of
defense research and engineering, and the general
counsel, also occasioned differences between OSD
and the JCS and the military departments. All parties,
jealous of their prerogatives and anxious to obtain as
much authority as possible, engaged in disputes over
language in certain charters—panticularly that for the
Office of International Security Affairs (1SA). Such
words as “establish," “supervise,” "monitor,” “coordi-
nate,” and “develop” became bones of contention
between opposing parties. Mutually satisfactory lan-
guage concerning the responsibilities of 1SA and the
JCS for the military assistance program came only
after more than two months of debate.

A charter for the new Office of Director of Defense
Research and Engineering (DDR&E) had to await the
appointment of the new director, Herbert F York, on
24 December 1958. DDR&E would supervise all research
and engineering activities in DoD, including programs
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to meet military requirements, assignment of responsi-
bility for developing weapons, and centralized manage-
ment of research activities as directed by the secretary
of defense. Challenges to the charter by the services
were minimal, and it was issued on 10 February 1959.
It abolished the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Research and Engineering and transferred its functions
and personnel 1o DDR&E.

The reorganization required expansion of the com-
bined personnel strength of OSD and JCS from 2,176
on 30 September 1957 to0 2,773 as ol 30 June 1959.
The increase derived largely from the growth of the Joint
Staff and us support personnel and the establishment of
DDR&E on a larger scale than its predecessor organization.

President Eisenhower was clearly the driving force
behind the 1958 reorganization. He achieved a substan-
tial measure of success in geuing much of the change
that he had proposed. To his role as chiel executive and
commander in chief he added the most impressive
credentials of military experience. He paid especially
close attention to Defense problems and expressed his
views vehemently. Still, Congress had the last say on
the Jegislation and refused to give the president some of
the important changes that he had asked for, especially
by limiting the power of the secretary of defense to trans-
fer functions and requiring the secrewary 10 exercise con-

trol through the departmental secretaries. On these issues,

Congress responded to the concerns of the services and
their supporters and would not yield. It would be almost
three decades before these and other reorganization
matters would be revisited in Congress.

It [ell 1o Thomas S. Gates, Jr., who succeeded McElroy
as secretary of defense in December 1959, 1o take fur-
ther constructive actions that affected DoD organization
and operations. Gates thought the 1958 law had been
beneficial, he saw no need [or further statutory changes
until the reorganization had been “thoroughly digested,”
and he believed that “the Secretary of Defense has great
power and the administrative abilily 10 do a great many
things.” Accordingly he used his authority 10 further
implement the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958.

Like Forrestal, his Navy-colored perspective on DoD
changed sirikingly once he became secretary of defense.*

On the same day he took office, 2 December 1959,
Gates directed that all line officers would have to serve a
tour of duty with a joint, combined, or OSD staff belore
they could be considered for promotion Lo general or
flag officer rank. Gates initiated the practice of sitting
often with the Joint Chiefls in order to reach more timely
decisions. This went beyond the practice of previous
secretaries, who had attended JCS meetings only occa-
sionally. Indeed, Gates or his deputy, James H. Douglas,
did mazke final decisions on a number of important

issues at these meetings.*

Two JCS “splits™ were o particular importance and
difficulty. They involved the related matters of conirol
of the Polaris submarine forces and unified control of
strategic targeting—ihe salient issues in the continuing
struggle between the Air Force and Navy over strategic
air operations. The Polaris missile submarine iniroduced
a new dimension of strategic operations and gave the
Navy promise of a major role in such operations. The
Air Force viewed the new development as a threai 1o its
primacy in planning, targeting. and directing strategic
air operations. It pushed for centralized control of all
strategic air assets, including the Polaris submarines.®

Coordinating strategic targeting to permit the most
efficient and effective use of nuclear weapons caused a
running dispute between the services as the number of
targets and the number of commands increased. Target-
ing was, of course, intimately related to the conflicting
strategies adhered to by the services—the Air Force's
maximum deterrent force vs. the mininsum deterrent
advocated by the Army and Navy. The advent of the
Navy’s Polaris as a strategic deterreni weapon in compe-
titions with strategic bombers intensified the debate over
deterrent strategy. The Joint Chiefs split on the issue.
The Air Force proposed a “Unified Strategic Command™
with two components—Air Force land-based weapons
and the Navy’s Polaris force. The Navy objecied and
wanted Polaris placed under unified commanders
with naval {orces.

The central questions were development of target
lists, a single operational plan, and control of the strik-
ing forces. Burke opposed an overall strategic force
command and a single operational plan, insisting that
strategic largeting should be a JCS responsibility. The
differences between the Chiefs during 1959-60 over
whether targeting should emphasize urban/industrial
or military targets delayed the preparation of the annual
short-term and mid-term strategic plans.

Eisenhower and Gates agreed on the need to have a
mixed f[orce that could attack and destroy both military
and urban/industrial targets. For two months, from May
to July 1960, Gates met repeatedly with the Joint Chiefs
in a vain effort to secure agreement an strategic target-
ing. In.a meeting with the president on 6 July he pro-
posed that the Strategic Air Command (SAC) have
responsibility for strategic Largeting and [or preparation
of a single operational plan, acting as the agent of JCS,
and that its staff for this purpose be augmented by the
other services. Eisenhower [ully supported Gatess recom-
mendations. Fearing a leak, Gates held the decision
closely and presented his draft directive to the JCS on
10 August. He later recalled tha: “the Navy wouldn*t
agree on it. The others agreed.”



The directive established a National Strategic Target
List (NSTL) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP)
to be prepared under the direction of the commander
in chiel of SAC, who, lor this function. was designated
director ol strategic target planning (DSTP). Directly
responsible Lo the JCS, he would have no command
authorily and would have a deputy from another ser-
vice and a stall drawn from all the services.

Al a meeling the next day with the president, attended
by Gates, Douglas, and Twining, Burke expressed sirenu-
ous opposition to the directive. He accepted integrated
targel planmng but adamanly dispuled the desirability
of a single operational plan. The president rejected Burkes
arguments and approved Gatess recommendation.

Burke later told Gates tha be did 1ot agree “one
damn bit™ with the decision but that he would support
it. Gates thought that the new procedure would per-

mil the JCS 10 bring SAC, a specified command. more
firmly under control. The deputy DSTP would. of
course, come [rom the Navy. The secrewary issued the
implemenung directive on 16 August, and the JCS
approved the organization of the Joint Strategic Target
Planning Swaff with the commander in chief of SAC as
the director.

Although the services and some of the unified
commanders continued to voice disagreements over
procedures and the substance of the 1arget list and the
SIOP. the JCS approved both in Decernber 1960. This
marked an important advance in the dircction of cen-
tralized control over a crucial element of the military
establishment. As Robert ). Watson has observed, "From
a practical standpoint, the coalescence of separate plans
into a single document, subject 1o periodic review by
the secrelary ol defense, gready simplified the secvetarys
lask in directly wfluencing strategy. a fact thar Gates's
SUCCESSQYS werte Lo exploit (o advantage.”™

The 1938 acL prompted other moves toward con-
solidation of DoD-wide functions in the form of Delense
agencies. The [irst of these, the Defense Atomic Support
Agency (DASA), was the successor Lo the Armed Forces
Special Weapons Project (AFSWP), which had been i
existence since 1947 and responsible 1o the service
chiefs. Its mission was to provide atomic weapon tech-
nical, logistical, and training services to the armed lorces
and 10 oversee DoD participation in AEC 1esis of nuclear
weapons. The JCS wanted 10 retain control of the func-
tion, but Deputy Secretary of Defense Donald A. Quarles
established DASA at the secretarial level on | May 1959
with a broad mission encompassing all of DoD. The
existence of DASA may have lent weight to Gates’s
arguments in 1960 for greater coordination of strate-
gic largeting and planning.®

The high cost and the steadily growing size and
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number of communications networks invited attention
1o them as objccts for consohidation. Pressures came {rom
the White House and Congress. The JCS proposed 10
combine long-haul lacilttes under their contyol. The
services could not agree on the management of a joint
military communications network. and Gates decided
on an agency directly responsible 1o the secretary of
defense. He established the Defense Communications
Agency (DCA) on 12 May 1960 to supervise and con-
trol the worldwide Defense Communicaiions System.
He assuaged the Joint Chiels by prescribing that the
DCA would report 1o hum through the JCS.

The marter of bener integration of intelligence func-
tions received serious study during the last year of the
Eisenhower administration. The )CS and an interagency
group headed by a CIA representative prepared reports
reviewing requirements and recommending changes, but
they came 100 late i the day lor the administration to
act on them. It remained for the next secretary, Robert
S. McNamara. ta complere tise work begun by Gates.™

THE MCNAMARA YEARS

Nantonal securily and the performance of the Defense
Department became major issues in the presidential elec-
uon of 1960 between John E Kennedy and Richard M.
Nixon. During the campaign. on 14 Scptember, Kennedy
appointed a committee of six civilians headed by Sen.
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