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PREFACE

This thesis is a detailed sbudy of the Department
of Defense Rearganisation Act of 1958 and includest

1. A short historical review of the events that
led to the unification of the armed forces in 1947,
oy 2. A study of each of the three major steps pre-
viously taken in the continuous attempt to provide the
nation with a more effective defense organization,

3, A summary of the startling events that occurred
in 1957 which indicated further changes were necessary in
the Department of Defense and the processes and factors
involved in the formulation of a reorganization plan,

L. A study of the legislative process end its
relation to the defense reorganization plan as it passed
through ﬂongrehs.

5, A detalled analysis of the major provisions
of the 1958 Rqoraanimntion Act,

: 6. A rgview of the changes the act made in the
Department of Defense.

A study of the internal organization of the three
armed forces was not made, My primary interests were the
relationship between the three armad.forcas. between the
nilitery departments and the Secretary of Defense, and
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between the legislative and executive branches of the
government.

Documentary sources used in the writing of this
thesls were readily available and includs the following?
The U.S, Statutes at Large, the Federal Register, Messages
of the President, tue Congressional Record, the Digest of
General Public Bills, Congressional Hearings and Documents,
ana Congressional Committee Reports and Prints. Issues of

the U.S. Government Organizational Manual since 1946 end

the Semi-Annual Report of the Seerotary of Defense since
1948 were exceedingly valuable as sources for tracing the

growth of the Department of Defense since its creatlon,

The wmeny biagraﬁhies of governmentel and military officials
who held high policy-msking positions in the Department of
Defense and related departments were an excellent source

of baskground material., Finally, The New York Times and
the Army, Navy, Alr Force Journal were used to follow the
day-by-day events in the defense establishment over the

past bwo years.

This thesls should be of interest to pelitical
scientists and to anyone concerned with naticnal defense.
First, it is a study of what bas happened in the past and
thus may give sowe indication of what msy be expected in
the future. Second, it demonstrates how difficult it is
for the executive department to draft defense leglslation
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and get it through Congress. Finally, it indicates that
the problems of national defense are never-ending and
that, as a result, the 1958 Reorganization Act 1s not
the final piece of legislation that will be panﬁad in
regard to national security.

Leon X, Wolfe, Jr.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Unification of the armed forces is a relatively
new administrative problem because
for centuries, land and naval operations were so
separate in action and different in character that
they eould be carried on in almost complete inde-
pendence of each other, Although the Army and the
Navy fought the same enemy countries, they did not
usually fight together. It was easy to define their
boundaries end missions. This fact led to the estab-
lishment of aepawa{e departments of government for
armies and navies.
However, for several years after becoming an independent
nation, the United States did not have separate depari-
ments for the Army and Navy. The Department of War was
established as an executive department on August T, 1789
and for nine years it administered both military and
naval affairs. '

In 1798 the United States entered into an unde~
eclared naval war with France. This naturally brought sbout
a great increase in naval activity. In addition, "the
War Department was charged with slowness, extravagance and

inefficiency in its administration of naval affairs, and

lphe Air Officer's Guide (5th ed,; Harrisburg,
Pa: Military Service shing Co., 1951), p. 1h.



Secretary of War McHenry recommended that his Department
be relieved of the unwelcome responsibility, which was
warnly endorsed by Presgident Adams‘”l Consequently, on
April 30, 1798, a separate Department of the Navy was es-
tablished and the two departments remained separated until
brought together under the Department of Defense in 1947.

Confederation Is Finally Achieved

Governmental organizations, like all formal or-
ganizations in the community, arise because some
persons feel that a new organization is needed to
attain some desired goal. The nature of the organi-
zation that is created, its structure, and the
degree to which it is actually adspted to the solu-
tion of the problem that called it into existence
will vary, depending on the conceptions of its
advocates and the environment--physical and sociale-=-
in which it originates.

Much can be learned about organizations from a
study of their origins. Many peculiar facts about
existing operations--structure, program emphasis,
and even staffing--become understandable only when
their history and the forces that presided at the
organization's birth are known., Further, informa-
tion about the groups and forces that urged or
opposed the creation of a new governmental organi-
zation 1s often somewhat more accessible than
information about its struggle for continued
existence, The major crises in an organizationt's
life, including its birth, generslly bring it to
legislative and public attention, and these crises
are duly recorded in documents end by the press.2

lDudley W. Knox, A History of the United States
Navy (New York: G. P, Putnam's Sons, Igﬂgi, P. 46.

2Herbert A. Simon, Donald W, Smithburg, and
Vietor A. Thompson, Public Administration (New York:
Alfred A, Knopf, Inc., . s Pe 25
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It was not until 1898, during and after the Spanish=-

American War, that it became evident that there was a need
for greater cooperation between the Army and Navy. Until
that time, the Army had been preoccupied primarily with
internal defense matters, for example, fighting Indians,
while the Navy had been primarily concerned with defending
the country from outside attack, After the United States
obtained possession of the Philippines and Puerto Rico,
the Army became the occupying authority and it became
necessary for the two services to work together on many
matters., Oonsequently, in 1903, a Joint Board of the
Army and Navy was established, by voluntary agreement, to
coordinate matters of interest to both services., This
board was composed of four officers from each service and
its mission was to advise the Secretaries of Navy and War
on matters of joint interest.l

However, it was the invention of the airplane and
its subsequent use as a weapon of war that eventually led
to the unification of the armed forces. On August 1,
1907, an Aeronautical Division was established in the
Army Signal Corps and this marked the beginning of a

lpne Joint Board was suspended by President Wilson
from 191 to 1919, After this it functioned until 1942
when it was inactivated because of the formation of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, It was abolished in 1947 when the
services were unified.



third major armed force.t In March 1916, Gongressman
Charles Lieb of Indiana introduced a bill advocating the
ereation of a new executive dspartment to be ealled the
Department of Aviation which would eontain both Army and
Navy aviation. This was the first of over fifty bills
proposing either the establishment of an independent alr
force or unification of the services under a single de~
partment of national defense .2

ltn 191, this Division was enlarged and its
name was changed to the Aviation Section of the Signal
Gorps., In 1918, this Section was separated from the
Signal Corps and became the Division of Military Aero-
nautics. Two years later, as a result of the Arumy
Reorganization Aet of 1920, the Division became one of
the combatant srms of the Army and was renamed the Alr
Servies, In 1926, in accordance with the Alr Corps Act,
the Air Service was renamed the Air Corps, its size was
increased, an Assistant Secretary of War for Alr was
suthorized, and the Alr Corps was given representation
on the Army General Staff. In March 1935, the GHQ Alr
Force was esitablished to control air combat functions
while the Air Corps retained responsibility for aviation
supply and tralning, The GHQAF operated independently
of the ground foreces and was the beginning of a strategic
ailr force. It was directly responsible to the Army
General Staff, not to the Air Corps. On June 20, 1941,
the Army Alr Forces (AAP) was established and it absorbed
both the GHQAF and the Alr Corps. In 1947, as a result
of the Natienal Sscurity Act, the AAF becams the inde-
pendent U.S. Alr Force.

QA summary of these bills may be found in U.S.,
Congress, Senate, Coumittee on Naval Affairs, Report to
! Hon, James Forrestal, Secretary of the Navy, on
Tnification of the wer and Navy Departments and Postwar

; "bion for National security, [Jth Cong., 18t Sess.,
‘“’ & sommlttee Print, pp. 2 le2bl e
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In June 1917, Colonel Billy Mitchell, while serving
with the Amsrican Expeditionary Force in France, presented
General John J. Pershing with a proposal for an Air Service
composed of two distinet forces.

One consisted of squadrons attached to the ground
armies, corps, and divisions and under the control of
ound commanders. The other force consisted of
large aseronautical groups for strateglcal operations
against enemy aircraft and enemy materiel, at a dis-
tance from the actual line." The bombardment and
pursuit formations making up this force "would have
an independent mission . ., . and would be used %o
earrg the war well into the enemy's country."
ere was clearly foreshadowed the classic con=-
troversy over the proper rcle of airpower that wes
to agitate the American military establishment for
so many years. The heart of the controversy wes
destined to be the concept of strategic bombardment,d

After World War I, numerous committees and boards made
studies in regard to either unifying the armed forces or
ereating an independent air force,? H&wevor, both the
Army and Navy opposed unification and the creation of an
independent air force and as a result no changes in this
respect were made in the defense establishment.

li1fred Goldberg (ed.), A History of the U.S, Air
Forg&, 1907-1957 (New York: D. Ven lostrand Co., E@EES,
po'o K

EStudies were made in 1919 by the Dickmean Board,
in 1923 by the Lassiter Board, in 192} by & Joint Congres=-
sional Committee, in 1925 by the Lawpert Committee and the
Morrow Board, in 1932 by & Joint Army-Navy Committee, in
1933 by the Drum Board, in 1934 by the Baker Board, and in
1938 by the War Department. All opposed unification except
the Lampert Committee. In 1932 the House voted 153~135
against establishing a single department of defense.



On January 9, 1931 an agreement was made by General
Douglas MacArthur, Army Chilef of Staff and Admiral William
V. Pratt, Chief of Naval Operations which spelled out Army
and Navy air responsibilities., The Naval air arm was to
eonfine its operations to fleet activities while the Army
Air Corps was to be employed as an element of the Army in
defending the coasts of the United States and its posses~
slons., This agreement was significant because it was the
first major attempt to reconcile, in writing, the roles
of Arny and Navy aviatlon.

A second agreement in regard to the Alr Corps
was made in May 1938, The Army agreed to limlt the opera-
tions of the Alr Corps to not more than 100 miles offshore
as the Navy felt a greater range of operation would allow
the Air Corps to infringe upon its mission. However, in
September 1939, after the start of World War II, this
restriction was removed and the Alr Corps' mission was
expanded to include the defense of the entire Western
Hemisphere and its approachﬂa.l

Soon after the United States entered World War
II, Winston Churchill and President Roosevelt met in

lFor an excellent account of the efforts made
by the Air Corps to inorease its strength prior to
World War II see Henry H., Arnold, Global Mission (New
Yorks Harper & Brothers, 1949) and Wiiliam B. Huie,
The Fight for Air Power (New York: L. B. Flscher, 1942).



Washington. At this conference, Churchill was accompanied
by his military staff, which included Army, Navy, and Air

- At the conclusion of the confer-

Force representatives.
ence, Roosevelt declded that if the United States was
going to work closely with the British it would be neces-
sary to appoint counterparts to the British military
staff., Therefore, by executive order, he created the
United States Joint Chiefs of Staff,2

 The first formal meeting of the Joint Chlefs of
Staff was held on Pebruary 9, 1942. The original mem=-
bers were Admiral Harold R. Stark, Chief of Naval Opera-
tions (CNO); Genersl George C, Marshall, Army Chief of
Staff; Admiral Ernest J. King, Commander in Chief, U,S.
Fleet; and Lt. General Henry H. Arnold, Chief of the
Army Alr Foncas.3 In March, Admiral King assumed the

combined post of Commander in Chief, U.S. Fleet and CNO

1the Royal Alr Force had been an independent
service since 1918,

28ea Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins

(New York: Harper & Brothers, 1918), pp. - an
William D, Leahy, I Was There (Wew York: MeGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1950), Chap., viii,

3The elevation of General Arnold to this posi-
tion made him practically coequal with his boss, General
Marshall, and therefore greatly inereased the status of
the AAFP, This was one of the major factors which led To
the esteblishment of an independent air force after World
War II.



when Admiral Stark was transferred to England, In July,
Admiral William D, Leahy was appointed Chlef of Staff to
the President and became acting Chalrman of ﬁh@ Staff,
These four men were the only members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff for the remainder of World War II.
The British Joint Chiefs of 3taff and the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff, when working together, were known
as the Combined Chiefs of Staff, Thelr primary duties
were the strategic conduct of the war and the allocation
of munitions, The U,8. Joint Chiefs! primery duty was
to coordinate the operations of Hnitéd States forces
throughout the world and they were responsible, as a
group, only to the President. However, there was a very
serious shortcoming in the Joint Chlefs of Staffl aystem,
None of the mmmbaés could force another to conform bto
even majority decisions., Waenever there was dlsagree-
ment, only the President could decide the matter. OCon-
sequently, immedlate action could be taken only on those
matters in which there was unanimous agreement.
During World War II many revolutionary changes

in werfare tock place.

Not only had land and sea forces acquired ranges and

speeds far greater than ever before, but a third

major force, alr power, had been introduced, with

even ater and undreamed-of speed and range. New

me g of communication permitted any one of the

thres forces to work closely with either or both of

the others., New amphibious vehicles, at howme on
land and water, and assigned both to land and sea



forces, broke the restrictions of former boundaries.
Parachute and glider operations brought the air and
ground forces closer together as did alr-ground co=
operation in attacking enemy installations and strong-
points., It was possible to use the combined weight
of all of a nationts armed forces agalnst a single
obiective or in coordinated action over a wide area.
This called for teamwork on an unprecedented scale.,

The need for unified commend to make that kind
of teamwork possible was recognized immedietely, and
in each theater of operations a single commander was
glven authority over all the armed forces in his
area, Such was the case with General Eisenhower in
Europe, General MacArthur in the Southwest Pacifle,
and Admiral Nimitz in the Central Pacific. In their
campaigns, theater commanders were gble to use notb
only ground, air, or naval elements aiggly. but all
three together under a single command.

Tt was evident from the success of the unified
conmands and the disaster at Pearl Harbor, which was
partly due to the lack of cooperation between the Army
and the Navy, that unification of the armed forces was
desirable. However, any attempt to accomplish so great
a reorganization of the services during wartime would
have been too disruptive and might have seriously inter-
ferred with the war effort. In May 194y, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, looking toward the postwar period,
established the Specilal Committee for Reorganization of
National Defense, headed by Admiral J. 0. Richardson.
The Richardson Committee was composed of two Army and
two Navy officers and was instructed to determine the
best postwar defense organization and report its find-
ings %o the Joint éhiefs of Staff,

lpne Air Officer's Guide, op. cit., p. .
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The committee visited all of the combat theaters
and interviewed some aighzy‘highnranking military and
neval leaders., On April 11, 1945, the Richardson Cou=
mitbee submitied its report, 1t recomuended the creabion
of a single Departuent of the Armed Forces with coequal
branches~-Army, Navy, and Air Force; a single civilian
Seeretary of the Armed Forces; a single wilitary Comuander
of the Armed Forces, who would also serve as ehlel of
staff to the Presidentj and an arwed forces gensral gtaff,

The Army supported the comnlbtes's proposals, but
the Wavy did not. As a result, the plan was forwarded to
the President, bubt no action was btaken on it because the
President felt that agreement between the Aruwy and Navy
was an essential first step toward a unificatlon of the
armed forces.

The desth of President Roosevelt on April 12
and bthe succession of Harry S. Truman to the Presidency
was of great significance as far as unification was con=-
cerned. President Trumen wholehearbedly backed the pro-
posals for unification and later wrotes

One of the strongest convictions which I brought

to the office of President was that the antiquated
defense setup of the Unlted States had ©o be reor-
ganized quickly as a step toward insuring our future
safety and preserving world peace. . .+ .

It had been evident to me, from the record of

the Pearl Harbor hearings, that the tragedy was as

much the result of the inadequate military system
which provided for no unified command, elther in
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the field or in Washington, as it w&s any personal
fallure of Army or Navy commenders.

President Roosevelt had been Assistant Secretary
of the Navy during World War I and had always been & good
friend of the Navy. Because of this close relationship,
the Navy had been willing to accept some degree of unifi-
cation sinece it fels that Roosevelt would protect its
status and not allow the Army or Alr Force to dominabe
the postwer military establishment. However, after
Roosevelt!s death and the succession of President Truman,
the Navy persistently opposed all plans for wnification.?

On May 15, Senator David J, Walsh (D-Mass.),
Chairmen of the Senate Naval Affairs Committee, wrote
Navy Seeretary James V. Forrestal that:

I doubt very much if any useful purpose would

be served by merely objecting to plans which pro=-
pose the consolidation of the War and Navy Departe-
ments. It seems to me, that those of us who feel
such a consolidation would not be effective should

atterpt to formmlate a plan which would be more
effestive in sccomplishing the objective sought. . . .

lﬁarry 8. Truman, Memoirs, Vol. II: Years of

Trial and K%ga (Garden C1lty, N.¥.: Doubleday & Co.,
2 Po .

Zpresident Trumen was an Army capbaln during
World Wer I and & colonel in the Army Reserves at the
start of World War II, Although he volunteered for
service, he was not called %o active duty during World
War II because it was felt he would be of more value
to the counbtry as a senator,
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I suggest that you consider the question of having
gﬁ:t?iyy Department make a thorough study of this sub-

This led Forrestal, on June l?; to appoint Ferdinand
Eberstadt, & former business paritner and a mewber of the
War Production Board, to make a study of and recommend
the most desirable postwer organization for nationel de-
fense, presunsbly from the Navy's standpoint. Eberstedt
submitted his report to Forrestal on September 25 and the
Navy subgequently used 1t as the basie for its plan to
unify the ermed services.?

Everstadt felt that the srmed services were only
a part of the total national defeunse organizatlon end
that postwer unification should not be limited to mili-
tary umnification, Instead of favoring & single depart-
ment of defense, he recommended three separate and squal
departments of War, Navy, and Alr subordinate only to
the President., The Joint Chiefs of Stalf would serve as
the major link between the three services; a National
Security Resources Board would serve as the coordinating
body between civilian agencies of the government and the

industrisl resources of the country; & National Security

;fhia letber 1z in Report to the Hon, James

Forrestal, op. cit., p. 1ii.

2830 supra, p. 4, footnote 2, for the full title
of this report. 1t is usually referred to as the
Eberstadt Report.
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Council would coordinate military and civilian defense
efforts and would serve as the principal policy-making
body for national defense; and a Central Intelligence
Agency would coordinate all intelligence activities.l
Soon after the end of World War II; tﬁa Senate

Military Affairs Committee began hearings on plans for
unifying the armed foreas.a In October the Army sube
mitted its plan to the commitbee which recommended &
single Depertment of the Armed Forces with subordinate
Army, Navy, and Air Force Departments, and & single Chief
of Staff over the armed forces. On December 19, President
Truman asked Congress for leglslation along the lines of
the Army Plan., In his messege to Congress, he stated:

The President, as Commander in Chlef, should not per-

sonally have to coordinate the Army and Navy and Alr

Force, With all the other problems bofore him, the
President cannot be expected to balance ., . , the

1Ths Eberstadt Report was the only major proposal
that did not recommend a greabter degree of unification
between the armed services. However, it was the only
plan accepbable to the Navy and with some modification
it later became the organization adopted for the postwar
military establishment.

zﬁntil 1947 both the House and Senate had separate
committees to supervise the affairs of the two armed
forces., The House and Senate Navel Affairs Committees
hed jurisdiction over Navy matters while the Military
Affairs Committees had Jurisdiction over Army matters.
Usually, these committees strongly supported the view-
points of their respective services and jealously guarded
their rights., For this reason, if laﬁialatiﬂn was ©to be
passed, both committees had to be sat sfied, which invari-
ably led to compromise and to legislation that at times
proved to be unsatisfactory to elther service.
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several branches of the national defense. He should
be able to reli for that coordination . . . &t the
Cesbinet level,

In regerd to creating an independent Alr Force, he sailds

Alr power has beesn developed to a point where its
responsibilities are equal to those of land and sea
power, end its contribution to our gtrateglic planning
is as great.. . .

Parity for air power can be achleved in one de=
partment or in three, but not in two. As between one
department and three, the rformer 1s infinitely to be
pr@farrad.z

By May, 1946 little progress had been made because
of continual disagreement between the Army and Navy and
between the Senate Military and Naval Affeirs Committees.
Therefore, on May 13, President Truman

called Seeretary of War Pabtterson and Secretary of the
¥avy Forrestel to e conference at the White House, At
this conference I urged the necessity of the Army and
Navy getting together on the problem of unificatlon,

I knew it would work out better if I did not order the
two brenches of the service to reach an agresment, and
I thervefore suggested that they sit down together and
work out their points of agreement and disagreement
and submit the list to me.

On May 31 the two Secretaries submitted & jolnt
letter outlining areas of agreement and disagreement.
They were not able to agree on four vital pointst a
single military establishment; gsetting up of three
coordinate branches of the service; control of
aviation; and administration of the Marine Corps.,

These four points were the basic 1ssues which had
always been the cause of econflict between the Army and
the Navy.3

1Tha New York Times, December 20, 1945, p. L.
aIbid. 3Truman, op, eit., p. 50.
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The position of the services in 1946 could be sum-
marized as follows:

1. The Army favored a strong, centralized Depart-
ment of Defense with an integrated top command or general
staff and three subordinate departments--Arumy, Kayy; and
Air., The Army did not insist on possessing all the forces
necessary to carry out its mission., It was willing to
borrow what ever was needed from the other services, al-
though it presumed that the commander of a joint operation
would be an Army officer.~

2. Army Air Force leaders went along with the
Army because unification meant the Air Force would obtaln
independence. However, they felt that all land-based air-
eraft should be under Air Force control, which, if approved
by Congress, meant the Navy would lose control of sows of
its aircraft.

lﬁnliks the Navy Department, the War Department
was a tightl{ unified organization, This unification was
achieved in 1903 when, as a result of the strenuous efforts
of Secretary Elihu Root, a general staff system was estab-
lished, Prior to 1903 there were thirteen practically
independent buresus, whose chiefs conasldered themselves
responsible only to the Secretary of War, not to the Com=
manding Generel of the Army. This situation was alleviated
by the general staff system which placed The bureaus under
the Chief of Staff., This system corrected many deficlencies
in the Army and in 1946 the Army naturally felt a similar
type organization would effectively unify the armed forces,

See Otto L, Nelson, Jr., National Security and the General
Staff (Washington: Infaniry Journal Press, 1946).
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3. The Navy did not went any unification. How-
ever, 1f it was forced to accept some degree of unification,
then as loose and flexible an organigzation as possible was
desired. The Navy felt 1t should possess everything neces-
sary to both define and carry out its mission, It desired
to be completely self-sufficient and did not want to be
forced to depend on the other services in order to accom-
plish its mission. The Navy was primarily concerned over
the possibility of losing its air erm to an independent
Air Porce and its Marine Corps to the Army. Also, it
felt the Army and Air Force would probably vobte together
on most issuves at Joint Chiefs of Staff meetings and the
Navy would therefore usually be in the minority.l

In June, President Truman presented a unification
plan to Congress which called for a single Department of
¥ational Defense and separate and equal departments of
Army, Navy, and Air Force, The plan did not propose a
single Chief of Staff which many congressmen feared
would lsad to military dictatorship, However, Congress
ad journed without taking action on the plan end, in

September, Preslident Truman again requested the services

1Far an extremely interesting account of Army and
Navy differences, see Henry L, Stimson and McGeorge Bundy,
On Active Service in Peace and War (New York: Harper &

Brothers, L1947),s . xx. For the Navy's viewpoint, see
Ernest J. King snd Walter Muir Whitehill, Fleet Admiral
King (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc,, 1952}, *

XXXV,
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to work out a plan that would be acceptable to the next
Congress. In November, the services agreed to devise an
organization accepteble to both and did so in January,
1947,
A major step toward eventual unliication of the
armed forces took place in January, 1947. As a result
of the Leglslative Racrganization Act of l9u6? which had
been passed by the previous Congress in August, both
houses combined their Naval and Military Affalrs Com=-
mittoes into single Committees on Armed Services. This
eliminated one of the major obstacles to unificavion
because, as President Truman later polnted out,
the chairman of the Military and Naval Affairs Com-
mittees, especially in the House, where appropriations
originate, tended to become Secretariles of War and
Navy., There were a couple of House members, chalrmen
of the Military Appropriations Subcommittee and Naval
Affairs Committee, who had to have seventeen-gun
salutes, parades, etc., as often as they could find
excuses to visit Army posts and naval bases. These
gontlemen were the principal stumbling blocks to

unification., This was particularly true of the Naval
Affairs chairmen in the House.l

: lForrestal gives a good summary of the various
plans submitted for unification in Walter Millis (ed.),
The Forrestal Disries (New York: The Viking Press, 1951),

pp. 146-170.
2300 U.S., Statutes at Large, LX, Part 1, 812-852.

BTruman. op. eit., p. 47.
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With only one Armed Service Committee in each House, only
half as many people had to be pleased and the battle for
wification became much easisr in 1947.

On February 26, Truman presented another unifi-
cation plan to Congress., It was admlttedly a compromise
between Army and Navy viewpoints on unification rather
then an ideal or sound defense organization but with
minor changes it was passed by Congress on July 2j, On
July 26, President Truman signed the National Securiby
Act of 1947 into law. Navy Secretary Forrestal was
appointed as the first Secretary of Defense, primarily
to ease the Navy's fear of unificatlion, and he took
office on Septeméar 17, 1947.

The National Security Act made meny revelutionary
changes in the defense est&bliahmant.l

1. It established a National Military Establish-
ment® headed by a Secretary of Defense who was a member of
the Cabinet and the Natlional Security Council., (See
Chart 1.) He was gilven general authority over three sepa-
rate and equal militery departments--iArmy, Navy, and Alr

Pores. Powers not granted to the Secretary of Defense

lgee U.S., Statubes at Large, LXI, Part 1, 495-510.

2The Department of Defense was not established
méil 1949.
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were reserved to the service secretaries. The Secretary
was designated as the principal assistant to the Presi-
dent on all matters relating to national security. He
was required to be a civilian who had not been on active
military service for ten years prior to his eppointment.t
The Secretary was not authorized a military staff of his
own, other than the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

2., It authorized each military department to
have its own secretary. Although these departments were
unified under the Secretary of Defense, they were classi-
fied as executive departments and required to be separately
administered, Congress even went as far as specifically
stating that the three military departments could not be
merged. The service secretaries were also members of the
National Security Council, Although they were not Cabinet
members, they could take a matter directly to the Presi-
dent or Director of the Budget if they considered it
necessary and first informed the Secretary of Defense.

3. It authorized a Joint Chiefs of Staff,
although a single chief of staff and an armed forces
general staff were specifically forbidden. The Joint

lﬁhia provision was temporarily removed, but was
not revoked, by a special act of Congress on September
18, 1950, to allow General Marshall to be appointed Sec-
retary in an attempt to restore confidence in the Depart-
. ment after the early failures in the Korean War. See
ibid., LXIV, Part 1, 853.
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Chiefs of Staff was composed of the Army Chief of Staff,
the Chief of Naval Operations, the Air Force Chief of
Staff, and the President!s Chief of Staff. They were
designated as the princi§31 military advisers to the
President, National Security Council, and the Secretary
of Defense. Their duties inecluded the preparation of
strategic plans and the responsibility for establishing
unified commands, A Joint Staff was authorized directly
under the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to be composed of ap~-
proximately equal numbers of officers selected by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff from the three services, but was
1imited to 100 officers., The Joint Staff operated under
a Director who was required to be junior in rank to all
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

. It established a War Council, headed by the
Secretary of Defense and composed of the service secre-
taries and members of the Joint Chilefs of Staff, to advise
the Secretary of Defense on broad policy matters relating
to the armed services.

5, It established a Munitions Board, composed of
eivilians, to coordinate the military supply program.

6., It established a Researeh andDevelopment
Board, headed by a civilian chairmsn and composed of two
representatives from each military department, to coor=-

dinate research and development in the defense establish-

ment.
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Although not a part of the National Military
Establishment, the National Security Act also established
a National Security Council to coordinate all departments
and agencies of the government that were concerned with
national security; a Central Intelligence Agency to coor=-
dinate all intelligence activities; and a National Security
Resources Board to advise the President on utilizing all
of the nation's resources--civilian, military, and indus-
trial--for tcéal war,

The National Security Act of 1947 was a major
achievement, but it was also a compromise in which
each side ylelded upon matters of principle for the
purpose of achieving an agreed solution., The end
result would never have been proposed initially by
anyone, nor when achieved, defended as a whole as
a sound solution, It was simply the best attainable
at the time--a reeognitign that politics is the
science of the possible.-

It is interesting to note the similarity between
the National Security Act and the Articles of Confederation.
In both cases a weak and ineffective central authority
was established with practically soverelgn units subor-
dinate to it and greater effectiveness was obtained only
over a long peried of time by a gradual strengthening of

central authority and control,

%mtm W. 3@%193’, AMS T LC AN , iv; ‘Watio nal
Security (Washingtony Public Affalrs Press, 56), p. OL
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The First Ten Years

The National Security Act established the organi-
zational structure of the defense establishment but it
did not enumerate the roles and missions of the three
gervices. An initial aspproach to this problem had been
made by a Presidential Executive Order on July 26, 1947,%
but this order was only a general outline of functioms
whereas a much more detailled and specific enumeration was
vequired. Consequently, Secretary Forrestal met with the
Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West, Florida, from March
11-1l, 1948 and at Newport, Rhode Island, from August 20-
22, to discuss the functions of the three aer&iaes.a At
these conferences, Forrestal succeeded in getting the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to agree on the roles and missions
of their respective services,-

ISee U.8., National Archives, Federal Register,
Vol, XII, No. 147, July 29, 1947, ». 5005,

zaee Millis, %EE ¢it., pp. 389-396, L76-477, for
Forrestalt's account o se conferences,

3rnis agreement is usually referred to as the Key
West Agreement. It was first promulgated as a Secretary
of Defense Memorandum on April 21, 1948, The document is
not generally available, but it may be found in The Air
Officer's Guide, . cit,, pp. 20-29. This agreement was
rovisea, without g%;ﬁgkng the roles and missions originally
assigned the services, on October 1, 1953, The complets
text of this revision may be found in Stanley, glt.,
pp. 176-188., The latest revision was made, ggsgg without
changing the original roles and missions of the services,
on January 1,1959. The complete text of this revision may
be found in Air Force, February, 1959, pp. 130-136.




The Army, including organic aviation and water
transport, was granted primery interest in all operations
on land execept those involving the Marine Corps. The
Army was responsible for:

1, Defeating enemy land forces.

2., Seiging, occupying, and defending land areas.

3., Training antiaircraft artillery units,

i, Training foreces for airborne operations.

5, Providing Army forces for defense of the
United States against air attack,t

6. The gollateral function of interdlcting
enemy sea and air power through operations from land,

The Navy, including naval aviation and the Marine
Corps, was granted primary interest in all operations at
sea. The Navy was responsible for:

1. Destroying enemy naval forces.

2. Maintaining local superiority, including air,
in an area of naval operations.

3, Seizing and defending advanced naval bases and
econducting such land operations as might be essentlal to
the prosecution of a naval cempaign.

. Amphibious operations end doetrines.

lAlthaugh relatively unimportent in 1948, this

provision is presently the cause of a bitter dispute be=-
tween the Army and the Air Force as to which is responsible
for the use of surface-to-air missiles against attacking
aireraft and missiles.
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5. Naval reconnaissance, anti-submarine warfare,
protection of shipping, and mine laying.

6. Providing naval forces for the defense of the
United States against alr attack,

7. The gollateral functions of interdicting
enemy land and air power through operations at sea, con-
ducting close combat air support, and perticipating in
the overall alr effort as directed by the Joint Chiefs
of Stare,t

The Alr Force was granted primary interest in
all operations in the air except those involving naval
aviation. The Alr Force was responsible for:

1. Defeating enemy alr fcrces.z

lwhis last provision allowed the Navy to partic=-
ipate in strategic bombing which led to fubure disputes
with the Air Force and to the 1949 "Revolt of the
Admirals."

Erh» provisions giving each service the primary
responsibility for defeating the counterpart forces of
enemy countrles is a good indication of the futility of
trying to divide up the various milltary functions among
three services. In some cases, another service may be
able to defeat enemy forces more efficiently than the
service assigned the misslon. For example, by strategic
bombing, 1t is possible for the Air Force to defeat
enemy land and sea forces before they even come into
contact with U.S. Army and Naval forces.
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2, Defending the United States agalinst air
attack,t

3. Strategic air warfare,

i, Furnishing the Army with close combat air
support, tactical reconnaissance, and interdiction of
enemy land power and communications.

5, Providing slr transport for the armed forces.

6, The collatersl functions of interdicting
enemy ses power through alr operations, conducting anti-
gubmarine warfare and aerial mine laying, and proftecting
shipping.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were responsible fors

1. Preparing strategic plans and directing the
strateglc operations of the armed forces, to include the
general direction of all combat operations.

2, Preparing joint logisties plans,

3, Establishing unified commands in strategic
areas and designating one of their members as the execu-
tive agent for each unified command.

i, Submitting a statement of military require-
ments to the Secretary of Defense for his guidance in
preparing the annual defense budget.

lonis was primarily the responsibility of the Alr

Force., Army and Navy forces assigned this mission came
under the Air Force general who commanded the unified
Continental Air Defense Command., ‘
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The Key West Agreement solved some of the problems
in the defense establishment but not all of them because

the attempts to reconcile clashing views have resulted
in instruments more akin to an agreement among sovereign
states than to a workable doctrine, They have had the
same vagueness, leaving each service free to interpret
them largely according to its own preeonceptions. . . »
the Key West agreement was llittle more than a reformu-
lation of the traditional roles. . . . This formula
migsed the essential point of interservice rivalry,
perhaps deliberately., The disputes have arisen not
because the services have sought to take over each
other!s primary nission--although this too has happened
occasionally-~but because in pursult of their o
missions they heve been impelled by the conflict
pressures of technology and of budget-making into
developing overlapping wespons systems., The real
difficulty has been that the power, speed and range
of modern wespons have obliterated the traditional
distinetions between ground, sea and air warfare. . . .
The Key West agreement could receive concrete
meaning only in terms of the dispute that had pro-
duced the interservice wrangling in the first places
the disagreement over which service should eontral
the nuclear weapons, This was the prerequisite %o
any claim to be able to contribute to the strategy
of an sll-out war and was, therefore, the best sup-
port for budgetary requests., The upshot was & com~
promise which demonstrated that the neat distinctions
set forth in the general principles of the Key West
agreement were inappliceble in practice, . . . 4nd,
like meny diplomatic instruments, the Key West agreeu
ment contained an unwritten understanding--the concept
of balanced forces, in which significantly the balance
was achieved not by doctrine but by the budgett each
service was promised approximately the same yearly
appropriatian. In short, the Key West agreement had
not been the expression or a atrategic doctrine but
& way to postpone diffieult cholces.

lﬁe A, Kigsinger,

galicx (new York: Harper & Brothers, 57) s PPe 20=27
or a good description of the balannea ferces comcapt

see Thomas K. Finletter, Power and ?o iey (Wew York:
Harcourt, Brace and Company, , « X33,
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One of the major inadequacies of the National
Security Act was the restrictions it placed on the Secre=-
tary of Defense, Forrestal did not have the legal auth-
ority to force the three services to work together as a
team. As he had only general authority over the services
he usually had to resort to persuasion to get things done.
In his first report to the President and Congress, which
ecovered the first fifteen months of operation under the
National Security Act, Forrestal stated that several
changes should be made in the aat.l He felt thate:

1. The authority of the Secretary of Defense
should be strengthened by making it clear he had the
responsibility for exercising direction, asuthority, and
control over the military departments,

2. An Under Secretary of Defense should be
authorilzed.

3. The Chief of Staff to the Pteaident should
be removed from membership on the Joint Chiefs of Staffl
and that either a fourth officer, or one of the service
chiefs on a rotation basis, should be sppointed as Chailr-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

lsee U.S., National Military Establishment, Pirst
Report of the Secretary of Defense, 1948, pp. 3=4. 1t 1s
Tonlcal that Porrestel, one of the major opponents of
unification and the crestion of a strong Secretary of
Defense, was one of the first to advocate an increase in
the powers of the Secretary and greater unification.
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i The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force should be removed from membership on the National
Security Council which would make the Secretary of Defense
the only representative from the National Military Estab-
lishment.

5. The limitation on the size of the Joint Staff
should be either removed or raised.

On March 28, 1949 Forrestal retired and was
replaced as Secretary of Defense by Louls A, Johnson, a
former Assistant Secretary of War, Johnsonts troubles
began almost immediately. Forced to make di;astic cuts
because of the limited funds available for defense Johnson,
on April 23, upon the recommendation of a majority of the
Joint Chiefs, canceled the comstruction of the Navy's
super aircraft carrier United States.l He stated that
all strategic bombing could be accomplished by the Alr
Force's B-36 and therefore there was no need for super
carriéra to carry Navy bombers,

As would be expected, naval leadsrs were furious.
Secretary of the Navy John L. Sullivan immediately re-
signed and a "Revolt of the Admirals" began which finally
ended several months later with the dismissal of Admiral

l'ms recommendation was not unanimous because the
CNO, as would be expected, objected to the cancellation.
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Louis E. Denfeld, the Chief of Naval Operations.t

During the dispute interests friendly to the Navy
eirculated an anonymous document which appeared in the
press and was circulated in Congress. It charged that the
B=-36 had been fraudulently procured by the Alr Force, as
a result of political influence, and that 1t did not have
the capability the Alr Force claimed.® Another anonymous
document charged that the Alr Force had greatly exaggerated
the effectiveness of strategic air warfare, that it would
serve no useful purpose, and that it was morally urang.3
The document further claimed that the Air Force had, be~-
cause of its concentration on strategic warfara, neglected
both air defense and tactical warfare,

In an investigation of these charges, the House
Armed Services Committee completely vindicated the Alr
Force of charges of corruption in purchasing the B=-36.
In the second phase of the investigation that began in

lpor President Trgmnn';lvarsian of this dispute
see Truman QE, cit., p. 53. -Kissinger gaﬁ °§§' PP.
=37, a1a3 gives an’intarasbing ana ysiu o s’con&ro-
versy.

2pne Navy claimed 1ts jet fighters could shoot
down the B-36 and, therefore, presumably the Russians
could also.

3The Navy was nevertheless very desirous of par-
ticipating in strategic operations and had started to
bulld super carriers for the express purpose of providing
a platform large enough to launch bombers capable of

carrying atomic weapons.
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September, the committee made a complete review of ailr
operations and reexamined the roles and missions assigned
to the three services, Because it was evident that unifi-
cation had not brought the hoped for results, the House
Armed Services Committee, in its report, dealt at some
length with what unification did and did not mean,

Unification was, in the view of the committee, a
goal to which there might be more than one path., It
did not involve operational control of the armed
forces by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nor the imposi=-
tion of the views of any onew-~or two--of the armed
services upon all three., It should not involve
"tpiplification” of administrative costs, nor should
it cause "savings" by reduction in fighting efficlency.
The Committee particularly stressed that unification
ghould not--and would not--cause a diminution of
Congress'! role in national defense policies, nor the
denial of military advice to Congress by reprisals
against officers who gave their personal views,
Unification, said the Committee, should involve a
comprehensive and well integrated program for
national uecuritg based upon three separately
adninistered military departments with effective
atra&e§1e direction and unified control in the
field.,

In the midst of the B-36 investigation, Congress
passed the National Security Act Amendments of 1949 and
President Truman signed them into law on August 10.2 The
amendments were the second major sbtep in the development

lstanley, op. ¢it., p. 95.

29ne amendments were based primarily on the recom-
mendations of The Hoover Commission. See U.S,, Commission
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government,

The National Security Organization, 1949.
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of the Department of Dcfenao.l

1. They changed the name of the National Mili-
tary Establishment to the Department of Defense.

2. They strengthened the powaru'or the Secretary
of Defense by:

a) Giving him authority to determine the
military budget for the entire Depart-
ment of Defense.

b) Removing the Secretaries of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force from membership on
the National Security Council which made
the Secretary of Defense the sole repre=-
sentative on the council from the Depart-
ment of Defense.

¢) Removing the word general from the clause
"general direction, authority, and con-
trol® in the 1947 Act; and deleting the
clause stating that all powers not spe-
eifically given to the Secretary of
Defense werejpeserved to the military

~ departments.
d) Converting the three mlilitary departments

from executive departments to separate

3‘3“ U.8., Statutes at Large, LXIII, Part )
578-592. :
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military departments within the Depart-
ment of Defense.

e) Eliminating the statutory right of the
service secretaries to appeal directly
to the President and the Bureau of the
Budget.

3. They authorized a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, who replaced the President's Chief of Staff, He
was given precedence over all other éftioers in the armed
services, The Chairman was to serve as the presiding
officer of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and was to provide
the agenda for their meetings but he was not authorized
a vote. The Chairman was to be appointed by the Presi=
dent for a two-year term and was eligible for only one
reappointment, except in time of war,

i« They authorized a Deputy Secretary of Defense
and three assistant secretaries of defense,

5. They authoriged an increase in the Joint Staff
from 100 to 210 officers.

However, while strengthening the Secretary of
Defense's authority, Congress also limited it. He was
:orbidd;n to transfer or consolidate any combatant func-
tion established by 1aw,1 required to report to Congress

1This provision was inserted primarily to protect
the status of naval aviation and the Marine Corps.
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any reaaaignmaht of a noncombatant function, and forbidden
to merge the administration of the three services. Also,
any service secretary or member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff could, after first informing the Secretary of Defense,
make recommendations to Congress on his own initiative.

The 1949 Amendments did not solve all the problems
in the Department of Defense and addlitional changes were
soon required. As a result of the tremendous buildup of
the Marine Corps during the Korean War, it was proposed
that the Marine Corps be given representation on the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Congress spproved this proposal and
passed an act that permitted the Commandant to sit with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a coequal member when matiers
which directly concerned the Marine Corps were under con-
sideration. President Truman approved this act on June
28, 1952,1

Also during the Korean War, there were continual
complaints by the Army sbout the inadequacy of the close
air support #upplied by the Air Force., Consequently, the
Army begen enlarging its air arm and to meke plans for

l3ce U.S., Statutes ab Large, LAVI, 262. It should
be noted that the Comman o ine Corps is not
subordinate to the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) but is
directly responsible to the Secretary of the Navy., He does,
however, have sn additional direct responsibility to the
CNO for Marine forces assigned to the Operating Force of
the Navy. When so assigned, these forces are under the
command of the CNO.
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establishing its own air force., To put a stop to such
plans, an agreement on the use of aircraft was signed by
Air Force Secretary Thomas Finletter and Army Secretary
Frank Pace on November l, 1952.1 Except for heliaopters;
the Army was limited to aireraft of 5,000 pounds or less,
Furthermore, the Army could use aircraft and helicopters
only for liaison, observation, and seromedical evacuation
within a 100-mile combat zone.

During the transitional period between the Truman
and Eisenhower administrations, Defense Secretary Robert
A, Lovett, on November 18, 1952, wrote President Trumen
a letter outlining the areas in the Department of Defense
that he felt needed further study and improvement.® These
recommendations were made in light of Lovett!s long experi-
ence in governmental administration and he h@ed they would
ald the next Secretary of Defense, Charles E, Wilson, in
improving the defense organization., Lovett recommended
that the Secretary's authority be clarified by removing
the requirement thét the services be separately adminise
teredj that the Secretary be provided with a personal

lSee Stenley, op. eit., p. 135.

zThi.s letter is in U,.S,, Congress, Senate, Pre-
paredness Inveatigating Subcommittee of the Committee on
Armed SGrﬂcaa ’ l'n uiry into 8%11 Lte and Mis-
sih Prograuns, 8 Cong 20 T=50, PP.

thur Krock am&riwd thiu .‘wttar in The §aw

York wm January 5, 1958, Sec. L, p. 3, and pointed out
that some ar the problems enumerated by Lwott still
existed in 1958,
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military staffj and that the Joint Chiefs of Staff be re=-
lieved of thelr command functions and be confined exclu=-
slvely to plamning and review of war plans,

On February 2, 1953, Secretary Wilson appointed
the Committee on Department of Defense Organization,
headed by Nelson A, Rockefeller, to make a thorough study
of the Defense Department, After holding extensive hearings,
the committee submitted its report to Wilson on April 11.1
President Eisenhower adopted most of the Rockefeller Come
mittee's recommendationsz and sent a reorganization plan
to Ganémaa on April 30.2 It became effective on June 30,
as Congress did not disapprove it within sixbty days after
its submission.

Reorganization Plan No, 6 of 1953 was the third
major step in the development of the Department of Defense,>

1., It abolished both the Research and Development
Board and the Munitions Board and transferred their

See U,S8., Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed
Report of the Rockefeller Commlttee Depart=
st Sess.,

am President decided to obtain his reorganiza-
tion aims without giving Congress en opportunity to change
them. The plan had to be accepted or rejected in toto,
as stipulated in the Reorganizetion Act of 1949, See U.S.,

Statutes at Large, LXIII, Part 1, 203-207.
33ee Ibid., LAVII, Part 1, 638-639.
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functions to the Secretary of Defense.

2., It authorized six additional assistant secre~
taries of defense and & general counsel with assistent
secretary rank.

3« It gave the Chalrman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff the authority to manage the Joint Staff and its
director, This had formerly been done by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff collectively.

On October 1, Secretary Wilson made a revision
in the Key West Agreement by changing the executive agent
system for unified commands.t Instead of authorizing the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to appoint one of their members as
the executive agent for a unified command, Wilson decided
that he would appoint a service secretary as his executive
agent for unified commands, This made the Joint Chiefs
of Staff a planning and advisory group without command
functions and thus strengthened civilian control in the
Defense Department., It also clarified the lines of auth-
ority as; under the old system, the service secretaries
were being by-passed in the chain of operational command,

Guided missiles were not mentioned in the Key
West Agreement because in 1948 they seemed to be of

lﬁaa Li % Departmnnt of Defense, So 1 Re=

;rt of the Secret of Defense, January we 30,
s Do &1s




limited value to the services, Although they had been
under development in the United States since the end of
World War II, missiles were not considered as a replace~
ment for long-range bombers snd other weapon systems
because many scientists did not believe a suitable nuclear
warhead could be designed for missiles., However, when
those difficulties were finally overcome, the services
realized that missiles would be the major weapons of the
future snd therefore they began developing them without
giving too much thought to the possibility of using mis-
siles under development in other services. As General
(retired) Carl Spaatz, former Alr Force Chief of Staff,
later said:

There are 37 different types of missiles being
developed by the services. That certainly seems to
me to be too many, And it is due to the fact that
each service wants to move into the missile field
regardless of whether each phase of missile develop~-
ment, intermediate range, the long range, all the
other phases, are necessary for each service's
operation, -

There has been a tendency, I would say, for
each service to try to move into all fields, to
fight the next war all by itself, instead of as
a team. +» +

It leads to duplication in the development and
the production of wespons, and duplication in provid-

ing the uniis for their operation after they are
developed.

lﬁo ; 8, Ingul into Satellite and Missile
Programs, Op. 055., Pe %§§3.
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In an attempt to end the duplication in the mise
gile field, Secretary Wilson, on November 26, 1956 lssued
a memorandum that defined the missions of the ermed forces
in regard to gulded missiles, without changing the basic
Key West Agreamant.l

1. The Army was authorized to use land-based
surface~to=-surface missiles with ranges up to 200 miles
and surface-to-air missiles with ranges up to 100 miles,

2, The Air Porce was authorized to use land-based
surface=to~surface missiles with renges over 200 miles and
surface~to-~alr missiles with ranges over 100 miles,2

3. The Navy was allowed to use all shipe-launched
missiles with ranges up to 1,500 miles,-

I, Wilson also attempted to settle the dispute
between the Air Force and Army in regard to aircraft by
limiting the Army to liaison and observation aircraft

lThs cormplate text of Wilson's Memorendum is in
The New York Times, November 27, 1956, p. 22,

2!h15 provision gave the Alr Force operational
use of all land-based Intermediate Range Ballistic Mis-
siles (IRBM), which are surface-to-surface missiles with
a range of approximately 1,500 miles. In 1956 both the
Army and the Air Force had IRBM's under development.

BThia provision gave thé Air Force exclusive use
of the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM), which
has a renge of over 5,000 miles,
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operating within a combat zone extending not more than
100 miles each way from the front linea.l

On March ;8, 1957, Secretary Wilson further
defined the areas in which the Alr Force and Aruy were
to operate in regard to aireraft.® The Aruy was allowed
to operate alrcraft within the battle zone-~that is, 100
miles each way from the front lines--for command, lia.ison;
ccmmeatiam, observation, reconnalssance, fireeadjust-
ment, topographical survey, alrlift of army personnel,
and material and aeromedical evacuation. The Army was
allowed to use helicopters up to a maximum empty weight of
20,000 pounds while aircraft were not to exceed 5,000
pounds emty} The Air Force retained its responsibility
for strategic and tactlcal airlift, tactical reconnalssance,

]“Bmier the Key West Agreement, the Alr Force was
required to furnish combat airlift for the Army, but when
funds are tight airlift expendltures are uaually the first
ones cut as the Air Force feels its other missions are
more important. Consequently, the Army had been slowly
building-up an Air Force of its own, Wilson attempted to
put a stop to this and said he was not going to allow the
Army to build another Alr Force within the Army.

2&3@ U.S., Department of Defense, 30%_5,%&1&1 Re=
3 £ £ nge, January une 30,

3tme basic objective of Wilson's directive was
for the Army to develop airereft with the capability of
operating from unimproved flelds.
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interdiction, and close air support. This directive re-
placed the agreement between the Army and the Air Force
made on November L, 1952.

During the spring of 1957, the Air Force became
increasingly concerned about the Army's missile program
because the Army had continued to buiid the Jupiter, an
IRBM, in the hopes that Wilson's decision would be
rescinded sometime in the ruzuéa.l Secretary Wilson had
allowed the Army to continue its work but stated that
the service that developed a missile would not necessarlily
use it operationally. This meant, as far as he was con-
cerned, that the Jupiter, although built by the Aray,
would be used operationally by the Alr Force.?

On August 13, 1957, Wilson appointed & high level
committee to find a way to end the duplication in the
IRBM Program since both the Alr Force's Thor and the
Armyts Jupiter were 1,500-mlile IEBM'a"and about compar=
nblo-in performance. The eammittceuwua composed of Air
Force Major General Bernard A. Schriever, Army Major
General John B, Medaris, and William Holaday, Wilson's

-

1&esretariaa of Defense come and go. So do
Presidents. But the Army just keeps rolling along.

2\1though this was en unusual arrengement, it
has worked out in practice as the Alr Force now has

Jupiters employed in its operational units.



Special Assistant for Guided Missiles.l

Thus, after ten years, it seemed that the services
were cooperating little better than they had before they
were unified. As soon as one dispute was settled another
was always walting to take its place. Clearly a drastic
change in defense organization was necessary. Just as
clearly it seemed that only a war or a major crisis would
provide the necessary impetus.

lon Noveuber 27 Secretary of Defense McElroy,
Wilson's successor, decided to authorize the combat
production of both missiles in spite of the fact that
it was eastimated the cost of producing both missiles
would be between $150 and $200 million above the cost
of completing only one progream. MecElroy probably felt
it would be better to produce both missiles rather than
select one as, in all probability, this would have
touched-off another interservice squabble, However,
the Army was sgain informed that the Air Force would
use the Jupiter operationally.



CHAPTER II
SPUTNIK

On August 26, the Soviet Union snnounced it had
successfully tested an ICBM, The announcement stated
thats

the missile flew at a very high, unprecedented alti-
tude, Covering a hure distance in a brief time the
migsile landed in et area. The results ob-
tained show that it is possible to direct missiles
into any part of the world.l
The next day at his news conference, Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles said he had no reason to doubt the
veracity of the Soviet claim but emphasized that a suc-
cogsful test-flight did not necessarily mean the Soviet
Union possessed an arsenal of operational ICBM's, Dulles
added that he did not think the military balance of power
between the East and West had been disturbed by this
development, as strategic air power would probably con-
tinue to form the base of military power for some years
to come,

In spite of the Soviet announcement the Adminis-
tration still seemed more concerned about balancing the

' 11%@ text of the announcement is in The New ;g_x:k
Times, August 27, 1957, p. 6. Emphasis is ed, By
comparing the Soviet announcement with the estimated
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budget than 1nvdave10ping migsiles., The Defense Departe
ment announced, on Sepbtember 3, that spending for missile
development was being curtalled for economy reasons and,
again on September 17, Secretary Wilson said that there
would soon be further cuts in armed forces expenditures.
This, however, never occurred because on October L the
Soviet Union launched the first man-made earth satellite
and a new word-~-Sputnik-~was added to the English languugo.l
Surprisingly, most Administration officials seemed
unconcerrned sbout the progress the Soviets were making in
the space and missile flelds. Secretary Wilson, on October
8, his last day es Secretary of Defense, dismissed the
Soviet satellite as & "neat scientific trick" and said 1t
wes of little military significance.® He also said he
doubted the Soviet claim of having an aperat@anal ICBM,
although intelligence reports indicated that the clalm

performance of the U.S. ICEM~wthe Atlas--1t was assumed
that the Soviets meant the ICBM reached an altitude of
500 to 600 miles, covered a distance of 5,000 to 6,000
miles in about 30 minutes at a speed of approximately
15,000 mph, and came within 5 to 10 miles of its target.

13§§tnik weighed 184 pounds, while the planned
U.S. satellite was to weigh only three and one-fourth
pounds,

23ee The New York Times, October 9, 1957, p. 1.
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was very likely to be true .t

The next day at his news conference, President
Eigsenhower also discounted the military implications of
the Soviet satellite except for saying that it demon=
strated that the Soviets had developed a rocket with
tremendous thrust, He said "so far as the satellite
itself 1s comcarnea; that does not raise my apprehension,
not one lota."? However, he conceded that the Soviet
Union had scored a political victory3 although he sald
he had never looked upon the attempt to launch a satel=
1ite as a race.t He coneluded by saying he had no plans
to speed up elther the satellite or mlssile program and

1@ha U.8., had an extremely powerful, 1,000-mile
range radar in northern Turkey that had been tracking
Soviet miszile launchings for over two years. See

ﬁz;,at%m Wao%, October 21, 1957, pp. 21, 26-27 and
ovember I., 1957, p. 21.

22@@ New York Times, October 10, 1957, p. .

BTha Administration mew the Soviet Unlon was
about to launch a sabtellite but had not publicized it
because it was felt the publicity would give Sputnik
more significance than was warranted. However, just
the opposite happened. By not publicizing the satellite
it seemed more significant than it really was and the
impect on the people of the U.S. and the fres world was
terrific., See Aviation Week, November 25, 1957, pp. 30=-31.

hThn U.S8. had previously announced that its satel-
lite project was merely a part of the International Geo=-
Physical Year Program. In its concern over world public
opinion, the U.S8. had gone out of its way to separate the
Vanguard Project from its military program by assigning
the project to the Navy. Either the Alr Force or the Army
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"I don't Mmow what we could have done more."*

; On November 3, the Soviet Union put a second
satellite into orbit. Sputnik II weighed 1,120 pounds
and contained a dog, the first time a living thing had
been projected into Space.a It was now clearly evident
that the Unlted States was far behind the Soviet Union
in space technology and that the successful launching of
Sputnik I had not been an aceident. Consequently, Presi-
dent Elsenhower decided 1t was time to personally reassure
the American people, On November 7, via radio and tele-
vision, in the first of a serles of messages that were
later cut short by his stroke, he reviewed the United
States mlssile program and assured the people that the
country, in overall capability, was still ahead of the

would have been a more logieal choice because they were
developing military missiles that could have been used
to launch a satellite., However, by ignoring world opinion
and using a military missile, the Soviet Union achieved
1ts objective and gained a great psychologiecal victory.

1The New York Times, October 10, 1957, p. 1.

2p% the time, some United States missile experts
estimated that the Soviet Union must have a missile with
an engline or engines with 1,000,000 pounds of thrust.
They arrived at this conclusion by using a rough rule of
thumb, that is, that it takes 1,000 pounds of thrust to
put 1 pound of satellite into orbit. The largest engine
made in the U.8., at that time, developed only 150,000

pounds of thrust.
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Soviet ﬁnion.l

During the talk President Eisenhower announced
that he had appointed James R, Killian, Jr,, President
of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, as his
Special Assistent for Seience and Technology. The Presi-
dent said that Killian would coordinate the entire U.S,
missile program and report directly to him as required.

The next day, Seeretary Nell MeElroy, who had
replaced Wiléon as Secretary of Defense on October 9,
announced that he had directed the Army to use its Jupliter
IRBM to launch a satellite.? He stated that this poliey
change did not give the Army authority to use the missile
in combat but instead was made solely to supplement or
back up the Navy's Vanguard Project.

on December 6, the United States' prestige again
suffered a serious blow. The first effort to launch an
American satellite was unsuccesaful as the Vanguard ex-
ploded just after launching.” This fallure could hardly

lFar a good swmmary of the United States missile
program prior to Sputnik, see "The Big Miss in Missiles,"
Time, October 28, 1957, p. 18,

2Tha Juplter had been successfully fired, on
September 26, 1956, to an altitude of more than 600 miles

and a distsnece of 3,500 miles.

30n November 26, while testifying before the Pre-
paredness Investigating Subcommittee, Dr. John P. Hagen,
Director of the Vanguard Project, said that the United
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have come at a more crucial time., The President and Sece
retary of State Dulles were just about to leave for the
December NATO Conference in Paris where the United States
hoped to rally the sclentific resources of the free world
to meet the rsdent Soviet achlevements.

The spectacular failure of the United States to
launch a satellite seemed to be much graver than it really
was because the event had been so well publicizad.l The
purpose of this publicity was to let the American people
end the world know that the United States was making an
effort to duplicate the Soviet successes, However, it
was recognized soon afterwards that the chances of failure
were always greater than those for success in such a new
sclentific fileld and that it would be better to publicize
launchings after they had been made rather than before

States could have pubt up the first satellite if an all-
out effort had been made. He said the Vanguard Project
suffered from money limitations because priority had been
given to military projects. He said he had sought higher
priority for the Vanguard in 1955 but had been turned
down., He concluded by saying the United States had taken
a caleulated risk and lost.

1Senater Lyndon Johnson said the Vanguard was
"one of the best publicized and most humiliating fallures
in our history." See The New York Times, December 7, 1957,
p. 1. :
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they were attempted, which surely was what the Soviet
Union was deing.l

The two successful satellite launchings by the
Soviet Union and the dismal fallure of the Vanguard were
not without value to the Unlted States however, because
they provided the impetus needed to get the Depariment
of Defense reorganized. And this was a necessary first
step if the nation's defense effort was to be improved.

lTha U.8, did not successfully launch a satellite
until Januery 31, 1958 when the Army, using a Jupliter
IRBM, orbited the Explorer which welghed thirty-one
pounds., The Vanguard, weighing only three and one-fourth
pounds, was not put into orbit umtil March 17, 1958, over
five months after Sputnik I was launched., -



CHAPTER III
THE PREPAREDNESS INVESTIGATING SUBCOMMITTEE

Although the American system of government is ab
times criticized because of its separation of powers,
this system does have one great advantage~--the country
is not dependent upon the executive branch alone for
leadership and decisive action. Soviet technologilcal
schievements during 1957 indicated that there was a good
possibility that the United States was falling behind the
Soviet Union in weapon development which previously had
been considered as the one area in which the United States
was supreme. Consequently, the Senate decided that action
on its part was necessary because it did not appear that
the Administration was making the all-out efforts neces-
sary in the vital field of national defense.

On November 25, 1957, the Preparedness Investi~-
gating Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee,
headed by Senator Lyndon Johnson, began an inguiry inte
satellite and missile programs which continued periodically
until January 23, 1958.1 During the hearings a total of

1See U.S., Congress, Senate, Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services,
Hearings, Ingulry Satellite and Missile Programs,

- ®
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seventy prominent witnesses testified before the subcon-
mittee and interviews were held with over 200 other
experts., In addition, questionnaires were sent to
leaders in science, education, induatry; and government.
On the first day of the hearings, Senator Johnson
explained the purpose of the subcommittee's inquiry:

We are here today to inquire into the facts on the
state of the Nation's security. Our country is dis-
turbed over the tremendous military and scientific
achievement of Russia., Our people have believed that
in the field of secientific weaspons and in technology
and science, that we were well ahead of Russia,

With the launching of Sputniks I and II, and with
the information at hand of Russia's strength, our
supremacy and even our equality has been challenged.
We must meet this challenge quickly and effectively
in all its aﬂpaetﬂo s s e

We hope that when the testimony is finished, we
will have a clear definition of the present threat to
our security, perhaps the greatest that our country
has ever known. . « «

It would appear that we have slipped dangerously
behind the Soviet Union in some very important

fileldn, « +
Our goal is to find out what is to be done. We

will not reach that goal by wandering up any blind
alleys of partisanship. . . .

This committee seeks only to determine what can
be done, what should bi done, what must be done now

and for the long pull,

Although the subcommittee hearings were held pri-
marily to investigate satellite and missile programs,
many witnesses, in addition to eomm»nting on these pro-
grams, stated that drastic changes should be made in
defense orgenization. They felt that interservice rival-

ries and the Secretary of Defense's lack of authority in

1%1&., pg. 1‘30
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some areas were major causes of the apparent inability of
the United States to stay ahead of the Soviet Union in the
arms race, They therefore suggested that defense reorgani-
gation was essential to the securlity of the nation.

One of the first witnesses to sppear before the
subcommittee was Dr, Vannevar Bush, a member of the 1953
Rockefeller Committee, former Chairman of the Pentagon's
Research snd Development Board, and an outstanding scién-
tist and administrator. Dr. Bush sald:

The primary objective of the Unification Act was
to prepare unitary plans, and for that purpose the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were charged with the duty of
preparing unified war plans, unified progranms.

They have never done 80. « « »

I think the difficulty has never resided in the
individuals. I think the difficulty has always re-
sided in the form of the organization that was set
up, You cannot expect a man to be a forceful leader
of & service, the commanding general responsible for
keeping the morale of that service at a high piteh,
re:iensible for seeing that that service is at the
pe of effectiveness, and at the same time expect
that men to sit down with 2 others, forget all of
his service responsibilities, and plan actions from
a national standpoint for all 3 services.

And the Joint Chiefs of Staff have never done
that., They could not have been expected to do so,
and they haven't. . . .

The principal reason we have had service rivalries
is because there has been no umpire in court.

The services themselves, the three services, have
prepared war plans, all different, each one of them
the best they can produce. From there on, there has
been no means by which those could be brought into a
unitary plan.,

And sinece there has been no such means, the 3
plans have been advocated by the 3 services, and the
discussion of them has been in the public press, and
some of the decisions in regard to them have had to
be made right here on Capitol Hill,
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That, gentlemen, is not the way to prepare for
war, If we had an effective, central planning body
acting as a staff to our Commander in Chief, digest~-
ing all of these things, putting them into their
relative framework, and out of it producing a program
for the country that program, when approved by the

Commander in Chief, would, in my opinion, have the loy-

alty of every service, and the bickering would stop.l
Dr, Bush said that this central planning staff

instead of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, should be responsible

for preparing the nation's overall war plan, The staff
would be composed of a high»ranking officer from each ser-~
vice, as distinguished as members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, but they should be detached from all further res~
ponsibility to their services. To achieve this, he
recommended that they be assigned to the planning staff
on their last sssignment before retirement or, if neces=-
sary, retired officers should be brought back to active
duty and placed on the staff, The men selected should
have demonstrated that they could rise above service in-
terests and do their planning on the basis of what was
the moat effective plan for the country.

Dr, Bush sald this planning steff should be sup=-
ported by the brightest colonels and captains in the
services and also by civilian scientists and consultants,

Plans made by the planning staff for the Secretary of

lrvid., pp. 61-62.

N Ak
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Defense and the President would go through the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for comment, but they would not be allowed
to hold the plan wp or to alter it.
Dr, Bush said he did not favor the ereation of
a single armed service because
one of the greatest assets we have in this country
is the tradition, the esprit de corps, the pride of
the three services, and that we must preserve, That
is not an asset to be thrown apart lightly.
But I do know this: That when we have had the
3 services under a single commander in the field, in
Germany, in the last war, in the Far East, in Korea,
when we had the lines of authority clear, and the 3
services present, we have had proper collaboration
and joint action between them, We have had proper
handling of their three facilities.
I would like to see that produced on a national
scale for planning as well as for field operations.
For that purpose, I think that it 1s not neces-
sary to merge the three services into a single nni-
form, and I think it would be a mistake to do so.
Genersl James H, Doolittle, USAFR, an outstanding
military leader and business executive, testified that he
would not advocate a single service in one uniform at the
present time but that the three services should not be
allowed to interfere with operating commands. He felt
thet interservice rivalries had progressed beyond the
stage of healthy competition and recommended that the
Secretary of Defense be glven more power and be provided

with a personal military staff,

11p14,, p. 67.
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It is very difficult for a c¢ivilian who has re-
cently come in from civil life to cross a dedicated
military man who has devoted his entire life to the
work in which he is engaged.

I therefore feel that a staff of military advisers
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense ls called
for now, and is a natural first step in whatever
changes need to be made in our Milltary Establish-
mente ¢ o o

I believe that the Joint Chiefs of Staff concept
is sound but at present it has one handicep, and that
is that the Joint Chiefs of Staff represent both the
overall militery program, end their obligation as
head of their service. ;

Frequently, the Joint Chisfe of Staff do not come
to a unanimous conclusion., I do not believe that in
this time of erisis, that we can tolerate delays in
arriving at the best possible solution of our mili-
tary problem, . . »

Some day, I believe that we will have to have an
old type general staff, with a head., . . . at the
pﬁ:nant t , s » » We may not yet be ready for
t t, . & 9

But soms dey, we are going to have to have the
meang of coordinating our planning, end our opera-
tions and doing it on a more rapid basis than we are
able to do 1t today. . « »

There is, on the part of people and the American
publie, a fear of a military group who will lead us
into war. The reason that I know this fear is un~
warranted, is because one of my chores was to gend
young boys out to dle, and I do not believe any
senior commander who has ever sent young men out %o
die, wants war, I don't believe that ang'prorei-
gsional group hates war as much as the milltary.

Lt. General James M. Gavin, Chief of Army Research
and Development, who later became a very controversial
figure because of his testimony before the subcommittes,
recommended that the Joint Chiefs of Staff gystem be
abolished because the Seeretary of Defense needed more

1%1&9 3 ﬁp . 119“1200
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advice than this staff could give him, He agreed with
Dr, Bush and General Doolittle that a competent staff of
senior military officers working directly under the Sec~-
retary of Defense was needed,

I would have them . , . take over the funections
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.,

I would have the military staff so organized to
handle operations, plans, intelligence, and in fact
break up the Joint Chiefs of Staff, . . .

The members of this staff should be picked from
the Armed Forces based upon their background, which
should show, as individuals, a good record of school=-
ing, and ability to get along with other services by
having served in the field, in overseas commands and
other places where we have joint or unified commands.
They should be outstanding individuals of senior
grade . . . brought up and then put into a staff that
is completely integrated across the board. . . .

Their seniority would be such at this time tha
it would be somewhat unlikely that they would come
back to their service.

Chances are those people would be the ones who
would go out ultlmatvely to lead a higher command
overseas and the likes of that, but there would be
no reason why they could not come back. . . .

As an individual showed ability to move into a
staff of this sort perhaps in the senior fleld
officer grade around the grade of colonel then he
would be earmarked as a Rotential top staff officer;
a unified top staff man.

Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, the most distine

guished naval witness said:

During the war, while I was walting for decislons,
military decisions, in the field, I sometimes had a
gsense of frustration, end I think it only falr to in-
form this committee that at one time I agreed with
the idea that we would do better with a single source

: 4
id., pp. 492-493. See also "Toward a U.S.
General 8%%??,‘ Time, January 6, 1958, p. 12.
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of decision in Washington, which, of course, meant a
single Chief of Staff.

My subsequent experience during the war and cer-
tainly my experience in Washington afterward, with
more hindsight convinced me { was wrong, and I am
now opposed to that concept.

When asked why he sdvocated unified commands in
the field, but not in the Pentagon, Adwmiral Nimitz said:

The decisions that are made in the field are tace~
tical. The fundamental difference between strategy
and tactics is that tactics 1s what you do after you
are in contact with the enemy, Strategy is what you
do before you come in contact with the enemy or even
before you come into a war with him,

Tactical metters are settled very promptly in the
field by a single source of decision. Strategical
matters involve such things as the preparation of
iziiea, the planning of bases overseas, and ald to
P €8s o o o

Strategical decisions are primarily made in Wash-
ington, and they are usually of such a nature that
time is not so important.

But what is important is the careful consideration
that has to be given to measures of that kind that in-
volve so much of the Nation's capacity to conduct war,
Those are a2ll strategical decisions, and I think it
would be harmful to make decisions like that hastily.
These are decisions in which the Congress not only is
interested but has responsibility because of its con-
stitutional requirement to maintain armed forces.2

§§§%%’ ggé_g_g-f Pe. . ¢ snoudd QAT £ re
; 2 not change his mind until after he returned to
Was ton, Admiral Willism Halsey, after first advoecating
a single chief of staff, also changed his views after re=-
tuwrning from his combat command. For an interesting dis-
cussion of these changes in opinion see William B, Huie,
The € Against the Admirals (New York: E. P, Dutton & Co.,
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General (retired) Carl Spaatz, the first Chief of
Staff of an independent United States Air Force, had many
reconmendations for improving the Department of Defense.
He said he would simplify the organization by providing
the Secretary of Defense with a single chilef of staff in-
stead of the Joint Chilefs of Staff. He sald he did not
believe, &s many people did, that this would lead %o
military dictatorship.

You must view the position of the Chief of Staff,
as the Chief of Staff to the Secretary of Defense,

He is not a military commander. He issues orders
in the name of the Secretary of Defense who, in turn,
represents the President of the United States.

So between the Chief of Staff and his chance of
becoming a military dictator, you have several eche-
lons, You have the Secretary of Defense, you have
the President, you have the Congress before whom the
military must come for their appropriations, and you
have an enlightened Americen people that would not
stand for any such nonsense .+

General Spaatz sald he felt that the three ser-

vice secretaries, and their under secretaries and assist-
ant secretaries, should be eliminated and thet the military
chiefs of the services should be directly responsible to
the Secretary of Defense, He sald that the roles and
missions of the services should be determined by the
President and Secretary of Defense, rather than being

established by law. Finally, in regard to interservice

lIbid., p. 1335. HMany of the recommendations :
made by Gen. Spaatz had previously appeared in his colum
in Newsweek magazine.
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rivalries, he saild:

1 think rivalry may not be bad, but it should be
down at the lower echelons., One likes to think that
the outfit he belongs to is better than the others.
If you are in one fighter squadron you like to think
your squadron is the best of all in the group.

That sort of rivalry promotes efficlency in the
wnits. But rivalry at the top may become disastrous.

1

Phe last witness to appear before the subcommittee
was Genersl (retired) Lueius Clay. He proposed that the
Department of Defense be divided into thres clearly defined
areast

1. Logisties, which would be controlled by the
three service seeretaries and would include the reerult-
ment snd training of men and the procurement of weapons,
equipment, and supplies.

2. The tactical organizations, which would oper-
ate directly under the Joint Chiefs of Staff instead of
the military departments.

3. A scientific evaluation grouwp, which would
evaluate the research work done by the services and would
be responsible for fundamental and longe-range research.

Genersl Clay sald he thought that the Secretary
of Defense should be given more authority to transier
funds between projects relating to the research, develop~-
mant; and procurement of wespons, IHe said that all senior

iry1d., p. 1336.
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officers should belong to the same service and wear the
same uniform because all higheranking officers should be
capable of combined commend end therefore should be con-
sidered as combined commanders. He sald tactical units
from all services should be placed in unified commands
under single commanders, who would be responsible to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. In regard to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the joint committees which are part of the
subordinate structure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen-

eral Clay sald:

The Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, now
a nonvoting member, should be given the full auth-
ority for the recommendations and decisions which
come from that bodyj . . . the remaining members
should be advisory only, and should have no voting
power. . . . the Joint Chiefs of Staff is Jjust an-
other committee. . . «

Each membsr thereof, no matter how big a man he
may be, goes there with the ringing in his ears of
the views of his associates and subordinates; and if
he gives in, when he comes back the looks on thelr
faces make him feel that he has let them down.

In addition, they must depend upon the committees
which they themselves have set up, which are composed
of representatives of the several services, and each
of these representatives has an instructed point of
view from his own Chief of service, And if he com-
promises in any major way, he faces the very serious
risk that when he goes back to his own service he will
not be very welcome,l

A frequent argument against a single chief of
staff and a general staff was that Germany hed lost two

l1pia,., pp. 1364-1365.



world wars because i1t had a general staff. General Clay
saild there was no connection between the two.

I would say that Germany lost two wars after
greatly superior forces had been massed to destroy
Germany, and that the achievements in the military
sense prior to the overwhelming strength in which
she was conquered by combined countries of far
greater strength than she was, was quite a tribute
to the successful operations of a single chilef of
staff from the military viewpoint.,

Now as to whether or not the single chief of
staff played an important role in making Germany a
militaristic nation, I think it is moot and subject
to very careful examination,

In point of fact, the German general staff was
not really anxious to go to war when Hitler started
his last war, but in the point of efficiency of op=-
erations, there is no question but that the German
General Staff did prove that the single concept of
staff was the mogt efficient from a military opera-
tions viewpoint,

General Clay concluded by saying he had no fear
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff becoming a
"man on horseback,™ that is, a military dictator. He
further stated that even if there was such a danger, he
would rather take the chance than have a "man on horse-
back ride in from somewhere else,"”

Although most of the witnesses from outside of
the Department of Defense objected to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff system, the three service chiefs strongly de-
fended it., At the conclusion of their appearance at the
hearings, the subcommittee requested each of the service

lrpid., pp. 1365-1366.
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chiefs to submit answers in writing to nine questions re-
lating to the operations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
The two most significant questions were "What is your
experience in performing both functiena~—that of Chief
of Staff of your service and that of being a member of
a joint group responsible for the principal military ade-
vice to the Secretary of Defense and the President?" and
"Do you think the Secretary of Defense should have a milie
tary staff to advise him in addivion %o the Joint Chiefs
of Staff?" ’

fn answer to these questions, General Thomas D.
White, Air Force Chief of Staff sald:

Planning and operations are very closely related,
It is essential that those responsible for planning
also be responsible for the lmplementation of those
plans, A clear delineation of functions is necessary
to insure that the joint planmning mechanism has sole
cognizence rather than having a number of other agen-
cles without that clear responsibility also doing
plamming.

I consider that a compromise solution of & milli-
tary problem arrived at by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
is usually better than a compromlse decislon made by
eivilian authority. Moreover, it has been apparent
to me that when the Joint Chiefs of Staff forward
split views there is a tendency to regard guch action
as & manifestation of "interservice rivalry" although
auﬁ? is definitely not the fundamental basis for the
action. « « »

I do not believe the creation of another military
staff would be an improvement, This would further
complicate the top levels of the DOD structure and
the functions of such a staff would inevifably over=-
lap those of the existing staffs. I belleve the
greatest assistance to the Secretary of Defense would
acerue from greater consultation by him with the JCS,
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particularly in trriving et unequivocal decisions on
gplit JCS views.

Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of Navel Operations,
commented thats

My experience in performing both functions; . . .
has brought out this truth: The work I do as military
chief of my service is what equips me to do my job as
a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. . . .

If JC8 mewbership should be severed from the ser-
vice chiefs, the JCS members would no longer possess
the essential military information as their owm.

They would have to obtain it from someone else~-pre-
sumably the service chiefs, It would have to be in
the form of pepers or briefings. In whatever indirect
form it took, the informetion could not be so complete
nor so real as i1t 1s to the men bearing the responsl-
bilities of service chiefs. . . .

The authority to make strategic plans for the
Nation's security cannot be separated from the res-
ponsibility for carrying out those plans. This com-
bination of planning authority and executive
responsibility is, I belleve, the great strength of
the JCS systeme--and a strength possible only under
that system, . . .

I do not think the Secretary of Defense could use
effectively a military staff to advise him in addition
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The advice of the JCS
is expert, up to date, amnd responsible., Any other
military staff operating in this same field of mlli-
tary advice would not have the necessary detailed
and profound knowledge of service capabilities that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff do. The existence of an
additional advisory staff would merely add a great
deal of confusion and eventually necessitate the co-
ordination of the JCS and the advisory staffe--a
cumbersome arrangement. More time would be consumed
in decisionmaking than is now the case. An additional
staff would not be bound by the responsibility which
now rests upon the individual members of the doint
Chiefs of Staff. Its adviece, accordingly, might be
faulty and unrealistic. No other device has the built-
in guaranty of bedrock accountability which appertains
to the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.2

1Ib1d. ? p ® 15200 Exbid. 3 p. 1522-1526.
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@General Maxwell Taylor, Army Chief of Staff,
answeredt

The advantage of the present 2«hat status of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff is that the members of the
senior military advisory body to the Secretary of De~
fense sre the men who carry the responsibility for
the combat readiness of the 3 services., This arrange-
ment assures that the Secretary will receive respon-
sible advice based upon a thorough knowledge of the
capebilities of the respective services. It 1s true
that their sense of responsibility may also cause them
to speak for the needs of their services with an in-
sistence which may sometimes expose them to the charge
of service partisanship, However, the danger of ex-
cessive partisanship would not necessarily be removed
by relleving the joilnt chiefs of their departmental
functions. In the last analysis, no senior officer
serving as a Joint Chief of Staff can lay aslde com=
pletely the experience and habits of thought developed
over 30 to L0 years of service. A4s a matter of fact,
he justifies his presence at the council table because
he has had this particular type of experience to con-
gzi?ute to the corporate wisdom of the Joint Chiefs of

fﬂ » L @

I consider it fundamental that the Secretary of
Defense have only one military edvisory body reporting
to him, The present one, i.e., the JCS, consists of
four individuals of different personalities and of
different military backgrounds, This diversity would
sppear to insure the injection of appropriately varied
points of view into the recommendations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. When the Secretary of Defense re-
ceives split military advice, he is obliged to depend
upon his own judgment of the issues lald before him
by the Joint Chiefs. It is impliclt in our system of
civilian control that at some point in our Government
structure a civilian leader must make decisions on
militery matters, This hard task falls inescapebly
on the Seeretary of Defense and no organigational de~
vice cen relieve him of 1t.t

The chiefs, therefore, regardless of past differ-
ences slosed ranks and wholeheartedly supported the Joint

lIbid. $ p?u 1527“'1528.

s R
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Chiefs of Staff system and opposed establishing another
advisory group under the Secretary of Defense. They
probably did so because criticism of the system would be
a reflection upon each member and would seem to indicate
an irability on their part to work with their fellow-
officers,

At the eonclusion of the hearings, on January 23,
1958 Senator Johnson issued the followlng statement:

We began with a simple--but revolutlonary--fact,
It was that for the first time in 21l history, a
men-made satellite was placed into an orbit around
the earth.

There were many who realized that this was an
inevitable development of the march of scilence. But
the circumstances under which it happened were start-
ling, end brought into sharp focus facts which had
been lmown previously but not fully appreciated.

We hed expected to be first with this achieve-
ment. . « « The winner was the Soviet Union.

From the beginning, however, it developed that
there was much more at stake than the prestige of
being "first."

There is no evidence that the satellite is a
weapon now,

But it has two important implications,

First, 1t demonstrated beyond question that the
Soviet Union has the propulsive force to hurl a mise-
sile from one continent to another,

Second, the Soviet Union has gathered basic in-
formation about outer space.

Johnson listed seventeen principal areas where the
subcomuittee felt decisive actlon must be taken, Number
thirteen was: "Reorganize the structure of the defense

satdbliuhmont.“z

lrpid., p. 2428, °Ibid., p. 2429.
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In summary, a majority of the witnesses appearing
vefore the subcommittee felt that interservice rivalry was
the major cause for the apparent failure of the United
States to stay abreast or ahead of the Soviet Union in the
fields of guided missiles and space satellites. They felt
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff system was one of the pri-
mary causes of interservice rivalries because three membersge-
that is, the three service chiefs-~performed conflicting
dual functions. This forced the Joint Chiefs -of Staff to
operate as a committee which resulted in many of its deci-
sions being compromises instead of solutions to vital
national problems.

To correct this situation, most of the witnesses
felt that the Secretary of Defense should be given addi-
tional power to enable him to settle disputes between the
services, Some of them recommended the creation of a cen=
tral planning staff directly responsible to the Secretary
of Defense and completely independent of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Several witnesses went even further than this
and recommended the abolishment of the Joint Chlefs of
Staff and the creation of a single chief of staff and an
armed forces general staff.

The opposite point of view was expressed by the
service chiefs, who opposed ﬁoth the abolishment of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the ereation of enother planning
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staff., They recommended retention of the Joint Chiefs of
Steff system because they felt 1t was the only system in
which those giving advice to the Secretary of Defense and
the Presgident were alsc the persons responsible for the
combat readiness of the services, In addition they felt
that it was desirable for those making the plans for
national defense to be responsible for thelir execution.
Conseguently, there were good reasons for both
abolishing end retaining the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, The
attempt to solve this problem woulé be one of the major
issues in the forthcoming battle to reorganize the Depart-

ment of Defense.



CHAPTER IV
THE ROCKEFELLER REPORT

In a democeracy such as the United States the people
are not dependent solely upon tﬁe government for leader-
ship. Private citizens heve often made great contributions
to the nation snd under &hs American system of government
their services can be effectively end adventageously uti=-
lized. After Sputnik indicated that the Soviet Union was
surpasatng the Tnited States in certain vital fields of
weapon technology, many individuals made recommendations
for improving the defense establishment.

The most comprehensive and widely acclaimed of
the proposals was the Rockefeller Report. This report
was prepared by the Special Studies Project of the Rocke-
feller Brothers Fund, a private organization established
by the Rockefellers to assess major problems and opportuni-
ties likely to eonfront the United States during the next
ten years.,

The Special Studies Project was composed of an
Overall Panel and seven subpanels, The Overall Panel was
composed of thirty-three distinguished Americans, including
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Nelson A. Rockefeller, who was Chairmen,! Each member of
the Overall Pansl also served on one of the ssven subpanels
and each subpanel was assipgned ons of the specific probleus
undertaken by the Project.

On January 5, 1958, after a fourteen months study;
one of the subpanslse-Panel II--published a repor® entitled
International Security-The Military Aspect which subse-
quently was referred to as the Rockefeller Report.a ?anl
II's report was published before the other panels completed
tﬁéir atudiea becauaé the Overall Panel felt that Sputnik
indicatéd en immediate need for its publication.

The Rockefeller Report contained twelve chapters
ﬁh;ch covered all aspects of the nation's military pesture
while Chapier VI dealt entirely with th; need for reorgani=-
king the Department of Defense, The panel listed three
major defects in Defense Department organization and stated

that these defacts wers inherent in i%s structure, that

1Some of the better lmown members of the Overall
~Panel were Chester Bowles, Arthur F, Burns, General (re=-
tired) Lucius D, Clay, Gorden E, Dean, Henry R, Luce,
‘General (retired) James McCormack, Anna M. Rosenberg,
David Sarnoff, Edward Teller, Robert B, Anderson {prior
to becoming Secretary of the Treasury), James R, Killian
Jr. {prior to becoming Speclal Assistant %o the Pregident),

and Henry A, Kissinger.

2see Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc., {%ﬁg%gigéggg;
See - Milig Aspect, Report of Panel o
Spec . S Project (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday &
Company, Ine,, 1958).
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they could not be removed by modification, and that they
would be further aggravated by the passage of time,

l-=~The roles and missions assigned to the individual
military services have become competitive rather
than complementary because they are out of accord
with both weapons technology and the prigcipal
military threats to our national safety.

The panel stated that when the Defense Departuent
was first established it was felt that through joint plan-
ning by the Chiefs of Staff there would be a coordinated
and harmonious development of the nation's military poten=-
tial but that this had not happened beeaﬁse of the organi-
zational structure itself, In addition,

The range and destructiveness of modern weapons
have tended to overleasp the tradltional boundaries
among the services., As a result, our effort to de-
velop an integrated national strategic plan has been
beset by interservice rivalry. This rivalry is not
due fundamentally to "parochialism" on the part of
our military leaders; it is built into the present
assignment of roles and missions. . . .

The revolutionary advances in technology have made
the traditional division of functions increasingly ob-
golete, Given the range and destructiveness of modern
wespons the present assignment of roles and missions
forces each service to duplicate the efforts of some
other service, . .

I% is inherent in the philosophy and training of
each service that it should see in any developing
enemy threat predominately those elements which its
own particular organization seems best adapted to
counter. And each service by a natural rationalizae-
tion judges the proper balance of forces to be the
one which maximizes its own role, . « .

New wespons are placed into the strait jJjacket of
obsolescent missions instead of missions being re~
shaped to conform to an evolving technology and %o
new military problems,2

2 :
lIbi-dng FQ 270 :{bl_l,d., PP. 27'29.
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2--The present organization and responsibilities of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff preclude the develop-
ment of a comprehensive and coherent strategic
doctrine for the United States.l

The panel stated that three members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were the ranking officers of thelr ser~
vices and thus had dual responsibllities., As a resuls,
aven with the best of intentions, the service chiefs
could not avoid being advocates of a service pointeof=
view, Their position reflected a lifetime of dedication
to a particular service and since each chief felt he was
regponsible for the future of his service, 1is status was
one of hils main concerns, The militery chlefs, therefore,
had littlo opportunity to think sbout overall strategic

problens,

Thus under the present organlzation most of the
decislive pressures on the Join®t Chiefs of Stafl ore
ganization are produced by the individual services,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff functions too often as
a2 committee of partisan adversaries engaged in advance

service strategic plans and compromising service
differences. . . « The result is that ouwr itary
plans for meeting foreseeable threats tend to be a
patehwork of compromises between conflicting strate=-
glc concepts or simply the uncoordinated war plans
of the several services.?

3==The Secrotary of Defense is so burdened with the
negative tasks of trying to arbltrate and control
inter-service disputes that he cannot play his
full part in the initlation and development of
high military policy.3

Ivnta:, p. 2. “metd., vp. 29-30. “Ibid., . T,
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The panel stated that the Secretary of Defense was
confined, to a great extent, to the essentially negative
functions of arbitration and control and had become the
referee of disputes over policy originating in the services.
Because these disputes reached him only after positions
had hardened, the Secretary found it difficult to play a
positive and creative role in formulating high military
policy. This had led the Secretary and his immediate
staff to assume many administrative tasks which could be
better handled by the individual services.

A principal objective of an reorganization plan
should be to create conditions which the Secretary
of Defense can give a more effective lead to the ini-
tiation end formulation of broad military policy, while
delegating to the substructures of the defense organl-
gation a subgtantial portion of his present administra-
tive burden, :

To remedy what it felt to be defects in the Depart-
ment of Defense, the panel recommended elght specific

changes be made in defense organigation. =
a) The milit departuents should be removed
from the channel of opera conman .%"

The chain of command at that time was from the President
to the Secretary of Defense to a service secretary to a
commender of a unified command, The recommended change
would place unified commands directly under the Chairman

Lroid., ps 30. 2Ibid., P« 31.
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of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, scting for the Secretary of
Defense., The service secretaries, while losing operational
control of cowbat uvnits, would retain responsibility for
recrultment, training, research, procuremant; and supply.
This would allow them to concentrate on management and
logistics end would leave strategic planning and coubab
operetions to the Joint Chilefs of Staff,

b) All of the EE rational mi;%t%;x force gg.ggp
United 3¥ates 8 shoul maang
Eii?%§§§§%; %I ﬁﬁibg are eigz d for by our 8t

Since military missions were no longer confined to lnnd,

sea, or air categories, they would be functional and
appropriate Army, Navy, and Air Force units would be
assigned to umified functional commends which would
operate under single commanders. The assigned units
would be organic to the command, not just placed there
temporarily. In addition, the misslons assigned to
unified commands would not be frozen by legislation but
would be determined by the President as reguired by tech-
nological and strategic considerations,
%ggggé'ﬁgggbgha ggigza Jaint-chie;sA§§1§§§£§2
ecratggx 2 e enge ;%E the %ras%gqgﬁ,z

This change would make the Chalrman the principal military

2

1 Thid., p. 32.

Ibid.
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advisor to the President and Secretary of Defense instead
of the Joint Chiefs collectively., It was recommended be=-
cause service chlefs served in a dual capacity while the
Chairman was the only member who could give his full attene
tion to overall strategy. The service chiefs would remain
on the Joint Chiefs of Staff but would serve only as ad-
visors to the Chairman with particular responsibility in
the area of logistics, training, and procurement.

b o O e A T

SSiteel of Sha Chalrman.T -

The Joint Staff functioned under a Director and was divided

into a number of groups, each with equal representation
from the three services. In addition to these groups, there
were several committees, representing each military depart-
ment, which acted on documents prepared by the staff groups
before they were forwarded to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

The committee system was established because each service
desired to judge independently the work produced by the
Joint Staff, This system would be abolished end an inte-
grated staff system, that is, the traditional divisions of
G-1, G-2, etc., would be established to replace it. In
addition, the Joint Steff would be responsible to the Chaire-
man insteed of the Joint Chiefs of Staff collectively.

11pid.
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§Ea¥3g.
This recommendation would, in effect, establish another

service which probably would lead to complete merger of

the armed forces, Since entry into this service would

be the goal of most officers throughout their careers

they would know that theilr fubture depended on their ability
to take a broad view of military affairs, rather than a
more narrow service pointeof-view, Consequently, it was

felt this proposal would eliminste meny interservice dis=-

putes.,
%%5 r%ga%%%ﬁ%‘"""gma %:eﬁiﬁggg aamm:ninge gsé za %EQEQ
Siiar: PR L i e mtm%gnﬁga S

Advigor.2
As noted above, the military departmente would be removed
from the operstional chain of command, In addition, it was
recommended that the Secretary of Defense be designated
Deputy Commender=-in-Chief of the armed forces which, the
panel felt, would further strengthen civilian control over

the armed forces.

lias of 1 tic command should be £
the rez n Eggéﬁ"ﬁibregggg of De %gnse ;

geere 68 @Eﬁl‘ !

l‘ idg 2%1&-, p‘ 330 3 id.

e g
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This recommendabtion was not a change but merely amplified
the duties that would be retained by the service secre-

taries after their authority over operational commands hed

been removed,

h) The Secre of Defense gggulﬁ be given anth-
ﬁ;ggghoveg er all research, developmen _procurement
Br T m __%E:mmii?. !}l - - S , .
gﬁka gg. iven a ect ap ‘
This chnnge would give the Secretary of Defense powers
which traditionally end constitutlonally belonged to Con=-

gress. Research and development would no longer be con=-
ducted within each service but would be brought up to the
Secretary of Defense level, The panel felt this was neces~
sary because, unless the Secretary of Defense was glven
control over research, development, and procurement, his
role would continue to be essentially one of arbitrating
disputes between the three services.

In another chapter, entitled "Budget for National
Security,” the panel stated that the budgetary process would
be greatly improved if military budgets were prepared and
presented in more discriminating terms., Since the present
method did not give a clear indication of what sppropria-
tions would accomplish in terms of wmilitery missions, it

l1pia,
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was natural for Congress to make reductions by percentage
cuts across~the-board without considering the effect on
strategy end military missions., The panel stated:

Comple te budgetary reform may not be immediately feas~
ible, However, a start can be made toward a systenm
that corresponds more closely to a coherent strategic
doctrine, It should not be too difficult, for example,
to restate the presentation of the service budgets, so
that instead of the present categories of “"procurement,"”
fopsration and maintenance," "military persornel,® ete.,
there would be a much better indication of how much
goes, for example, to strategic alr, Ho alr defense,
to anti-submarine warfare and so on.

Another highly desirable change 1s to tranaform
the present one-year budget eycle to two years, Under
present rules, the top personnel of the services spend
a great part of six months every year preparing, justi-

: and revising the budgetary requests of their

departments, Much of the next six months are consumed
in testifying before congressionsl commlittees and other-
wise defending the service budgets as approved by the
President. If the budgetary process would extend over
an entire congressional bterm, the energies of key per-
sonnel could be directed toward strategic doctrine and
overall management, At the seme time congressional
control would be more meaningful becauvse the examina-
tion of requests could then be more careful,l

In swmmary, it will be noted that the members of
Panel II ngreéd with the majority of the witnesses appear-
ing before the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff gystem and the Secretary of
Defense's lack of authority to settle interservice disputes
were thé major defects 1in the Qaranae establishment., To
correct these defects the Rockefeller Report made some

lIbidt K} pp. 58‘590
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proposals that w&m Just as drastic as those made by sube
coumittee witnesses. : ‘

The Rockefeller Report, in conjunction with the
testimony given to the Preparedness Investigating Subcom=-
mittee , thus supplied the Administration and Congress with
nany expert recommendations which could be used iun the
event it was declded bto reorganize the Department of Defense.



CHAPTER V
THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN

There is a widely held conception that the offi-

cials of the executive branch--and the President in
particular-~-should occupy a special role in the ini-
tiation of legislative proposals. For gome, this is
the only way to approximate under American conditions
the much~admired ideal of Cabinet leadership as exer-
cised under a parliamentary system. For others, it
is more the natural consequence of our own political
structure. Only the executive officilals, it is argued,
have the specialized expertise and the familiarity
with administrative operations necessary for the pre=-
paration of a sound legislative proposal. In these
officials alone can one find the aloofness and objec~
tivity needed to protect the public interest against
the assaults of private groups. In the President
alone can one find a national leader elected by the
entire people ind responsive to the interests of the
entire people.

The State of the Union Message

In his State of the Union Message, delivered
personally to Congress on January 9, 1958, President
Eisenhower stated that the purpose of his message was to
outline the measures that would give Americans a feeling
of confidence and to place before Congress an outline of

action designed to focus the country's resources upon the

lpertran M, Gross, The Legislative Struggle (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Igc., I§§§5, PP. L26-4127.
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two tasks of security and peace. In this special category
he listed eight items that he felt required prompt action
and emphasized that they were not merely desirable, bub
imperative. Reorganization of the Department of Defense

was at the top of the list,

The first need is to assure ourselves that mili-
tary organigation facilitates rather than hinders
the functioning of the military establishments in
maintaining the security of the nation. . . .

Recently I have had under special study with the
intimate association of Secretary MeElroy the never~
ending problem of efficient organization, complicated
as it is by these new weapons, Soon my conclusions
will be finalized., I shall promptly take such execu~-
tive action as 1s necessary and, in a separate message,
I shall present appropriate recommendations to the
Congress,

Meanwhile, without anticipating the detalled form
that a roorggéizatiun should take, I can state 1ts
0 terms of objectivess

— 7 A major purpose of military organization is to

/ achieve real unity in the defense establishment in
| all the prineipal features of military activity. Of
| all these one of the most important to our nation's
' security is strategic planning and direction. This

work must be done under unified direction.

The defense establishment must plan for a better
integration of 1ts defensive resources, particularly
with respect to the newer weepons now bullding and
under development. « «

In recognition of the need for single control
in some of our most advanced development projects,
the Secretary of Defense has already declded to con-
centrate into one organization all anti-missile and
satellite technology undertaken within the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Another requirement of military organization is
a clear subordination of the military services to
duly constituted civilian authority. . . .

Next there must be assurance that an excessive
number of compartments in organization will not
create costly and confusing compartments in our
gscientific and industrial effort.
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Finally, to end interservice disputes requires -
clear organization and decisive central direction,
supported by the unstinted cooperation of every in-
dividual in the defense establishment, civilian and
military,.l

This message seemed to indicate that the Presi-

dent intended to make an all-out effort to get the
Department of Defense reorganized, However, on January
15, at his first news conference following his State of
the Union Message, President Eisenhower said that while
he had some rather fized ideas about the proper defense
organization he was not going to insist that all of his
ideas be adopted.

Now my personal convictions, no matter how strong,
cannot be the final answer. There must be a consen-
sus reached with the ., . . Congress, with the people
that have the job of operating the services, . , . I
would be the last to ask for a detalled organization
in which I believe because ., . . [ it | has got to be
effective after there hag passed from the scene & man
who happened to have particular strong convictions in
the matter.2

The President also said that he looked for a great deal
of argument over any reorganization plan but he would ex-
press his views as best he could.

Many of the reporters at the news conference mis-

took the Presidentts statement as a backdown from his

1Tha text of the President's message 1s in The New
York Times, January 10, 1958, p. 8.

2Ibid., January 16, 1958, p. 1l.
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State of the Union Message and reported that he was will-
ing to compromise and was not going to insist upon his
views being accepted by Congress. But to show that he
8till felt strongly about the need for defense reorganie
gation, the President reiterated, in a speech to a $100-
a-plate Republican Party fund-raising dinner in Chicago
on January 20, that he intended to personally participate
in the job until it was done,

The next day Secretary MeElroy announced that he
had appointed three high=-ranking military officers and
three prominent civilians to help him with defense reorw
ganization: Air Force General Nathan F, Twining, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staffj Admiral (retired) Arthur W,
Radford, Twining's predecessor as Chailrman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; General of the Army Omsr N. Bradley,
Radford's predecessor and the first Chairmen of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; Nelson Rockefeller, Chairman of the
Presidentts Advisory Commitbtee on Government Organization;
Charles & Coolldge, a formar Asslstant to the Secretary
of Dafenses and William C, Foster, a former Deputby Secre=
tary of Daranae.l

Secretary MeElroy--probably to keep from being
accused of appointing still anothsr Penbagon committeee-

1General Alfred M. Gruenther, a former cormmander

of NATO, was added as an adviser on February 7, 1958.
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saild his advisers would operate individuwally, without a
chalrman, although Coollidge was asppointed aes a Special
Assistant to the Secretary for Reorganization. MNeElroy
also sald his advisers would interview many former and
present high-ranking militery and civilian officials while
formulating their recommendations,

On January 25, Presldent Elsenhower made an unusual
vielt to the Pentagon to confer with top defense officials,
He talked for over two hours with Secretary MeElroy end
his new military-civilien edvisory team, Asked why the
President went to the Pentagon rather than heving defense
officlals come to the White House, Press Secretary James
Hagerty answered, “the President said he was going to take
a personal interest in this, so he went over there, It
was his idea."l This visit was the first time President
Eisenhower had gone to the Pentagon on business since be=-
coming President and was further indication of his detsg—
mination to get the Department of Defense reerganiz#ﬂ. E

On February 7, as mentioned in the President's
State of the Union Message, the Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA) wes sstablished in the Department of Defense
to control the research and development of all space pro=-

jects not clearly within the responsibility of the three

libid., January 26, 1958, p.l.



millitary services., Roy W. Johnson, a General Electriec
Vice President, was sppointed Dircctor, IHe was directly
responsible to Secretary Mamlroy; which thus placed ARPA
sbove the thres services.t Under ARPAY: conbrol, space
weapons were %o be developed by each of the services but
not necesgsarily for their own use, When ready for colus
bat production, these weapona would be asasigned to a
service for operational use, 2
On Februery 21, in an atterpt to get away fron
the pressureg and turmoil of Washington, Secretary licElroy
and his advisers went to Ramey Alr Force Base, Puerto
Rico, for three days to finallize their recommendations to

the President, However, on Februery 26, without walting

lOna\ot the primery reasons for esteblishbing ARPA
was to head off the growing dlspute between the Army and
- Alr Force over the anti-missile missile, Conseguently,
ARPA immediately assumsed responsibllity for exlsting Alr
Porce and Army projects to develop an anti-mlgsile system.

29ne services were not heppy with this arrange-
ment, Primarily, they objected to ARPA because they felt
that the service which would use a weapon operationally
should also be responsible for its development, The Alr
Forece, feeling it was the most likely service to operate
in space, was particularly displessed. MNajor Ceneral
Bernard Schriever, head of the Air Force's Ballistic His-
gile Diviaion, expressed the Alr Force's.position when
he sald ARPA was not needed and would be & costly dupli-
cation of effort,
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for the President to forward his reorganization plan to
Congress, Representative Carl Vinson (D-Ga.); Chairman
of the House Armed Services Committee, and twb other come
mittee members, Leslie C. Arends (R.-Ill,) and Peul J,
Kilday (D~Tex.) introduced identical defense reorganizae
tion bills in the House of Ropresantativaa.l Instead of
increasing the power of the Secretary of Defense as the
President prqpéasd these bills would inerease the suthority
of the three aarvicsa.a

1., PFourteen of the twenty-nine under secretaries
and assistant secretaries in the Defense Department and
military departments would be eliminated, This would be
accomplished by abolishing the Assistant Secretaries of
Defense for Public Affairs, International Security Arraira;

lﬂause rules forbid multiple sponsorship of bills.
ﬁg:uvgii the rule is evaded by members introducing identi-
cal bills,

aFor a sunmary of these bills see U,3., Library of

Congress, Legisiative Reference Service, Digest of Public
General Bills, 85th Cong., 2d Sess., Final §auue-§§§8,

p. E=97. The bills introduced by Vinson, Arends, and
Kilday were not the first introduced during this session

of Congress, On January 7, Representative John D, Dingell
(D~tiich,) introduced a defense reorgenization bill in the
House, On February 3, Senators Prescott Bush (R-Conn,)

and Jacob K, Javits (ReN.Y.) introduced a joint bill in the
Senate., On the same day, Senator John S. Cooper (R-Ky,)
also introduced a bill on defense reorganization, which would
replace the three service secretaries with under secretaries
of defense and give the Secretary of Defense full authority
and control over the entire Defense Department, However,
there was little chance of these earlier bills becoming law.
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Health and Medical Affairs, and the General Counsel; merg-
ing the Assistant Secretary for Properties and Installa=-
tions and the Assistant Secretary for Supply and Logistics
into an Assistant Secretary of Defense for lMateriel Re~
quirements; and abolishing the under secretaries and two
of the four assistant secretaries in the Army, Navy, and
Alr Porce.

2. Of the 2,400 civilian employees in the office
of the Secretary of Defense, 1,800 would be abolished.

3. The authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
over unified commands would be strengthened by giving them
statutory authority to coordinate the operations of unified

commands, designate the geographic boundaries between these
commands, and assign forces to and withdraw forces from
these aommanda.

i+ Service chiefs would be authorized to delegate
administrative details to their vice chiefs which would
enable the chiefs to devote more of thelr time to Joint
Chiefs of Staff duties. ,

5. The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force would again become members of the National Security
Couneil,

6. The power of the Department of Defense Comp-
troller would be restricted by taking away his authority
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to supervise, judge, and control military justifications
for programs and requirements.

In a joint statement, the three representatives
said:

f The proposal is intended to provide a more streame (
lined organization by removing the administrative
confusion created by assistant secretaries, deputy
secretaries, deputies to the assistant secretaries

and assistants to the assistant secretaries that now
impede and gbatruat decision-malking by the Secretary

of Defense.

Since these bills differed in many respects from the
President's proposals and were backed by Representative
Vinson, 1& seemed that they would be a serious threat
to any plan President Eisenhower submitted to Congress.

It is not, of course, easy to resist the forces
that want to keep things as they are, The Navy, with
the powerhouse that it operates on Cepitol Hill, is
foremost among these forces.

Navy strategists are credited with inspiring the
latest maneuver intended to block any administration
plan of reorganization going bayand a mere tidying wp
of the present setup., This is the bill introduced by

lone New Ibr§ Times, February 27, 1958, p. 1. For
a good example of © letall to which assistant secretaries
went in the execution of their duties see the Department of
Defense Instruction entitled "Refuse Collection and Dispose

al" which was reprinted in U.S., Congress, Sengte, Gcmmittae
on Armed Services Eb

ring Deps :
sn@iun %et of l&ﬁé >th Gong., 2d S )50, PP.
8 uction outlined in dotnil how otten the narvioes

should collect garbage, how it should be disposed, the type
of equlpment ts use, and how to wash out garbage cans, for
example they "will be washed or cleaned bz the most econom-
ical and efteetive method to maintain satisfactory sanitary
conditions." In eddition, the services were required to
forward two coples of implementing instructions to the Assise-
tant Secretary of Defense for Properties and Installations.
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Chairman Carl Vinson of the House Armed Services Con-
mittee and Republican Whip Leslie Arends, the ranking
nminority member of that committes., . . .

The net effect, in the view of those who believe
that grsater unification is imperative, would be to
give the three separate services greater autonomy and
leave the secretary with less power than he has now,
The Vinson-Arends measure is credited by some to Sec=-
retary of the Navy Thomas S, Gates, Sr,

Vinson has never made any secret of his determina-
tion to keep the status quo in the defense department.
He sees red at any suggestion of authority concentrated
in a single chief of staff, Under the happy relatione
ship he enjoys with the Navy, his native Georgia has
besn generously sprinkled with naval largssse.

It is an old gawe the Navy has played often before,l

Representative Vinson has been a member of the
House of Representatives since 191l, longer than sny
present mewmber excepi Speaker Sam Rayburn, which makes him
a very powerful figure, He was Chairman of the old House
Naval Affairs Committee from 1931-1947, which were great
years for the Navy as it was then considered as Americals
first line of defense., Vinson has consequently been a i
loyal friend of the Navy for many years and has been
agalnst any proposal that would decrease the Navy's auton-
omy., After World War II, Vinson was one of the major
opponents of uniflecation and partly through his efforts
a strong, centralized Department of Delense was not
ereated in 1947. Since 1947, when the Naval and Military

liarquis Childs, "Nevy Ssid Stalling Effort to
Unify Armed Forces," The Oregonian (Portlend), March 9,
19580 Pe 31%'
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Affairs Committees were combined, Vinson has been Chair-
man of the Armed Services Comuittee whenever the Democratts
controlled the House, From this strategic position he 3
has usually come to the Navy's assistance whenever it was

' required and has been an cppr:ment_ of greater unification
primarily because of its effect on the Navy.

Vinson was not the only one to jump the gun on

the President. On March 2l, Senators Styles Bridges
(R-N.H.), ranking minority member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, and Mike Mansfield (D~Mont.) introduced
a bill in the Senate that was almost identical to those in-
troduced in the House by Vinson, Arends, and Kilday.

It should be mentioned that the . . . proponents
of this proposal are alike in peculiar attachment to
existing armed services,

Vinson and Bridges always have been known as
spokesmen for the Navy, due to huge establishments
of that branch in their states. And Arends' Illinois
and Mansfield's Montana are comparably lmportant as
seats of Army.and Air Force activities.

A concentrated defense authority could very well
start changing things around--for example, consoli-
dating the great number of presently overlapping Army,
Navy and Air Force tralning establishments, storage
bages and arms-manufacturing plants., Quite a few of
these greatly expensive establishments might be total-
1y dispensed with,l

During March the Administration was accused by

some congressmen of slowing down in its efforts to pre-

sent its defense reorganization plan to Congress at an

lviay Hayden, "Plan to Reshape Pentagon Hits Snag
in ?Engresa," The Oregonian (Portland), March 27, 1958,
Pe - .
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early date., As a result Senator Lyndon Johnson suggested
to Secretary McElroy that he present detalled reorganiza-
tional plans to the Senate Preparedness Investigating
Subcommitiee by April 2 and reminded McElroy that he had
told the subcommittee that he would have firm recommenda=
tions ready for Congress by the end of March., Johnson
added that the press had carried reports that there would
be no proposals and no changes in the Department of Defense
structure and addedt

The best response to an allegation of inaction is

always action. , . « I trust you will put at rest the
uneasiness that has been sngendered throughout the
country by the rumors and that you will be in a posi-
tion at that time to recommend the steps that are
necessary to reorganize the Defense establishment in
the interests of greater effliciency and oftgetivennsa
but without relinquishing civilian control,

President Elsenhower'!s popularity and prestige
were at one of their low'poiﬁta during March., As a result,
many people doubted that the President was in a strong
enough position to make a real fight for defense reorgani=-
zation., Besides the opposition in Congress, thers were
many people within the Department of Defense who did not
desire an increase in the Secretary of Defenset's authority
and, because of ties with old congressional friends, they

were in a position to hinder the President,

lrohnsonts remarks are in Aviation Week, March 2,
1958, p. 17. .
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Partly because "real unity in the defense estebe
lishment" would reduce the power over the Pentagon
of . « . congressional committees , , ., the Bridges-
Vinson bills have plenty of bi-partisan suwpport in
both houses, In short, if he wants to have his way,
the President is going to have to take on some of
the most powerful and determined men in Congress,
which he has always disliked doing, He will also
probably have to take a stronger and more controvere
sial stand than that recommended by his own secretary
of defense, something he also dislikes doing. . . »

The usual Pentagon process of erosion=-by-compromise
has also been going on. To judge by reports emerging
from a big Pentagon pow-wow held on Tuesday to draft
recommendations to the President, these recommendations
are likely to be pretty pallid, a mere scratching of
the surface of the problem,

In short, the Navy and the other powerful forces
f:ghting "real unity" in the Pentagon may have won the
ball game already, even before the President sends to
Congress the message on defense reorganization he has
promised. But that outcome is not yet certain.

For it is obviocus why soms of those close to him
- want the President to demand and fight for really
strong action., The issue makes an ideal battleground
for the President, since it is an i1ssue on which he
can speak with unquestioned authority.

What 1s more, the spectacle of the President
fighting hard for what he bellieves would do & lot to
restore his tattered prestige. In this sense the
issue far transcends in significance the matter of
how our defenses are or zed, For the course the
President takes will tell a lot about his state of
mind, As one of those most eager to see the Presi-
dent make a fight put 1t: "He's wobbled on so many
things, if he wobbles on this one he's finished."l

The Reorganization Message

In a reorganigation message to Congress on April

3, the President finally outlined his plan for reorgani-

zing the Defense Department. He did not "wobble" and

1Josoph and Stewart Alsop, "President Urged to

Make Fight on Unity," The Oregonian (Portland), March 31,
1958, p. 1.
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there was no compromise as had been predicted.l The
" President said:

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 prepara-
tory and organizetionel activity must conform to this
fect., Strategic and tactical plamning must be come
pletely unified, combat forces organized into unified
commands, each equipped with the most efficlent weapon
aystems that sclience can develop, singly led and pre=-
pared to fight as one, regardless of service. The
accomplishment of this result is the basle function
of the Secretary of Defense, advised and asslsted by
the Joint Chisefs of Staff and operating under the
supervision of the Commander in Chief. . . . :

Service responsibility and activities must always
be only the branches, not the central trunk of the
national securlty tree, The present orgenization
fails to apply thls truth,

While at times human failure and misdirected zeal
have been responsible for duplications, inefficiences,
and publicized disputes, the truth is that most of the
service rivalries that have troubled us in recent years
have been made inevitable by the laws that govern our
defense organization,

Parenthetically, I may observe that these rival-
ries, so common in the national cepitol, are almost
unlmown in the field, Here in Washington they usually
find expression in the services! congressional and
press activities which become particularly conspicuous
in struggles over new weaspons, funds, and publielty,
It 1s just such rivelries, I am convinced, that America
wants stopped. « «

No military task is of greater importance than the
development of strategic plans which relate our revolu-
tionary new weapons and foreco deployments to national
security objectives., Genuine unity is indispensable
at this starting point. No amount of subsequent coor=-
dination can eliminate duplication of deoetrinal con=-
flictes which are intruded into the first shaping of

- wilitary prograus, <

lﬁhe Proaidénh'a message is in U.S,, Congress,

House, Recormendaetions Relative to our Entire Defense
Egtablishment, DoEhGong., 20 Ses88,., 1958, House DoC. 366.
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The need for greater unity today is most acute at
two points-~in the O0ffice of the Secretary of Defense,
and in the wmajor operational commands responsible for
actual combat in the event of war.l

The President listed six specific areas in which

he felt revisions were essential,

1, We must organize fi & far es 1nte
oratidﬁil nmanas & =t are Qae
sgsigned a 88 ‘ULt cor
éz& stives.? —

The President sald each unifiled commander should have un=

questioned suthority over all units in his command and
that forces should be assigned to and removed from these
commands only by the Secretary of Defense, However, the
President emphasiged that this did not meen he desired

the services to be merged.

2. We must clear command ¢ ls so that orders
will proceed directi ?3"§§§%§gi Satal: Tres the
Commander in Chief end Secretary Of Defense.3

The President said this could be sccomplished by eliminat-

ing the service secretaries and chiefs from the chain of

operational command,
3., We must stre than §§% taflf
Qrfica 0. §§§ Eo re onae or&e E
“:r. cre Lar a%
ategic
ed

??f?nma ro e undI"'E“I;Ezgce EEE r::edan
of gﬁg ié% c§§§§§§

11p1d., pp. 1-5. ZIbid., p. 5.
31bid., p. 6. YIbvid., P. T
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The President said the Joint Chiefs of Staff should serve
as a staff assisting the Secretary of Defense in his dir-
ection of the unified command but should act only under
the authority and in the name of the Secretary. In regard
to the Joint Staff, the President said the committee system
should be discontinued and replaced by an integrated staff}
the statutory limit on its size should be raised or removed;
and the Chairman, instead of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
collectively, should assign its duties and appoint 1ts
Director., To ease the burden on the service chiefs, the
President said they should be allowed to delegate a major
portion of their service responsibilities to their vice
chiefs and their Joint Chiefs of Staff dutles should be~
come their principal duty. Finally, the Preslident saild
that the law providing that the Chairman have no vote
should be repealed,
L. We mnat centlnua th@ threo militery gigggg;
B T Rty e

The President said the service secretaries should be re=-

lieved of direct responsibility for military operations
and assist the Secretary of Defense by managing the vast
administrative, training, and logistics functions of their
services, In addition, the President felt that at least

11pb14., p. 8.
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one and perhaps two of the four assistant secretaries in
each service should be eliminated and the duties of the
remaining assistant secretaries should be determined by
the service secretaries rather than being fixed by law.

maatsiung%igﬁﬁgbreorsan%s:ﬁ%%ghresogﬁch;%g%bdoval -

Pest Gse of our selentIFIs snd teshooTosTosl Eruomhu.l
The President saild the Secretary of Defense's control over
research and development funds and organizaéian should be
complete and unchallengesble to ensure effective use of
availlable resources and to prevent unwise service compe=-
tition. To give the Secretary the caliber of assistance
he required, the President recommended that the new posi-
tion of Director of Defense Research and Engineering be
established in place of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Research and Engineering, He saild the Director's
salary should be equal to that of the service secretaries
end he should rank lmmediately after the service secre-
taries and above the assistant secretaries of defense,

The Director would act as the principal adviser

to the Secretary of Defense on scientific and technical
matters; supervise all research and engineering activities
in the Department of Defense, including those of the ARPA

11pia.

TR VA



96

and the Director of Guided Missiles; direct those research
and engineering activities that required centralized
management; and plan research and development to meet the
nation's overall military requirements instead of the more
limiteé requirements of each service, However, the Presi-
dent sald that most of the research aativitiéa already
under way in the services would remain there.

6. Ve t remove all doubts s to the full authe
ority of the Secretary of Defemse.r

The President said that defense appropriations should be
made to the Department of Defense rather than to the three
services,® He said this would go far toward stopping the
services from vying with each other for congressional and
public favor which had worked against unity in the Defense
Department.

The President said that Congress should eliminate
the provision requiring the services to be separately ad-
ministered and should give the Secretary of Defense authe

ority to transfer, reassign, abollsh, or consolidate

l1pia., p. 10.

awhz Secretary of Defense prepared the budget for
the entire Defense Department but Congress divided its
eppropriations among the military departments., The Secre=-
tary of Defense could withhold approval for expenditure of
these funds but could not transfer funds from one service
to another. This limited the Secretary's flexibility in
meeting urgent new situations unforeseen at the time appro=-
priations were requested.
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functions within the Department of Defense. He recommended
that the assistant secretaries of defense be empowered to
give appropriate instructions to the aervlcea; after spproe-
val by the SBecretary of Defense, subject to the right of
the service secretaries to appeal to the Secretary of De-
fense,

The Presldent said the Secretary of Defense should
be allowed to strengthen Defense Department supervision
over service legislative liaison and public affairs activie-
ties in order to remove one of the principal outlets for
service rivalries, He also said that before officers were
advanced beyond the two-star rank, or were assigned to
higher command or staff positions, they should demonstrate
the cepacity for dealing objectively--without extreme ser=-
vice partisanship--with broad national security matters.
Furthermore, the Secretary of Defense should be allowed
to esteblish procedures for the transfer of officers be=-
tween services, with their consent,

In conclusion, the President said his recommenda=
tions would move the country forward in many important

“ya L 5 J‘i

Sut—"

We will have better prepared our country to meetl
an emergency which could come with little warning.

We will have improved our military planning.

We will have accelerated decisione-making proces-
8¢e8,.

We will have effectively organigzed our defense pro-
grams in the ecrucial filelds of science and technology.

e
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We will have reumedied organizational defesets which
have encouraged harmful service rivalries.

We will have improved the overall efficiansy and
unity of our great Defense Establishment.+

i

The Prpaidant'a message to Congress contained his
overall plan for raoréanizing the Defense Deﬁartmsnt. Be=
cause of ihia hs ineluded eight changes in the message
which he considered as administrative procedures and thus
did not require legislative action, Consequently, the
following day, under his constitutional authority as Com=
mander in Chief, President Elsenhower directed that:

1. All combat forces in the Depertment of Defense
be organiged into unified commands directly under the Sec-
retary of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Staff,

2. The military departments be removed as the
executive agents for unified commends and that they cone
centrate on administration, training, and logistical
functions within the Defense Deparitment.

3, The Joint Chiefs of Staff serve as a staff to
assist the Secretary of Defense in directing the unified
commands, but with no authority to issue orders to unified
commanders except in the name of the seoretary of Defense.

e The Joint Staff committee system be discon-
tinued and that an integrated operations division be added

to the staff,

lrbid., p. 13.
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5. The Defense Department's budget estimate for
the 1960 fiscal year and therealter be prepared so as to
permit Congress to appropriate funds to the Defense De=-
partment rather than to the individual services,

6, The Secretary of Defense review the numbers
as well as activities of persomnnel in the services engaged
in legislative liaison and public affairs and transfer the
functions to a centralized agency.

7. The Secretary of Defense's principal assistant
for legislative llaison be a civilian whom the President
would recommend for appointument.

8. Officers be considered for promotion to top
ranks--that is, three-star and four-star--and assignment
to high command and staff positions only after they had
demonstrated, among obther things, the capacity for deal-
ing objectively~-~without service partisanship--with broad
national problems.

By ordering these changes into lmmedlate effect,
the President was able to start his reorganigation of the
Department of Defense without waiting on Gaﬁgresa to act.
Hauaver; many congressmen questioned the President's anﬁhQ
ority to make some of the changes but no 1mmadiate&naciun
was taken to stop the moves.

At his news conference on April 9, President
Eisenhower strongly defended his plan and gave further
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indication that he intended to fight for adoption of his
proposals, When asked if he was convinced that his plan
contained adequate safeguards against the Secretary of
Defense becoming a "czan" the President stated that the
Constitution itself contained these safeguards as he was
Commander in Chief of the armed forces and therefore out-
ranked the Secretary, and that Congress controlled appro=-
priations., In addition, he sald the Secretary was
dependent upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff for advice.
President Eisenhower sald there was always great horror
and alarm expressed when reforms were attempted and askeds:

How could anyone like the Secretary of Defense
suddenly accumulate and concentrate in one corner or
one spot the power to take over this Government and
not have the most terrific resction in this country
that has ever happened? And let's don't forget the
spiritual strength and the traditions of America.

The 1dea of making a czar out of anybody--usually
they have always tried to do it ebout a millitary man--
now they found that wasn't very profitable because,
when they look back over-history, they couldn't find
a single militery . . . man in modern history--not to
say American history, but in modern history, except
in certain of the . , « Latine-American countries, . « .

So they gave up that argument, and now they are
talking about a civilian as c¢zar., I don't see any
sense to it at all,l z

Asked how he planned on getting his plan through
Congress, since some very powerful congressmen were opposed

to it, the President said:

lTha New York Times, April 10, 1958, p. 18.
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I don't care how strong they are or how numerocus
they are. Here is something for the United States,
Here is something that is necessary. I would get . . .
onto the air as often as the television companies
would let me on., I would keep it up until I would
have the United States understanding that it is their
p:;kgtbook, first of all; more than that, it is their
safety. « + .

Now, these are two very great compelling reasons
in my mind., I don't care just who is agalnst this
thing. It just happens I have got a little bit more
experience in military organization and the directing
of unified foreces than anyone else on the active list.t

When asked how far a President should go in per=
suading individual congressmen to come around to his point
of view, the President answered:

Well, you do a great deal of that, of course, and
most of it off the record, because frequently you are
talking to people of the other party and you don't
want to embarrass anybody. But the President, mani-
festly, can't get around to the 531 people in this
whole Congress. He has to confine himself largely
to the people in the committees and in the leaderships.

But I would say thist I would not eliginate any
effort that I thought would be productive.<

On April 10, in his first mejor speech since tak-
ing office, Secretary McElroy expressed his viewpoints on
the President's reorganization plan in & speech to the
National Press Club in Washington. He sald that the pri-
wary need for reorganization was to put the Defense Depart-
ment on a wartime basis in order to reduce the reaction
time in the event of an enemy missile attack, He pointed

out that in every war during the past century the United

21pid.
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States had to change its military organization after war
started. He said this was no longer possible because
war would come, in the space age, too fast to permit the
traditional shift from a peacetime to a wartime organi-
zation and, therefore, the Defense Department should
operate on a wartime basis at all times and be ready to
react instantly to sudden attack,

During the talk McElroy attempted to conciliate
Congress by denying that the President's reorganization
plan would meke him a "ezar," set uwp a_?ruaaianwbype
general staff, create a single chief of staff, or asbolish
the traditional military services. In regard to one of
the most strongly opposed provisions of the plan, he said
that giving him greater control over defense appropriations
would not reduce congressional control over the purse
because he desired the power to transfer only a small
percentage (5-10%) of appropriations in order to achieve
greater flexibility to exploit sudden technological breake-
throughs.t

Frobably McElroy's most significent statements
were those concerning miiitary men who might publiely
express thelr disapproval of the President!'s plan, These

remarks seemed to be an advanced move to aéueleh any open

lhowever it should be noted that 10% of defense
appropriations was approximately $l billion.
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military rebellion against defense reorganization. When
asked how far he thought a military man could go in oppos-
ing the reorganization plan, without being insubordinate,
MeElroy stated:

I can see no excuse for military or cecivilian
members of the defense organization undertaking to
make public speeches in their official cspacities
in opposition to the program of their Commander in
Chief to strengthen the nationt's defenses,

On the other hand, officials of the department
are required when testifying before Congress to gilve
their personal judgments and opinions when asked for
them, Certainly I would expect each department wit-
ness to answer such questions frankly and fully in
the light of his professional knowledge and experience
and with consideration of his position as a member of
the defense organization which is commanded by the
President.

I would think that if a man of integrity and con-
science felt so strongly opposed to the basic policles
and programs of his organization that he could nof¥
effectively discharge his responsibilities, he would
8o gdvisa his superiors. I lmow that is what I would
do.

The Draft Bill

The preparation of a bill is essentially a strate-
gic phase of the legislative struggle. . ., . It 1s
not merely a method of recording policy or general
principles that have been previously formulated. It
is part and parcel of the process of poliecy formulation.
It is a job of formulating general principles in a
precise form and of making a long series of choices
between alternative methods of building upon them.
Moreover, bill drafting represents an lmportant act
of taking the initiative in formulating issues in a

lohe New York Times, April 11, 1958, p. 1.
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manner most consistent with onets own views and in-
terests. . . . The ability to draft effectively is
thus a vital element in the power picture. . . .
Bill drafting calls for more talents than ecan be
obtalned through abstract legal training, no matter
how excellent it may be or become. It calls for an
intensive Inowledge of administrative regulations,
Judiclal decisions, existing law, and other proposed
laws in the field where the work is being done., It
requires an understanding of the realitles behind the
legal forms; above all, it requires an ebility to
appralse the lineup of interests and the relative
strength of conflict pressures and to assist in
the formulatlion of basically political decisions.
It ecalls for flexibility and dexterity in the use of
language, both to convey meaning and, where necessary,
to avoid meaning; both to avoid emotional connations
and, where necessary, to arouse emotion, In short,
it calls for a wide range of talents and skills in
law, administration, economics, politics, and publie
relations,l

President Elsenhowert!s reorganization message to
' Congress was primsrily a sta&emont of his intentions and,
in a way, a "trial balloon." However, a proposal for
legislation has little meaning unless drafted into a bill,
Consequently, the effect of the Presidentts plan on the
Department of Defense depended primarily An the exact
phraseology of the legislation he sent to Congress.

On April 16, the President sent a draft bill to
Congress. In the accompanying letter he said:

The draft blll contains no provisions relating

to the appropriation of funds to the Department of

Defense, . . + I have directed that the department's
budget estimates for the 1960 fiscal year be prepared

larcss, op., eit., pp. 188-191.
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and presented in a form to provide the needed flexie
bility. Because this requires no change in law, the 1
problem ig not dealt with in the enclosed draft bill,

This statement indicated that the President had decided to
sidestep a fight with Congress on this issue and would in-
stead attempt to achieve his aims the following January
when the budget for the 1960 fiscal year would be submitted
to Congress.

The 1960 defense budget is to be drawn up so that
MeElroy will, in fact, be able to determine how the
LO billion dollars or more is to be spent among the
services, This is to be done by reducing the Army,
Navy, and Air Force to the status of "projects.," The
word "projects"™ is the key, since the secretary cur-
rently has authority to shirt funds from one projecte-
the reconstruction of a naval base, for example--to
another project,

This is, in short, a resourceful way of wrapping
up the 40 billion dollars defense budget so that, short
of tearing it completely apart, the congressional com-
mittees will have to take it on the President's terms.
The President is reported to have sald that if they do
try to tear his next defense budget apart, he will
simply refuse to accept Congress' own handiwork and
wi operate the Defense Department on deficit requests
which, in view of national security, the Congress could
hardly deny.

A defense budget, as it goes to the capitol, is
as thick as two or three metropolitan phone books.
Its very complexlty gives the executive branch a con-
siderable power.2

lohe New York Times, April 17, 1958, p. 10.

ZMarquia Childs, "Big Congressional Fight Due if
Ike Pushes Defense Plan," The Oregonian (Portland), April
1, 1958, p. 16. Deputy Secretary of Defense Donald A,
Quarles, in a speech to the American Society of Newspaper
Editors on April 18, noted three ways in which the Secre-
tary of Defense could be given more flexibility with
defense sppropriations. Congress could appropriate a
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Although the President did not publicize the fact,
his draft bill also contained one very important addition.
He inserted a provision that would repeal the right of
service secretaries and members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to present to Congress, on their own initiative; any
recormendation relating to the Department of Defense that
they deemed proper. This therefore was still another
attempt by the President to keep members of the Department

modest emergency fund to the Secretary for allocation,

at his diseretion, to new and unbudgeted projects; it could
grent & limited transfer authority to the Secretary so he
could shift funds between services up to, for example,

10% of total defense appropriations; or it could appro-
priate funds in larger categories so that there would be
greater flexibility for shifting funds within those cate-
gories, He sald these provisions could be used either
gingly or in combination.

On April 25, in a statement to the House Armed
Services Committee, Major General (retired) Otto Nelson,
representing the U,S. Chamber of Commerce, made still
another proposal for making defense appropriations. He
recommended that instead of making appropriations to the
Office of the Secretary of Defense and to the three ser-
vices they be made to the following categories within
the Department of Defenses Military Personnel, Construc-
tion of military facilitles, Research and development,
Procurement and production of military weapons and equip~-
ment, Maintenance and operations, and Departmental admine
istration. Nelson sald this would give the Secretary of
Defense greater flexibility without weakening Congress!
conbrol of the purse. .
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of Defense from opposing the Administration on defense

netters,t
At his news conference on April 16, President

Eisenhower sald that he did not intend to let military

leaders who opposed his plan get out=of-hand as they had

so meny times in the past during similar controversies.

When asked what he thought higheranking officers should

do if they felt they could not support his plan, the Presi-

dent sald:

A man has & duty to_sppear before a Congressional
committee . . . and [1f ] he is asked for his personal

convictions ebout enyt in the services, why, I
think he has en absolute duty to give those convice
tions.

But . . . public speasking or in other words,
epparently propagandizing . . . that is an entirely
different matter,

It would be only the attempt to show publicly
insubordination and deing it voluntarily, that would
be something that would require correction,?

The fight for defense reorganization, in many ways,
seemed to nerrow down to & personal battle between Presi-
dent Eisenhower and Representative Vinson. On April 16,
the day the President sent his draft bill to Congress,

11t 18 interesting to note that service secretaries,
although they are sppointed by the President and serve at
his pleasure, usually become as partisan as wmllitary men.
Consequently, the President probably felt it was just as
important to forbid the secretaries from going to Congress
as it was to forbid the service chiefs,

The New York Times, April 17, 1958, p. 20.
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Vinson made an hour-long speech in the House opposing most
of the President's plan.l He stated:

In effect, the President of the United States has
asked the Congress to merge the armed services into
one vast organization; he has asked Congress to sur-
render, to one man in the Pentagon, its constitutional
responsibilities to prescribe the basic rocles and mis-
gions for the armed services; he has notified Congress
that, notwithstanding the long legislative history to
the contrary, he has already directed the creation of
a supreme general staff; and he has further notified
Congress that he has directed the Department of Defense
to prepare its budget in such & form as to reduce the
congressional control over sppropriated funds for de~
fense purposes. In addition, the President has asked
that Congress concur in such overt steps that have al-
ready been taken even though such recommendations have
not been enacted into law,

I do not profess to be a military leader; I do
not profess to know the technical aspects of strategy
and tacties, but I do know that as one member of the
House of Representatives I shall fulfill the obliga=-
tions imposed upon me by the Constitution of the United
States with reference to our national security. . . .

Space ships, satellites and gulded missiles cannot
abrogate the Constitution of the Unlted States.

Scientific advances and technological progress
may frighten some people into unwise and hastlly cone-
sidered decisions, but I do not belleve they will
stampede the House of Representatives, the Senate,
or the American people.Z

Vinson then went on to criticlze each of the con-
troversial provisions in the President's plan.

His proposals in respect to the Jolnt Chiefs of
Staff would, if put into effect, destroy this sound,
effective and war-proven system in all but name. . . .

One of the truly great virtues of the Joint Chlefs
of Staff has been the manner in which 1t effects a

l?inaon'a speech is in U.S8., Congressional Record,
85th Cong., 2d Sess., 1958, CIV, pp. 35%5-5557. (Daily
Edition).

2Ibid.
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unity of planning and command, . . .

It is by this simple, but fundamental, device that
unity of authority and responsibility is effective, it
is the means by which the fatal theory of the "ivory
tower" is avoided.l

In regard to eliminating the gervice seeretaries
from the chaln of operational command, Vinson sgaids

The President, in effect, asks that the military
departments be relegated to housekeeping bureaus with
the superintendent in charge of housekeeping as the
head of each military department,

Thus, the message, for all practical purposes,
eliminates three civilian secretaries. By eliminating
these three civilian secretaries, we would enhance the
power of the Secretary of Defense to the extent that
the net result is greater concentration of military
control subject only to the mentel and physical capa~-
bilities of one individual secretary. If ever there
was an open invitation to the concept of the man on
horseback, this proposal is it.

Obviously, the Secretary of Defense cannot per-
sonally exercise such vest powers, His powers nust
be delegated. To whom will these powers be delegated?
The answer is obvious: ean increasingly powerful sup-
reme high command, the Joint Staff, The Secretary
will have nominal power. Actual authority will be
exercised by the Chairman and the super Joint Staff
whiech the reorganization would actually esteblish,
That is precisely the means by which the great German
General Staff controlled Germany., . . .

The concept of this staff system is unilateral
thinking at all costs, There can be no room for dis-
cussion, no room for debate, no room for service ad-
vocacy, no room for split papers. From this systen
will come complete merger, and undoubtedly an ability
to fight a war based upon a single concept.

The Secretary of Defense, in the future, will have
presented to him, not a choice of decislons, but only
unilateral decisions. The Congress will be told by
the military leaders of the future ons philosophy of
werfare and then will be asked to rubber-stamp it with
an appropriation. , . .

lrbia.
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If that one-sided thinking is wrongj; if the de-
cisions of that super staff and its single Chief
based upon a single concept are incorrectj if the
decisions for the Congress and the Secretary of De-
fense to make are narrowed to a yes or no on a single
viewpoint, end that decision 1s wrong, this nation,
and Christian civilization, will die.l

In regard to defense appropriations, Vinson said:

I know of no concept more dangerous to the security
of the United States than that which the President re-
commends in his message with respect to the appropria-
tion of funds. No Secretary of Defense has the ability,
the knowledge, the clairvoyance, the time, the strength
and the wisdom to assume the operational control of the
entire military establishment, . . .

I do not intend to be a party to any statute,
system or deviece which seeks to give the Secretary of
Defense complete control over the original appropria-
tion of funds 2s well as their ultimate disposition.

I am convinced that the collective wisdom of the
Congress of the United States supersedes the collec~
tive wisdom of the Secretary of Defense.2

Vinson concluded by saying:

T wish to make it clear that I am not casting any
aspersions on the present Secretary of Defense or any
individual. :

But laws are written for all men, not one man.

The good intentions of one Secretary and one President
do not guarantee the same intent in future Secretaries,
or future Presidents.3

The day after Vinson's speech, President Eisenhower

gave a speech to the Amsricaﬁ Society of Newspaper Editors
and the International Press Institute which was broadcast
nationwide over radio and television. As he had promised
at his April 9 news conference, the President made a fight-

ing attack against the opponents of his reorganization plan
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and most of hls talk seemed to be a rebuttal aimed directly

at Representative Vinsan.l

The President saild:

Unifled strategic plans, carried out in peace or
war under unified direction, presuppose that the dir-
ecting head, the Secretary of Defense~Joint Chiefs of
Staff mechanism, has sufficient authority over support-
ing activities to assure execution of the basic plans.
This I submit, is the sum total of unification., . . .

I find it hardly surprising that a defense revision
agitates partisans and traditionalists, Never hag it
been otherwise, whether we have gone from battleships
to carriers in the Navy, from piston englnes to jets in

- the Alr Forece, or from cavalry to armor in the Ary-=-
and, in all services, from TNT to nuclear weapons. . . .

But in the present situation it is more than grati-
fying to me to have the assurance that the convictions
of senlor civil and military leaders in all parts of
the Defense Department closely parallel my own., They
have cooperated loyally in designing the details of
the proposed reorganization,

Much of the eriticism we will likely hear, there-
fore, will probably be loudest and most bitter not
from responsible service leaders but rather from out-
side sources, These sources often resist military >
change far more vigorously than the services themselves.

In contrast to Vinson's speech, the President then
strongly supported each of thé controversial provisions in
his reorganization plan.

From some quarters it will be sald, for example,
that the changes I have discussed will merge our
traditional forces into a single armed service,

This is not so, . . .

It will also be said that a monstrous gensral
staff, usually called "Prussian"--I am always amused
when I hear that word, because I nearly always ask
the individual to explain it to me by telling me what
he thinks & "Prussian" general staff was. Few can do
it. In any event they fear that this monstrous staff
will threaten our liberty.

1The President!s speech is in The Wew York Times,
April 18, 1958, p. 8. - ke s

2Ibi.d.
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This is nonsense, . ., .

It will likely be said, in the same breath, des~
pite the obvious contradiction, that not a professional
militarz staff but the Secretary of Defense will be
made a "czar" who will overwhelm our liberty.

This, too, is not so,

We shall have neither military nor civilian
Gll.l'ﬂ. L * *

It will likely be said, in addition, that these
proposals will violate the responsibilities of Cone
gress, especially its power over the purse.

As I have sald, this is equally farfetched,

The Congress will keep, in every respect, its
full constitutional authority over the appropriation
of funds. But greater flexibility in defense spende
ing will result in greater efficiency, more responsive-
ness to changing millitary requirements, and more
economlical management of major defense programs,

Apprehensions such as these are at the least mise-
conceptions, At the most they are misrepresentations.
I repeate-there will be:

«=no single chief of staffy

~=no "Prussian® staff;

-=N0 CZar;

-=n0 ) 0=billion~dollar blank checl:; :

~=-no swallowing up of the traditional services;

=-no undermining of the constitutional powers of

Congress,l
In conclusion, the President saids

If the program which I so earnestly support and
believe in 1s adopted by the Congress:

There will be a stop to unworthy and sometimes
costly bickering,

There will be clear-cut civilian responsibility,
uified strategic planning and direction and completely
unified eombat commands.

There will be a stop to inefficiencies end needless
duplications encouraged by present law.

Thus we will meet our dual needs-~-safety end sole
vency., The Congress willing, we shall have maximum
strength, with minimum cost, in our national defense.®

As the battle shifted to the halls of Congress it
was spparent that the President's plan was destined to

lroid.  21bia,
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have a rough voyage because of considerable congressional
opposition to many of his proposals. However, President
Eisenhower could not have picked a better issue on which
to make a stand, as he still enjoyed enormous military
prestige as one of the greatest commeanders of World War II.

Even more important was the President's willing-
ness to fight for his plan. Since Jenuery thgra had been
a fundamental change In the President's concept of Presi=-
dential leadership and the constitutional separation of
powers, Previously, he had felt that a President should
merely propose leglslation and let Congress act upon 1t
freely, without resorting to executive pressurs. Now it
was evident that he no longer sdhered to this philosophy
and would exert es much pressure as was needed to get his
plan epproved., The inherent powers of his office provided
most of the meens.

Among these is a Presidentts ability to influence
congregsional action through the manipulation of pat=-
rongge, the allocation of Federal funds and projects,
and the handling of conatituents' cases in which mem~
bers of Congress are interested,. Still more important
is the power which he enjoys as leader of his party
and chief election campaigner and by reason of occupy=-

ing a strategic position for prgmnting broad coalitions
of social groups and interests.

lﬁroaa, op, eit., p. 102.



CHAPTER VI
CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

The legislative highway is neither short nor easy.
Rather it is o long, uphill grind over dangerous ter-
rain with booby traps and pitfalls all along the way.
Traffic congestion alone can mean protracted delays.
The number of twists and bends in the road is almost
endless, At every turn in the road action can be ;
held up by new points of view, new facts, new atbacks,
new grouping of forces, complex amendments, and alter-
native proposals., Moreover, the road may be blocked
by the opposition of a small minority of Senators and
Representatives in strategic positions., Sometimes
even a single member can completely stall the g?ogreas
of a bill either in committee or on the floor.

The President's reorganization plan was introduced
in the House by Minority Leader Joseph W, Martin (R-Mass.)
on April 162 and in the Senate by Senator Leverett Salton=-
stall (R-Mass.), ranking Republican on the Senate Armed
Services Committee, on April 21.3 These bills were lmmed=-
iately referred to the House and Senate Armed Services

lﬁrasa, op, eit., p. 175.

Zpnis bill (H.,R. 11958) is not generally avallable
but it may be found in Army, Navy, Alr Force Journal,
April 19, 1958, p. 11. % summary of the bill may be found
in Digest of Public Genersl Bills, op. cit., p. E-173.

BSae ibid., p. A=-73. It ig interesting to note
that while anyone can prepare a bill, only a Senator or
Representative can introduce a bill in Congress.
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Committees. However, Senator Richard B. Russell (D-Ga.),
Chairmen of the Senate Armed Services committee; decided
not to take any action on the blll referred to his com=
mittee wntil a bill had been passed by the House and

forwarded to the Senate for concurrence.
The House

The committee hearings outrank the floor sessions
of Congress--or, for that matter, the policy confer-
ence of any other government agency--in the sheer scope
and volume of public operations. They provide a means
through which members of Congress can educate theme
selves on the issues involved in a bill, They serve
as a clearing-house for information needed by all the
contestants in the legislative process. They provide
a springboard for propagandistic and pressure activities.
They serve as a testing ground on which preparatory
battles can be fought before a measure moves on to a
subsequent stage of committee decision. In the case
of major legislation it is usually impossible without
full and intensive hearings to produce a measure that
can stand up on the floor of Congress or prove its
value after enactment.

The House Armed Services Committee began its hear-
ings on defense reorganization on April 22.2 The first of
fifteen witnesses to appear before the committee was Secre-
tary of Defense Neil McElroy who was questioned extensively
for four days. Although he defended the President's plan,

1Grosa, op. eit., p. 284.
2
See U.8., Congress, House, Committee on Armed

Services, Hoar%ggl, Reorganizution of the Department of
Defense, 8 ong. , 5888, , .
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MeElroy conceded that under the plan the serviece chiefs
could theoretically be stripped c: their commands, although
he felt this was unlikely. Consequently, he agreed that
the committee should spell out what command functions the
chisefs would retain after reorganization was accomplished.
MeElroy also admitted that economy was not a major reason
for reorganizing the Department of Defense as the c¢ost of
new weapons was bound to inecrease defense expenditures in
the future regardless of how it was organized, He saild
the primary reason was to streamline the chain of opera-
tional command in order to improve the Department's
reaction time against enemy attack., :

Several members of the commlititee infoirmed McElroy
that they were greatly concerned about the possibility of
retaliation by the Administration against military leaders
who might testify against the President's plan during the
hearings. On this point, MeElroy repenb&d & stabtement he
had recently made--members of the Department of Defense were
free to testify frankly, without fear of retaliation, but
they were forbidden to publicly criticize the plan and
would be expected to fully comply with it after the reor=
ganization bill was enacted. McElroy also said that he
would not object if the committee eliminated the provision
in the President's plan that would repeal the right of ser=
vice secrotaries and members of the Joint Chiefa of Staff
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to appear before Congress with complaints on their own
initiative. He said this right, as far as he knsw; had
never been exercised and besides was not very important
anywey.

During the last day of his testimony McElroy,
without attaching any great significance to his statement,
agreed that some language in the President's plan was un-
necessarily broad. He said this had happeﬁod because
Department of Defense attorneys could not find legal
wording thet would remove ambiguities in the plan except
by the use of somewhat broad langusge. He sald he would
not object to more precise phraseology being substituted
because "our feet are not set in concrete on this." Con-
sequently, MeElroy agreed to let the committee rewrite
some parts of the bill if the substance and intent were
preserved., He concluded by saying: "If we can attain
our objectives by some other legislative language, there
is no reason why we should not be willing to consider al~
ternative ways of doing these things."?

The next day the newspapers claimed that MeElroy
had accepted major revisions in the President's plan, that
the administration had begun a well-ordered rétraat from
its original position, and that the stage had been set for

11b1a., p. 6156.

AR URAT
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a compromise with the hostile Armed Services Commltiee.
President Elsenhower, who at the time was vacationing in
Augusta, Georgie, was greatly dlsturbed by these news-
paper reports. Although the President sald he felt cer-
tain that MeElroy had not intended to imply that the
Administration was softening on its stand, he telephoned
MecElroy to confirm his bellefs, Later in the day, Press
Secretary James Hagerty ilssued the following statement
which he said the President had written himself:

This morning the President talked by telephone
with the Secretary of Defense, The subject was the
Defense Reorganization Bill and some news sbtories
implying that the Secretary of Defense was willing
to compromise the objectives sought in the Defense
Reorganigation Bill which the President personally
sent to Congress,

While the Secretary of Defense properly has not
iansisted on rigld adherence to words and phraseology,
he has confirmed to the President that no changes in
the meaning of sany feature of the modernization pro-
gram has been implied by any testimony of his. Both
the President and the Secretary are agreed that there
can be no compromise on--or retreat from--the essen-
tisls of this legislation.l

Secretary McElroy also issued a statement to the

presss

I dontt think there is any reason to say that
there is only one way to express the legislation that
is needed in order to sccomplish the results that dre
needed. . . « We are not wedded to language i there
is substitute language which will be equally success=-
ful in achieving the stated goals of the President.

T am confident that the committee understands my posi-

tion,.2

lone New York Times, April 27, 1958, p. 1.

2ryia., p. k3.
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General Nathan F,. Twining; Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, who followed MeElroy as a witness, said
he was 100% behind the President's plan. Twining said
that the changes requested by the President smounted only
to "tidying up the law" but admitted that it would increase
the stature of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and that practically all of the nation'!s cowbat units would
evenbtually be placed in unified ecmmanés. Twining further
sald that he would like to lay to rest forever any thought
that the President's plan would lead to an organigzation
similar to the Garﬁan General Staff, He then read a
speclally prqpéred paper containing an excellent summari-
zation of the German General Staff and the misconceptions
that meny people had In regard to such a staff,

Those who oppose the coneept of greater unifica-
tion in the United States Defense Establishment argue
that a single military staff designed to coordinate
the activities of all United States armed services,
would ereate in the United States a counter-part of
the notorious German General Staff of World War I and
World War II. This, the argumentation continues, is
patently evlil because German sggression in those wars
was the inevitable result of the predominence of the
single German General Staff which, by establishing
control over all the armed services, was able to lead
Germany down the road to military dictatorship and
ruinous wear., The same kind of organization would, as
it had in Germany, create in this country national
militarism which would be likely to lead the Nation
down a comparably disastrous road,

It is also asserted that defeats which befell
Germany in World Wars I and II were largely due to
the inflexible kind of military thinking which is
characteristic of a single General Staff, If the
United States were to adopt such an organization, our
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Military Establishment would be characterized by com=
parable inflexibility and iInefficiency. We defeated
Germany with a Joint Chiefs of Staff system. . . .

Our Werld War II victory, it is asserted, is proof=-
poaitive that the Joint Chiefs of Staff system is more
efficient than the single General Staff system which
carpied Germany down to defeat.

These assertions regarding the evils and dangers
of a single General 3taff of the Prussian or German
variety are based uwpon a fundamental historical inace
curacy.

Germany did not have a single General Staeff for
her asrmed services in World War I. The German Army
and the German Navy were completely independent, and
no staff existed to coordinate thelr efforts, It was
to a large extent due to the failure of Germany to
coordinate its Army and Navy efforts that CGermany
failed to achleve a quick victory in World Wer I.

At the beginning of World War II Hitler exercised
control over three entirely independent, and uncoor-
dinated military services , . . through a small
personal staff coumposed of Army, Navy, and Alr Force
officers. . « « The individuals on this small persone-
al steff of the German dictator were picked not for
thelr military knowledge, but because of their loyalty
to Hitler and to the Nazi party.

The historical evidence 13 elear that there was
in Germany no pretense toward unified staff control of
the three armed services during either World War I or
World War II, The Germans never established a unified
command structure at any echelon below Hitler, and his
personal stalf advisers, . . .

There was, of course, a German CGeneral Staff during
World War I and World War II. This staff, however, was
an Army staff only, and in neither war did 1t have any
responsibility for overall interservice coordination.
Undoubtedly, the CGerman Army Genersal Staff was in many
respects charescteristiec of German militarism, Through-
out 1ts history the Gensral Staff served as a loyal and
highly effective military instrument at the personal
disposal of the Chief of State., It knew no civilian
control other than the Chlef of State himself., Its
permanent corps of officers tended to lose contact
with problems in the field, and, as a result, was fre-
quently guilty of inrlexibility and autocratic methods,
Yet, despite these faults, it was a highly efficient
military organigation, which was in large measure res-
ponsible for the amazing successes of the German Army
in both world wars. Had there been a similar organiza-
tion coordinating all the efforts of all the German
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armed forces in World War II, there is solid historl=
cal evidence that many of the most serious German
nilitary mistakes, for which Hitler and hls small
group of personal advisors were responsible, would
never have been made, and the course of World War II
would undoubtedly have been far different than it
was; ultimate Allied viclory could have been far

less certain, . «

As to the denger which a general staff system
poses to national civilian institutions of govern=-
ment, 1t should be pointed out that far from the
German general staff taking over the German Govern=-
ment prior to World War II, it was Hitler who tookl
over the Germen general staff and the German army,

As the hearings progressed some members of the

House became irritated by Vinson's incessant interroga-
tion of Department of Defense witnesses. On April 28,
Representative Perkins Bass (R-N,H,) charged that Vinson
himself wes a "czer" and that the President's plan had
been improperly referred to a hostile commiétee which had
already prejudged it. The next day, Representative Frank
Osmers (R-N.J.), & member of the Armed Services Committee,
charged that committee members spent one-third of thelr
time trying to solve a "whodunit," one-third trying to
prove the bill made no substantive changes in existing
law, and one~-third arguing that its passage would ruin

the country.z

aThe "uhodunit" charge was in reference to Chaire

man Vinson probing General Twining to find out if the
Joint Chiefs of Staff haed considered the President's plan
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After General Maxwell Taylor, Army Chief of Staff,
testified in favor of the President's plan, two military
leaders who did not favor the plan éppsarad before the com=
mittee, The first of these was Admiral Arleigh Burke,
Chief of Naval Operations. Burke said he agreed with the
intent of the President's plan, but that he had misgivings
about virtually all of %hs major provisions as they were
written.l He said the language in the bill would permit
a future Secretary of Defense to exceed the President's

-

among themselves prior to its submission to Congress.
Twining admitted they had not, but said they had given
their views to Secretary McElroy individually. He said
they had not discussed it together because he feared

there would be a leak and he did not want it to come from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Vinson had also interrogated
Charles Coolidge, McElroy's Special Assistant for Reorgani-
zation, who had drafted most of the Administrationts bill,
to find out who had added the provision that would.abolish
the right of service secretaries and members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to bring their complaints to Congress on
their own initiative. Coolidge explained this provision
had been added after the Department of Defense sent the
bill to the White House, but said he did not know who added
the provision. The second charge referred to the comments
of some commlttee members that no changes in existing law
were necessary as the Secretary of Defense already had the
power to make most of the changes requested by the Presi-
dent. The third charge referred to claims that the Presi-
dent's plan would allow the creation of a single chief of
staff, which would lead to military dictatorship.

lwhia was a very effective way of opposing the
President's plan. Agreeing with a plan in principle means
very little when objections are made to almost all of its
ma jor provisions.
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intent, He then repeated all of his, and the Navy's,old
fears-~the bill would allow the abolition of neval avia-
tion end the Marine Corps and permit the formation of a
large, sll-powerful general staff over the armesd services
which would lead to military dictatorship.

The next day General Randolph Pato, Commandant of
the Marine Corps, sald he swupported the general aims of
the President but strongly opposed certain measures of the
reorganization plan, He particularly objected to the proe
vision whlch would give the Secretary of Defense the suthe
ority to transfer or abolish functions in the Defense
Department as he felt some future Secretary might use this
power %o abolish the Marine Corps. In general, Pate sald
he preferred more decentralizaetion rather than more cene
tralization in the Department of Defense,

The next three militsry witnesses, General Thomas
White, Alr Porce Chlef of Staff, and the two former Chair-
men of the Joint Chlefs of Staff, General of the Army Omar
Bradley and Admiral (retired) Arthur Radford, all strongly
supported the President. Then on May 6 President Eisenhower
received very strong and unexpected support from Represen-
tative Clarence Cannon (DeMo.), Chairman of the House
Appropriations Committee, During a l;8-minute speech on
the Hougse floor, Cannon saids

Who is better qualified, in training, experience
and capacity than Genersl Eiaenhsvar. . 5 u b BAY,
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at times, presume to differ with him on agricultural
matters because I am a farmer and he is not. But
when 1t comes to military affairs . . . he is a Gen-
eral--and I take off my hat to him with heartfelt
alacrity.

And what about the obtuse Admirels, who like the
Bourbons never forget and never learn--never forget
how the last war was fought end never learn how to
fight the next war., . . . Rather than collaborate
with the Army or the Alr Force the Navy has always
insisted on establishing its own facilities, and has
deliberatelg duplicated military facilities et a
waste of billions of tax dollars. The Navy insists
on constituting 1tself as an entire and complete de-
fense department., . . . It duplicates every function
of the entire Defense Department., . . .

The President asks for this legislation and Cone
gress should pass 1t and start this reasonable,
gensible, long-delayed, much~-needed revision at the
earliest date possible. And yet every conceivable
zpeaies of propaganda imaginsble is being used against

t‘ - * L3

This is not an academic discussion, A thousand
years of civilizetion weigh in the balence, , . . It
is high time we put an end to this insane bickering
between the services, eliminated blllions of wastage
and begin to develop sufficient military strength to
keep us out of war,

Thls support, from such a powerful representative,
was a good indication that the President's strenuous cam=
paign in support of his reorganization pian was beginning
to bear fruit., Consequently, he began exerting all the
pressure at his command on the Armed Services Committee.
The President asked for support of his plan in an address
to the annual meeting of the U.S., Chamber of Commerce, in
& talk at a Republican Party dinner, and in statements at

1U.S., C easional Record, 85th Cong., 2d Sess.,
1958, CIV, Mey G, 5553, PP. 7201-7303, (Daily Edition).
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his weekly news conferences, In addition, he wrote a per-
sonal letter to some 200 of his business friends soliciting
their support. In this letter, the President said:

Because of your business experience, 1t seems to
me that you may be particulerly impressed by an anale
ysis suggested to me lately by a good friend who heads
one of our great corporations. He suggested that
present operations within the Department of Defense
are similar to a corporate operation that would per-
mit each important subordinate to report separately
and independently to the board of directors, by-passing
the chief executive (officer) entirely. This, of
course, would be completely unworkabls; it could
hardly be tolerated long because tough competition
wlith better organized units would soon produce a
profit and loss statement that could spell disas~
ter L] . - -

If this little comparison with corporate practices
appeals to you as helpful in sppreciating the crying
need for defense modernigation, I hope that you and
others will find 1t useful in awakening the public to
the grave seriousness of this matter,l

Probably because of the increasing Presidential
pressure, Chairman Carl Vinson, on May 12, abruptly halted
the Armed Services Committeel's public hearings and the
committee began drafting a bill in executive sassion., How~
ever, two committee members, Charles 8, Gubser (R-Cal,)
and Leon H. Gavin (R-Pemn.), protested that Vinson had
refused to let representatives of the American Legion and
the U,8. Chamber of Commerce, and Generals Alfred M,

Gruenther and Lucius D, Clay, all strong supporters of the

lThe President's letter was reprinted in The New
York Times, May 12, 1958, p. 15. ‘
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President's plan, give public testimony. Vinson re jected
their compleint and sald he felt the committee had suffi-
clent information and that there was no point in "rehashing
the same line of testimony." However, for what it was
worth, he did sgree to accept written statements for the
record,

Looking beek over the House hearings one is ime-
pressed by the manner in which the testimony of
Defense Depertment witnesses was organized and chaper-
oned., . « « Witnesses were provided with little black
loosa=leaf books of sbout 120 pages, contalning backe
ground data, 1,0 pages of questions and enswers, and
numerous quotations from leaders in Congress end the
Defense organization in suppert of the ildeas in the
President's plan,

Memorandum were circulated throughout the Depart-
ments telling prospective witnesses that the Secretary
of Defense considered them "personally responsible for
insuring that they completely understand the Departw
ment of Defense position or policy on the point or
points upon which they expect to testify." If they
are uncertain, the letter sald, thag should make
arrangements for a briefing by the “appropriate agency"
in the O0ffice of the Secretary of Defense, This memo-
randum =ald that "while not attempting to restrict
the testimony of a Service witness, the Secretary of
Dofense urges that if the witness can in good con-
science support the views of the Department of Defense
he should do so."

Another memorandum to witnesses sald that the
trenagcript of their testimony would be read by a
"working task force"™., . . . Suggested revisions were
to be returned to each witness, but the "revisions
should be looked upon simply as suggestionsj if the
witness does not agree with the uuggested changses,
they should be deleted and ignored.

Thus, whils witnesses were told they could speak
theilr mind, the implied pressure for conformity was
atrong,

1

) ﬁZ%I’ Havg, Air Force Journal, June 7, 1958, ».
10, A speclal unlt was esta the Pentagon to
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On May 16, the Armed Services Committee unanimous-
ly epproved a compromigse reorganization bill that gave the
President most of what he had requested.l The major changes
made in the President's plan weret

i, The Secreéary of Defense was given authority
to abolish, transfer, or reassign service functions, ex~
cept major combatant functions, thirty days after notifying
Congress of his intent, The Secretary was given authority
to abolisgh, trensfer, or reassign major combastant functions
only if Congress did not pass a disapproving concurrent
resolution within sixty days after receiving notice of the
contemplated change. Under the committee's bill, a funce-

tion became a major combatant function whénever a member

assigt defense offiecials who were scheduled to appear be-
fore the Armed Services Committee, This unit was headed
by Robert E. Holt, Executive Assistant to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Supply and Logistics and included
two representatives from each service, The unlt tried to
enticipate the questions committee members might ask and
prepared answers to these questlons., In addition, when
officials were asked by the committee to prepare written
answers to their questions, this unit produced the reports
that were submitted. In order to achleve elose coordina-
tion with top officials, Holt reported three or four times
a day to Oliver M, Gale, Special Assistant to Secretary
MeElroy., Gale later denied that the unit was engaged in
propaganda, He sald it was only a research group for the
convenience of defense officials, BSee Jack Reymond
"Speeial Unit Aid Defense Revision," The New York Times,

May 10, 1958, p. 8.
1

See U.S,, Congress, House, Department of Defense
gegiganiantgon Act of 1958, 85th Cong,, 2d Sess., 1950,
‘ep » *
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of the Joint Chiefs of Staff disagreed with a proposed
change in functions, The President had requested that
the Secretary of Defense be given authority to make these
changes after giving Congress thirty days notice, This
was rejected because a proposed change in functions could
be prevented only by ean act of Congress, which the Presie
‘dent could veto, This meant that in order to maintain an
existing law it might be necessary for Congress to raise
a two-thirds majority to pass another law to protect its
previous action., The House was concerned about this pro=-
vision because of its effect on Congress'! constitutional
authority to define the roles and miasioﬁs of the services,
If the Seeretary of Defense could chenge funetions at his
discretion congressional authority would be greatly weak-
ened,

2. The committee repealed the provision in existe
ing lew that stated that the military departments had to
be "separately administered," but this was of little sig-
nificance because the committee instead required them to
be "separately organized." 1Instesd of the Secretary of
Defense exercising his authority through esssistant secre=
taries of defense as requested by the Presidernt, he was
required to exerecise his authority through the service
secretaries, The committee felt that the Department of
Defense wes too large an organization to be coupletely
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centralized under one sscretary and thet i1f the service
secretaries were to be held réspanaible for thelr organi-
zation, the Secretary of Defense should act through them,
If this was not done, the committee felt that the chain
of command would be ambiguous and would meke the position
- of the service secretaries untensable,

3. The commlttes refused to repeal the provision
in existing law that gave service secretaries and members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the right to come to Congress
with cu@plaints on thelr own initiative., The committee
felt it was essential to retain this provision in order
for Congress to get the information it required to exer-
cise its constitutional power to provide for the national
dorensg.

Imnediately after the committee's action, Presie
~ dent Eisenhower seht Chairmen Vinson thé following lettert

I have just been shown your committee's revision
of the defense reorganigation legisletion., . . . From
a guick resding I have these impressionst

First, on the whole the bill clearly reflects con=
structlve efforts to correct the main difficulties
which have troubled our Defense Establishment in recent
years, I congratulate you and your comnmittee colleagues
for the progress made toward developing a sound defense
structure.

Second, by and large the bill seems to deal posi-
tively with every major problem I presented to the
Congress, :

Third, in certain respects--two quite importante=
I believe that changes would make the committee'!s re=-
vision elearer in intent and more clear cut in effect
within the Defense Department, and therefore would
result in greater depertmental and operational



130

efficiency, I am requesting a member of staff to
give you my views on such items. I hope this language
will be sultably adjusted on the House floor.l
The two changes requested by the President were:
1., That the Secretary of Defense not be required
to exercise nis authority through the service secretaries,.
2, That the Secretary be allowed to abolish,
transfer, or reassign functions unless Congress forbade
the change within thirty days after recelving notice of
a proposed change,
Most committee members accepted this letter as
a commendation for their work and therefore expected little
or no opposition from the Administration when the bill was
presented to the House for approval. Consequently, on May
23, the committee considered and then re jected the Presi~
dent's request to revise the bill, However, on May 28,
the fresidont again let it be known that he would not be
satisflied with the committee's bill unless 1t gave him
all that he had originally r;qusated. In a public state~
ment, the President strongly objected to three provisions
in the bill and urged the House to delete tThem.

Three provisions of the reported bill directly
conflict with the reorganization I proposed to the

Congress.
These three provisions continue to emphasize

1The President's letter is in House Report 1765,
22= ciﬁo. po 6. -
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disunity and separation within the Defense Departument.,
They continue to imply Congressional approval of waste=
ful rivalries.

I have had convincing evidence that Americans
everywhere favor a thorough going reorganization of
the Defense Department, The committee has acted come
mendably on most of the needed changes, But in deal-
ing with our defense establishment, pretty good is
not good enough, end goling part way is not golng far
enough,

America, having started on this reorganization,
wants the job dons right,

I earnesatly hope . . . that the changes needed
for an effective reorgenization will be made by the
House o{ Representatives when this bill comes up for
debate,

In regerd to the provision that required the Secw
retary of Defense to exercise his authority through the

service secretaries, the President saild:

this | language 1s best described as a lepslized

ottl;Leck. It constricts the authority of the Sec-
retery of Defense; puts a premium on intransigeance
by low Pentegon levelss blocks normel staff processes}
faile to express the intent of the committee as exe
plained in ite report; will , ., . cause "sdministra-
tive chaos® if fully implemented.2

In regard to the provision that gave a member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff the right to declare a function

& major combatant function, the President sailds

[this]] language is best described as the "Evaﬁfmaa's
out of step but me® provision, It vests astonis

euthority ene military man without regard to the
views of his milltary colleagues, the Secretary of
Defense, the President and the Congress; allows one
military man to hold wp defense lmprovements for many

lmhe New York Times, May 29, 1958, p. 8.

2rbig, '
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months and perhaps block them altogether; subordinates
civilian judgment, authority, and responsibility; re=- 1
pudlates councept of flexibility of combatant functlons.

In regard to the provision that gave service sec=-
retaries and members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the right
to appeal to Congress on their own initiative, the Presie
dent said:

[this]] language is best described as leg%%iaeé'g%?ubv

ordination, It invites Inbterservice rivalries; invites
ordination to the President and Secretary of De=

fensej endorses the idea of disunity and blocking of

defense modernizationj suggests that Congress hopes

for disobedience and interservice rivalries; is Euﬁ

cencgpt, bad practice, bad influence within the Penta-
Bon.

Conmittes memberswere shocked by the President's
bitter criticism, Representative Melvin Price (D-Ill.ir
laid the blame for the President's attitude on Waite House
political advisers and said: «

It is amazing that he could make This statement
after congratulating us in his eariler letter on the
constructive work we had done, The ounly conclusion
I can vreach is that the Presldent does not know what's
in the bil11.3 ;

The Armed Services Commlttee, in spite of the
President's remarks, took no further action on the bill
as it had“already considered at great length and unanie-
mously passed the provisions that the President opposed.
However, on June l, Representative Joseph Martin, House

Minority Leader, announced he would offer amendments to

lrpid. 2Ibid, ~Ibid., May 30, 1958, p. 9.
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reshape the reorganization bill more to the Presidentts
liking when it reached the House floor, A4z a eempremiso
he proposed that: |

1. Instead of requiring the Secretary of Defense
to exercise his authority through the service secretarles,
his orders would go through assistant secretaries of
defense to the services, but only when this authority was
specifically delegated by the Secretary of Defense,

2, Functions in the Department of Defense would
be considered as major combatant functions only if two or
more members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff jointly opposed
a change in functions, after which Congress would have
forty-five days in which to act.

3. The right to take service problems to Congress
would be granted only to members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff instead of to both the chiefs and service secretaries,

On June 11, Representative Martin held a party
caucus and told Republican members of the House that any-
one who did not support the President when the reorganiza-
tion bill ceame before the House would find themselves "out
in the cold" at the White House, This pressure succeeded
in shattering the solidarity of the Armed Services Committee
as most Republican members of the committee amnounced they
would support the President's request to amend the bill.
This led Democrat members of the committee to charge that
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the President had turned the issue of national defense
into a political power struggle., Representative F. Edward
Hébert (D-La.) complained that:

I would have to be awfully naive and totally blind
not to see what is happening here today, and 1t is a
sad day . . . for this country when the Committee on
Armed Services is plunged into partisan politics. . . .
But I wonder where is this heat and where is this
pressure coming from, I wonder who is generating and
financing these hundreds of thousands of letters which
are pouwring into our offices each day by overlords of
industry and by gilants of business who speak with such
autgority on a bill they have never seen and never
Nav . * L d L

Let us ignore this oppressive heat. Let us ignore
these propaganda phrases which are being passed down,
and come to a firm decision which has been made by 37
goni tried and true, with full lmowledge of their

usiness,

Chairman Vinson claimed it was the first time in his forty-
four years of service in Congress that an issue inveolving
national security had become a subject of partisan politics.
Nevertheless, he urged Democrats to vote for the bill or
its amendments solely on their merit. Represenbative Kilday
said he harbored no bitterness toward Republican committee
members who deserted Vinson because he knew they had been
"under merciless political pressure® to do so.

When the Defense Reorganization Bill came up for
consideration the next day, Republicans offered the com-
promise amendments proposed by Martin for each of the

LGongressional Record, op. cit., June 11, 1958,
pp. 9815~ v
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three provisions in the bill which were opposed by the
President., However, each amendment was re jected, The
first was defeated 183-170, the second 123-97, and the
third 150-82, After this, all three amendments were pre=-
sented together end Republicans tried to get the House
to send the bill back to the Armed Services Committee
with instructions to write the amendments into the bill,
This proposal also was defeated 211-192,%1 Finally, after
it was evident that the amendments had no chance of
passing, the original committee bill was approved uoz~1.2
So ended the campaign in the House, Now the whole
process had to be repeated in the Senate,

The Senate

The Senate Armed Services Committee, headed by
Senator Richard B, Russell, began its hearings on defense

1 ;

See the Congressional Record eit., June 12
1958, pp. 986-98LT. !ﬁIa vote was a'gggé'Iﬁalaatian of
the effectiveness of Presidential pressure. Of the 211
Representatives voting against adopting the amendments,
only 15 were Republicans while 172 of the 192 Representa-
tives voting for adoption were Republicans,

2pnis bill (H.R, 12541) is in U.S., Congress,

Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Hear Departme
of Defense Reorganigation Act of 1958, 85%% sang., 24 Sess.,
7005 PPe d=7.
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reorganization on June 3.7.l ‘Secretary of Defense Neil
McElroy was the first witness and he was questioned for
two days. HeElroy sald he felt that the Senate should
make the changes in the House bill requested by the
President.

1, He sald the provision requiring him to oper-
ate through the service secretaries would weaken hils
authority and impair efficiency in the Department of
Defense because as long as thére was a provision in the
law on which the service secretaries could predicate 2
claim of sutonomy they were likely to exerclse 1t.2

2. He said he needed the authority to transfer
or abolish functions in order to eliminate overlap and

duplication in the Department of Defense and that the

1Soa U.8., Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed

Servicsg, Hearings, Department of Defense Reorganization

gAt one point during McElroy's testimony, Senafor

Russell suggested that eliminating the service secretaries
and replacing them with under secretaries of defense might
be an easy way to streamline and coordinate the Department
of Defense., McElroy said this was an attractive idea but
it had been considered and rejected because it would be
difficult to get able men to head the military departments
if they were denied the more prestigeous title of secre-
tary. In regard to this remark it should be noted that
each of the military departments is larger than any other
executive department in the federal govermment. Conse=-
guently few men would accept such responsibility without
receiving a comparable title.
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eleborate procedures passed by the House were actually more
restrictive than exlsting law and could delay important
action for months,

3, He said the provision allowing a single member
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to determine when a function
was a major combatant function gave unprecedented power
to a single individual, established en effective military
veto over cilvilian control, and encouraged dissengion
among members of the Joint Chlefs of Staff,

. He said the provision allowing members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to appear before Congress on their
own initiative tended to undermine necessary administra-
tive loyalties and foster interservice rivalries and
disunity.

V 5, He said he desired greater authority for the
assistant secretaries of defense because his policies had
to be carried out through someone with delegated authority
because it was impossible for the Secretary of Defense to
run the department alone.

Chairman Russell, however, did not agree with most
of McElroyt's recommendabtions and said he felt the House
bill would probably be adopted by the Senate with perhaps
a few minor adjustments. He sald the Secretary of Defense
already had all the power he needed to effectively admin-
ister the services and that administrative wealmesses and
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poor leadership, not existing law, were the causes of any
inefficiency or inadequacy in the operation of the Depart-
ment of Defense. In regard to interservice rivalries, he
said the Secrebtary could easily keep order by dismissing
any subordinate who "dragged his fest" or disobeyed an
order,

On June 19, Admiral Burke appeared before the
committee, He said he felt the House bill was satisface-
tory, He said he did not object to the provision in the
bill that required the Secretary of Defense to operate
through the service secretaries or to the provision giving
a2 member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the right to deter-
mine major combatant functions. In regard to the Presi-
dent's third objection, Burke sald it was of little
signifieanco.

If I felt that the security of this country were

involved, then it would not make any difference to
me whether the provision was in the law or not., I
would feel it was my duby to protest until I was
heard,l

As would be expected, Secretary McElroy was not

too pleased with Burke's testimony, On June 21, while

-

- id., p. 120, General White, who preceded
Admiral Burke as a witness, agreed that this provision
was of little importence, He said if he felt he had to
go to Congress with a complaint he would resign first and
then appear as a civilian. However, he supported the
President's request for changes in the House bill.
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holding a short news conference at Quantico, Virginia,l
McElroy was questioned by reporters about the pressure
being exerted on military leaders to force them to con-
form with the Administration's position on defense
reorganization., McElroy answered:

I don't see how a service chief can fall to be
aware of the strong interest of the Presldent about
these amendments. It seems to me 1t would be wery
difficult for a chief or for me to be unaware that
the President is Commander in Chief and that he wants
these amendments,

The chief should make his own decision about his
testimony in the light of that fact.2

When asked about Burke'!s testimony before the Senate Armed
Services Committee, McElroy remarkeds

I am disappointed in him, regard it as regrettable.
I think he is a fine officer, I am sorry he is mis=-
taken in this respect.3

When asked about Burket!s future, lMcElroy said he had no
plans to change his po;itien, but that he was not the
only one responsible for his future, evidently referring
to possible action by the President.

Most of the reporters interpreted lMcElroy's com-

ments a8 a rebuke and as a result the next morning the

lﬁﬁﬂlroy was attending the annual conference of
gome 175 higheranking military and civilian defense offi-
ecials which was held at the Marine Corps School from June
20-22, Admiral Burke also was present at the conference.

e New York Times, June 22, 1958, p. 1.
31bid.
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newspaper headlines exclaimedt "McElroy Rebukes Burke,”
Later that day McElroy denied that he had rebuked Admiral
Burke and in an attempt to end the furor caused by his
remarks he issued the following statement:

It has been suggested that at a press conference
yesterday my response to questions relating to Admiral
Burkets testimony before the Senate Armed Services
Committee constituted a rebuke to Admiral Burke., This
is incorrect. The Secretary can be disappointed, and
he can regret parts of an officert!s testimony without
it being anything more than that.l

However, this statement did not satisfy Chairman

Russell, He said, on June 23, that McElroy's remarks

were in direct conflict with his promise that military
leaders would be allowed to testify freely at the come
mittee's hearings.

Secretary McElroy's weekend statement rebulking
Admiral Burke for his. testimony before the Senate
Armed Services Committee 1s startling proof of the
necessity for retaining the law assuring Congress
of the right to receive the unbiased professional
judgment of our military leaders.

If the Congress is to meet its Constitutional
duties to provide for the national defense, it must
necessarily have the advice of these experts. Clear
implication in the Secretary's statement that the
Joint Chiefs must conform or-be purged is more in
keeping with the totalitarian concept of government
than with our free government of divided powers.

The Secretary's admission that he had called the
military chiefs together and advised them that their
testimony to the committees of Congress must be given
in the light of thelr knowledge of the views of the
Executive Branch creates a grave doubt as to whether
the Congress can get the free and frank opinions of
these men on legislation before the Congress. A

drpid., Swne 23, 1958, p. 1.
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witness testifying under the sword of reprisal will
find it difficult to give his honest views, . . .

In these circumstances, I doubt whether further
testimony from the military chiefs will contribute
anything to a greater understending of the issues
involved by the Congress or the people of the country.
For thls resson and untll the committee can be assured
that these officlals may testify in complete candor
without being threatened overtly or covertly, I am
cancelling the appearances of General Taylor and
General Pete that were scheduled for tomorrow,l

This move put the Administration in a precarious
position because there was little hope of getting a bill
satisfactory to the President if Senator Russell became
overly antagonlstic., Therefore, the following day Secre-
tary lcElroy conferred with Russell by telephone. However,
they did not come to an agreement, Consequently, the next
day McElroy sent the following letter to Russells:

So that there may be no misunderstanding on the
part of the chalirman of the Armed Services Committee
and its members, I am glad to restate my positien
regard testimony given before Congress by military
end ¢ivilian members of the defense orgenization.

It is my conviction that officials of the depart-
ment when testifying before Congress should give their
gersonal judgment and opinion when asked for them.

ith consideration of s position as & member of the
defense organization, each department witness would
be expected to answer such questions frankly and
h.om,ﬂtly. " s

There should not in my opinion be any question
of retaliation or penalty for such testimony. . . .
Once decisions have been taken on matters covered by
a witness' testimony, I would expect the witness to
perform uwnder them without any question or reservation,

There 1s nothing in this position which would kee
me frdm being diseppointed or regretful that an offisl

;Ar@y. Navy, Air Force Journal, June 28, 1958, p. 2.
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does not support fully the recommendations of the

President, DMy honest statement of diseppointment in

an informal press conference certainly does not in

my mind constitute a rebuke or an indication of pos-

sible reprisal.l
This stetement satisfied Russell and the hearings were
resumed on June 26,

| When Secretary McElroy made his final appearance

before the committee on July 2, he announnad‘that the
President was willing to withdraw his objection to the
provision giving service secretaries and members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff the right to appear before Congress
on theilr own initiative if the committee would delete the
other two provisions in the House bill to which the Presi=-
dent objected. MeElroy sald that getting these two pro-
visions removed would make the "insubordinate" provision
considerably less important. President Eisenhower probably

yielded on this point because he realized that there was

1Tha New York Times, June 26, 1958, p. 7. In this
connection 1t 18 Iﬁfcretf!ﬁé to note a statement made by
General Gavin while testifying before the Senate Prepared-
ness Investigat Subcommittee on January 6, 1958. When
asked by Senator Johnson if he felt his testimony before
the subcommittee had deprived him of future opportunities
in the Army, Gavin answered: "I don't think I helped my-
self any., . . » You don't help yourself by coming up to a
cormitbee and being straightforward and frank, . . . When
you go back over there sometimes you are asked why you saild
so-and=-so, and if you are right it is all right, but you
never know when you might be just & little bit wrong. Then
you are in trouble." See He g, In into Satellite

end Missgile Pro s OP. eIe., P, IEEE. ﬁenaraI Gavin re=-
signed from the %rmy soon er making these remarks,



143

little chance of getting the committee to delete all three
of the disputed provisions and because 1t was unlikely
that Congress would ever agree to deleting a provision
that might prevent it from obtaining information essen-
tial to the execution of its constitutional prerogatives.

In many respects the provision giving service
secretaries and members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the
right to appear before Congress was of little importance
and, as Becretary McElroy stated, it had never been used.
It was of little practical value because military leaders
have several ways of making their grievances known without
putting themselves "on the spot.”

1. Most high-ranking officers are on friendly
terms with one or more congressmen, If they feel 1t is
necessary for Congress to have certain information they
cen covertly pass it to a friendly congressman, Then,
if necessary, the congressman can arrange for witnesses
to be asked to appear before the Armed Servlices Committee.

2, Lesks can be made to friendly members of the
press. Publication of controversial information cén lead
to congressional hearings, as in the case of the 19,9
B-36 investigation,

3, All of the services have close tles with ser-

vice-connected industries, Complaints can be passed on
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to industrial leaders, meny of whom are retired officers,
and they cen make them public with little fear of repri-
sal,

. Finally, the services have alllied service
associations~-the Association of the United States Army;
the Alr Povce Association, and the Navy League.® These
quagie-official organizations frequently express service
viewpoints on a multitude of controverslal issues. Most
of the time sbtetements eppearing in the monthly magazines
published by these assoclations can be reiled upon as
the applicable service's positlon on a particular lssue,
albhough the information must be termed "unofficial,"
These associations have their headquarters in Washington
and have chapters throughout the country which means they
are abls to muster support for the services on a nation-
wide basis. In addition, they hold well publicized annual
conventions at which they strongly express viewpolints

favoreble to thelir services.

lTha Assoclation of the U.S. Army is composed of
active-duty army personnel and former members of the Army
end hes a membersailp of 60,000, It was founded in 1950
by the merger of the Infan%ry Association and the Field
Artillery Assoclation, The Anti-Aircraft Artillery
Association joined the organigation in 1955. The Alr
Force Association was founded in 1946, even before the
Alr Force became an independent service, and has a meme
bership of 58,000, The Navy League was founded in 1902
but has a membership of only 22,000 because, unlike the
other two assoclations, active-duty personnel are not
admitted to membership.
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The Senate Armed Services Conmittee concluded its
hearings on July 9 and went inbo executive session. Soon
afterwards, on July 1, a military coup dtetat in Iragq
overthrew the monmarchy and esteblished & republic. The
next day the United Stateavbegan landing marines in
Lebanon. With these momentous events talking place, Con-
gress suddenly realized that it was no time to be bickering
over defense matters., On July 15, with a sense of urgency
in the air, the Armed Services Commlitee completed its
work on defense reorganization and unanimously passed a
modified version of the House pi1l.t

The committee gave President Eisenhower most of
what he wanted.

1. The provision allowing a single military chief
to declare a function & major combatant function and the
provision requiring the Secretary of Defense to exercise
hils authority through the service secretaries were stricken
from the House bill.

2. The service secretaries were prohiblited from
appealing to Congress on their own initiative, but members
of the Joint Chlefs of Staff retained thils right. _

3., The restriction on the authority of the Saé-
retary of Defense to change service functions was modified.

' ISae U.S., Congress, Senate, Department of Defense
Boorgtniﬁgtian Act of 1958, 85th Cong., 2d Sess., 1950,
epi. .
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The Senate bill provided that no function established by
law to be pgrfcrmod by the Department of Defense could be
transferred, reassigned, abolished, or consolidated until
thirty days after the Secretary of Defense notified the
two Armed Services Committees of his intentions to make
such a2 change. If during this thirty day period either
committee reported a resolution recommending re jection

of the Secretary's proposal, the change would be forbidden
for forty sdditional days. If during this forty day peri-
od a house passed the resolution reported by its Armed
Services Committee, the Secretary of Defense would be
restrained from making the ahange.l

L, Assistant secretaries of defense were auth-
origed to issue orders to military departments if the
authority was delegated to them by the Secretary of
Defense, However, these orders had to be issued through
the service saerétarioa.

The Senate wnanimously passed the modified bill,
after only a few hours of debate, on July 18 and sent it
back to the House with a request for a conference in the
event the House did not accept the changes made by the

Senate,

1In one respect this provision was more restric-
tive than it had been in the House bill because a contem-
plated change could be blocked by only one house, Under
the House bill, it required both houses.
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The Conference Committee

Every bicameral legislature needs some means
whereby its two branches can iron out their inevi-
table disagreements on pollcy matters. In the
United States this need has been met through the
creation of ad hoc conference commlitiees selected
to deal with individual measures,

Since the members of a conference committee
invariably come from the legislative committees
which have handled a measure, conference committees
must be viewed as an extension of the standing-
committee system, They are by-products of the
structure of committee power in existence at a
given moment. Since conference-committee bills can=-
not be amended in either house but must be accepted
or rejected in toto, the conference committees rep=-
resent committee power in its most concentrated
form. . . »

The differences between measures approved by
each of the two houses are often of cruclal im-
portance to individual members of Congress, private
organizations, and executive officials, Conference
committees become the only Rracticul me thod of
settling these differences.

The House did not agree with the changes the

Sensate made in its bill but did agree to a House-Senate

Conference Committee to work out a compromise bill,

Chairman Vinson and Representative Leslie Arends, the
ranking minority member of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, headed the nine-man team of conferees appointed

by the House, Chairman Russell and Senator Leverett

Saltonstall, ranking minority member of the Senate Armed

Services Committee, headed the five-man team from the

Senate.

lGross, op. eit., pp. 317-318.
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Although the managers on the part of each House
meet together as one committese they are in effect
two separate committees, each of which votes separ=-
ately and acts by a majority vote. For this reason
the number of the respective managers is immaterial.
The c¢onferees are strictly limited in their con-
gideration to matters in disagreement between the
two Houses. Consequently they may not strike out or
amend any portion of the bill which was not amended
by the Senate. Furthermore, they may not insert new
matter that is not germsne to the differences between
the two Houses,
The conference committee convened on July 23,
Since the reorganization bill had been considered and
reconsidered in great detail over a four-month perioed,
all of the conferees were well ascquainted with its pro-
visions, Consequently, it took only twenty-seven minutes
for them to settle their differences., The result was a
compromise between the House and Senate bills which gave
President Eisenhower practically all that he had originally
requested.? The following changes were made in the Senate
bill: ,
1. The service secretaries, in addition to mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, were given the right
to present complaints to Congress on their own initiative,

2. A provision was added which required the service

1Ghnrlea J. %inn, How Our Lews Are Made (Washingtons

U.8., Government Printing 0fflice, s P .

EFor the report of the conference committee, see
U.S., Congress, House, Defense Reorgenization Act, 55th
GG&B.' 24 80580’ 1958’ 9? o ¢
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secretaries to be responsible to the Secretary of Defense
for the operation and efficiency of their departments.
This replaced the provision in the House bill that the
Senate had deleted which required the Secretary of Defense
to exercise his authority through the service secretaries.

3. Assistant secretaries of defense were pro-
hibited from giving orders to the services unless the
Secretary of Defense specifically delegated the authority,
in weiting, with respect to a specific subject area, and

the orders were issued through the service secretaries.
Final roval

on July 2l, both houses quickly, unanimously, and
without debate, passed the Department of Defense Reorgani-
zation Aet of 1958 by voice vote. Both President Eisenhower
end Chairman Vinson seemed happy over the results, Vinson
said, "the original position of the House, which sought %o
retain the separate identity of the military departments
has been sustained." President Eisenhower congratulated
the committee for a bill that "adequately meets every recom-
mendation I submitted to Congress on this subject."2

8o ended the great battle.

l1bid., p. 12.
ang New York Times, July 24, 1956, p. 1.
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It will be noted that the long fight between
President Eisenhower and Chairmen Vinson was fought pri-
marily over the possibility of executive encroachment
on Congress! constitutional prerogatives rather than over
the raorganisatian of the Department of Defense, Both
hnuseq gave President Eisenhower practically everything
he requested in regard to defense reorganization, Con-
gress objected only to those proposals which threatened
its rights and power.

Because military power is, or can be, #hg source
of total power in a nation, the Founding Fathers, with
Cromwell in mind, divided control of the nation's mili-
tary forces between the executive and 1agialati§e branches
of the government to keep it from falling into the hands
of one person or group, However, the Founding Fathers
violated the military principle of unity of command. As
. R re;ult, military leaders are continually caught in the
middle of the power struggle between The executive and
legislative branches of the government and frequently
find themselves in the impossible position of trying to
gerve two masters, _

General Twining, when asked why he defended a
defense budget he did not agree with, once stated:

It is the system of our Government, If you are

a military man, you can say it is inadequate and turn

your suit in, We do not play in the military that
way., If, on the other hand, you say it is adequate,
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then you do not feel good about that.

I think these committees are a little rough on
these witnesses up here, I think you ought to re-
consider what to do. These people are honest,
sincere, and they do the best they can, They feel
that the service should have sucheand-such an amount
of money and such-and-such forces, and they put it
through the routine system of our Government budget-
making process. Then you call them back and ask them,
"Is this adequate?"

Well, you know the rules just as well as I do. I
think it 1s a hell of a note. Some of these boys are
taking a pretty good beating, the Schrievers and the
Gavins and the rest of them, I am a little heavy on
this one. « +

I will give you all the information you want, and
the witnesses will give you all the information you
want, but you should not br1n§ them back again and
say, "Is this still adequate?" after the decision has
been made by the President. In the military terminel-
ogy, & commander has made a decision. If everybody
starts bucking it, it is just no good, you have no
military system left. . « »

To take the President's final decision and turn
it back at them and say, "Is this adequate?" I think
that ought to be reconsidered. It puts the military

man in a pretty to seat, because 1f he says it is in-

adequate, he just, I think, is approaching insubore-

dination; and if ﬁs au{; 1% is adequate, he has more

or less perjured himself,l

Militery leaders will have to accept this unten=-

able position as one of the hazards of the military
profession. However, in trylng to serve two masters
military leaders are, at times, unable to serve either
Congress or the President to the extent needed for them
to effectively discharge their constitutional responsi-
bilities in regard to national defense. This is one of

the dilemmas of the American ayatem of government,

?raggama.'""



CHAPTER VII
ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES

Once a bill has been successfully steered through
the tortuous shoals of Congress, it undergoes a rather
quick and routinigzed processing so that a certified
product can be presented to the President, It is
checked by clerks of the two houses, printed on parche-
ment as an "enrolled bill," and signed by the Speaker
of the House and the Presldent of the Senate. A
clerk of the house in which it was first passed takes
it to the White House where it becomes another piece
of paper to burden the most heavily burdened publie
official in the world.l

President Eisenhower signed the Department of
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 inbto law on August 6,
At the time, he stated:

While some time will be required for its complete
implementation, the Secretary of Defense is beginning
this action at once. . .

Now that this measure has become the law of the
land, I lknow that the personnel throughout the mili-
tary establisghment, civilian and military, will
cooperate fully with the Secretary of Defense to
assure its faithful execution,.?2

The 1958 Reorganization Act made many important
changes in the Department of Defense . (See Charts 2 and 3.)

laroau, op. ¢it., P« 390,

aggg,ﬁew York Times, August 7, 1958, p. 3.
3839 U.8., Congress, Departme
imw 33

zatéon Act of 1958, Public




Chart 2. - Department of Defense Prior to 1958 Reorganization Act
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Chart 3. - Department of Defense After 1958 Reorganization Act
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1, The President was euthorized, with the advice
and assistance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and acting
through the Secretary of Defense, to establish unifiled
and specified combatant commands and to determine thelr
force wructure.% The three military departments were
removed from the chain of operational command and the
commanders of the combatant commands were made directly
responsible o the Secretary of Defense, Forces assigned
to the combatant commands from the three services were
placed under the full operational control of the commanders
of the unified and specified commands and could bé removed
or transferred from these commends only by authority of
the Secretary of Defense, Each military department was
held responsible for the administration of the forces
assigned to the combatant commands from its department.
The responsibility for the support of the combatant com=-
mands was to be vested in one or more of the military
departuents as required. All forces not assigned to a
unified or specified command were to remain for all pur=-
poses in their respective services,

Unified commands were established in combat

1A unified command is one containing units from
more than one service, A specified command contains units
from only one service and is assigned a specific mission,
such as the assignment of strategle air warfare to the
Strategic Alr Command.
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theaters during World War II and have been successfully
used ever since. The 1947 National Security Act gave the
Joint Chiefs of Staff the authority to establish unified
commends and under the 1948 Key West Agreement they were
authoriged to designate one of thelr members as the execuw
tive agent for each unified command., This authority was
removed by the 1953 revision of the Key West Agreement
and instead of the Joint Chiefs of Staff eppeinting the
executive agent, the Secretary of Defense appointed a
service secretary as his executive agent for each unified
commend, The 1958 Act again changed the chain of command
by making the unified and specified commanders directly
responsible to the Secretary of Defense, rather than to
the service secretaries. This change thus removed the
ambiguity that previously existed which at times led the
gervices to attempt to retain control over forces from
their departments assigned to unified commands,’

' This provision of the 1958 Reorganization Act was
the most revolutionary change made in the defense estab=-
lishment since the services were unified in 19&7./

2. Service chiefs were permitted to delegate
their suthority and duties to their vice chiefs., The
gct specifically stated that orders issued by the vice
chiefs had the same effect as those issued by the chiefs,

Although unified end specified commands were to
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be directly responsible to the Secretary of Defense, they
would be directed operationally by the Joint Chlefs of
Staff in the name of the Secretary of Defense, Ganaoqnantly;
this increased responsibility made 1t necessary for the
chiefs to turn over most of their service dutles to their
vice chiefs, The service chiefs therefore made their
Joint Chiefs of Staff duties their primary duties., This
should satisfy those critics of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
system who objected to the fact that the service chiefs
had dual responsibilities.

| 3, Each military department was required to be
separately organized under its own secretary although
the departments were to function under the direction,
authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense.

The National Security Act of 1947 limited the
Secretary of Defense to "gemeral authority, direction,
and control® over the three military departments, each
of which was authorized to have i1ts own secretary, The
three service secretaries were almost as powerful as the
Secretary of Defense because they were members of the
National 8ocut1ty eeungilg they could take matters dir-
ectly to the President or Director of the Budget if they
considered it necessaryj the military departmsnts were
classified as executive departments and required to be
"separately administered"; and any power not assigned to



155

the Secretary of Defense was reserved to the gervice sec~
retaries, Consequently, the strong position of the service
secretaries forced the Secretary of Defense to rely on
persuasion, rather than direction, to achieve his objec~
tives.

Congress began to inerease the Secretary of
Defense!s powers in 1949, The National Security Act
Amonﬁmaﬁt: of 1949 removed the service secretarles from
mewbership on the National Security Couneil; the word

ganaral“ was removed fram the clause "general direction,
authority, and santrelﬂﬁ}tha provision reserving all powers
to the service gecretaries not specifically given the Sec~
retary of Defense was removedj the military departments
were converted from executive departments to military
' departments within a new Department of Defensej and the
right of the service secretaries %o appeal directly to

the President and Director of the Budget was abolished.
Emvor; a new provision was added-=-service secretaries
end members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were glven the
right to make any recommendation they deemed proper to
Congress, on their own initiative, after first informing
the Secretary of Defense,

In the 1958 Act, Congress changed the words "sep~
arately administered® to "separately orgenized,” because

the President felt the term "separately administered”
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limited the authority of the Secretary of Defense, How-
ever, Congress insisted on including the term "separately
organized" to ensure that the services would not be merged,
The provision allowing the service secretaries and members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to go directly to Congress on
their own initiative was also retained to ensure members
of Congress that they would not be deprived of the expert
military advice needed to exercise their constitutional
prerogatives in regard to national defense,

L. Assistant secretaries of defense were forbidden
to issue orders to the militery departments unless the
Secretary of Defense had specifically delegated the auth-
ority, in writing, with respect to a qpociried sub ject
area, and the orders were issued through the service sec-
retaries.

Prior to the passage of the 1958 Reorganization
Act, assistant secretaries were assigned duties in almost
every functional area in the Defense Department,l In
exercising these duties the assistant secretaries, on
many occasions, dealt directly with subordinate officials
in the military departments, thus by-passing the service

an 1958 there were Assistant Secretaries of
Defense for Publiec Affairs; International Security Affairsj
Comptroller; Manpower, Personnel, and Reservej Supply and
Logistics; Properties and Installations; Health and Medi-
ealy and Research and Engineering.
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secretaries and undermining their authority. While recog-
nizing that it was necessary for the Secretary of Defense
to delegate most of his authority to assistants, Congress
attempted to preserve the authority of the gservice secre~
taries end to eliminate possible misunderstandings by
requiring the assistant secretaries of defense to issue
authorized directives to the military departments through
the service secretaries,

5. The proviaian which stipulated that the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would have "no vote" at
Joint Chiefs of Staff meetings was eliminated,

The 1949 Amendments, which established the posi-
tion of Chairmsn of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, specifically
stated that he would have "no vote" at meetings of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff because Congress wanted to make sure
that the Chairman would not have the authority to resolve
disagreements between the service chiefs. However, at
the time, Congress did not seem to realize that the chiefs
did not settle their disagreements by voting--they were
forwarded to the Secretary of Defense who made the final
decision--which made the requirement that the Chairman
have no vota‘maaninglo:s.l Because of this, Congress

removed the restriction,

;Disagreomants forwarded to the Secretary of
Defense were commonly referred to as "split papers.”
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6., The Chairman of the Joint Chlefs of Stalf was
granted the authority to select the Director of the Joint
Staff and to assign thé staff 1ts duties.

The 1953 Reorganigzation Plan No. 6 gave the Chaire
man, instead of the Joint Chiefs of Staff collectively,
the authority to manage the Joint Staff, Hawaver; the
Joint Chiefs continued to select the Director and members
of the Joint Staff, subject to appreval by the Chalrman,
The 1958 Reorganization Act further inereased the powers
of the Chairmen by giving him the authority to seleect the
Director, instead of merely approving his selection, and
to assign the staff its duties. The Joint Chiefs retained
their authority to select the members of the Joint se&rr,
subject ﬁa‘thn approval of the Chairman,

7. The limitation on the size of the Joint Staff
was increased from 210 to 400 officers. The tenure of
the Director and members of the Joint Staff was limited
to three years, etaapt in time of war., Officers complet~
ing a tour of duty could not be reassigned to the Joint
Staff for at least three years, except that selected
of flicers could be reassigned with the approval of the
Secretary of Defense in each case, However, the number
of officers reassigned in less than three years could
not exceed thirty at any ome time, The Director could
not be reassigned to Joint Staff duty after serving three
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years, except in time of war,

A Joint Staff, directly under the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, was first suthorized by the National Security Act
of 1947. The Joint Chiefs of Staff collectively appointed
the Director end members of the Joint Staff and assigned
the staff its duties, To ensure that it would not become
an organization similar to the German CGeneral Staff, Con-
gress specifically forbid the Joint Staff from becoming
an armed forces general staff and limited it to 100 offi-
cers, To keep one service from dominabting the atarr;
Congress stipulated that staff members must be selected
equally from the three services, Finally, to prevent the
Director from obtaining suthority similer to that which
a single chief of staff over all the armed forces would
hara; Congress stipulated that the Director must be junior
in grade to all members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The 1949 Amendments increased the limitation on
the Joint Staff from 100 to 210 officers.

. Wnile raising the limitation on the size of the

Joint Staff to 100 officers Congress again attempted,
in the 1958 Reorganization Act, to prevent the staff from
becoming a general staff by limiting the tenure of essigned
officers to three years, which would prevent the formation
of a permanent elite staff similar to the German General
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Staff. Also, this restriction would provide the Jeint
Staff with a continual influx of new officers from the
field with aitfbrent perspectives and would provide the
field commands with officers who possessed high level
staff experience. It was necessary to ilncrease the size
of the Joint Staff because it was regquired to assume
uany additional duties relating to the unified commands
which had previously been performed by staffs of the three
services.

8., The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staffl
was permitted to organize and ay#rate the Joint Staff
along conventional staff lin»s.l

Prior to 1958, the Joint Staff was divided into
three groups~--a Jolnt Inteliisonas Group, a Joint Strate-
gic Plans Group, and a Joint Logistics Plans Group. These
groups were composed of officers drawn equally from the
three services and assigned to the staff on & full-time
basis. Above the Joint 3taff were ten joint eommittaea,
three of which--the Joint Intelligence Committee, the
Joint Strategic Plans Gammitheo; and the Joint Logistics
Plans Committee~-were directly above the three groups of
the Joint Staff. The joint commlttees were composed of

11&15 meant the staff could be organized into the
traditional staff sections of G-1, Personnel; G-2, Intel-
ligence; etec.
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of ficers drawn equally from each service but.they gerved
on these committees only pert-time, that is, in addition
to their other service duties, The joint committees had
been established to give each service an opportunity to
sppraise the work of the Joint Staff,

The Joint Staff made the deteiled studies required
by the Joint Chiefs of Stall but were reguired to forward
their staff papers to the joint committees for raview be=-
fore they went to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. If a service
representative did not agree with a staff paper his ob=
jections were passed on to the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, If
the Joint Chiefs of Staff were in disagreement, it was
thnn'nscussary for the Secretary of Defense to make the
final declsion.

The President abolished the commitiee system
prior to the passage of the 1958 Reerganis#ﬁion Aet and
eonsequently staff papers prepared by the newly organized
Joint Staff would go directly o the Joint Chlefs of Starf
without the services intervening.

9., No function established by law te be performed
by the Department of Defense could be trensferred, rew=
assigned, abolished, or consolidaved until thirty days
after the Secretary of Defense notified the Two Armed
dervices Committees of his inbtentions to maks such a
change., If during this thirsy day period either comal bee
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reported a resolution recommending rejection of the See-
retary!s proposal, the change would be torbiddon for forty
additional days, If during this forty day period a house
passed the resolution reported by its Armed Services Comm
mittee, the Secretary of Defense would be restralned from
making the change. However, the Secretsry cf Defensc was
allowed Lo meke sny change in functions not established
by lawj to transfer new wespons from one service to an-
othery end to sppoint a single agency for supply or other
service sctivities common to more than one service,

The Secretary of Defense was specifically for-
bidden by the 1949 Amendments %o transfer, reassign,
abolish, or consolidate eny combetant function established
by lew., The 1958 Reorganization Act nodified this require-
ment by making it possible for the Secretary to make such
a change, slthough one house could prevent the action
simply by passing a resolution within seventy days after
receiving notice of the contemplated change.

10. The President was given the authority, ir
he considered it necessary because of hostilities or the
jmminent threat of hostilities, To transfer, reassign,
or consolidate, but not abolish, any function in the De-
partment of Defense until the termination of the emergency,
at which time the function would be restored to its pre-

emergency status.
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While the 1958 Reorganization Act was being con-
gidered by Congress, President Eisenhower gtrenuously
objected to the provision in existing law that required
the Secretary of Defense to obtain econgressional approval
to transfer or sbolish service functions established by
law. The President felt that there should be no restric-
tion on the Secretary because, in the event of an emergency,
he might need to make changes in the Department of Defense
very quiekly., Congress recognized this necessity but gave
the President, rather than the Secretary of Defense, the
authority to transfer functions during emergencles. To
ensure its control over roles and missions, Congress
stipulated that the functions would be restored at the
end of the emergency. ‘

11. A Director of Defense Research and Engineer-
ing was suthoriged who would rank immediately after the
service secretaries, although drawing the same compensa-
tion, and above the assistant secretaries of defense.

The Director was to be appointed from civilian 1life by
the President end would perform such duties with respect
to research and engineering as preseribed by the Secre=-
tary of Defense, including, but not limited to, the
following? :

a) He would be the principal adviser %o

the Secretary of Defense on scientific
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and technical matters.

b) He would supervise all research and
engineering activities in the Depart=
ment of Defense.

¢) He would direct and control those re-
search and engineering activities that
the Seeretary of Defense designated as
requiring centralized management.

The position of Assistant to the Secretary of
Defense for Guided Missiles was established in 1949.
This position was increased in stature end redesignated
as the Director of Guided Missiles in November 1957 and
the Director was given authority to supervise all gulded
missile programs in the Department of Defense., The posi-
tions of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and
Development and Assistant Secretary of Defense for Appli~
cetions Engineering were created in 1953 as a result of
Reorganization Plan No. 6 which authorized six additional
assistant secretaries of defemse., In 1956, these twé
pesitions were consolidated into the single position of
Assisbant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineer=
ing. In Februsry 1958, the Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA) was created in the Department of Defense
to supervise all military space and satellite projects.
The new Director of Research and Engineering was to
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supervise and control The activities of all of these
Defense Department agencies.

12. ‘The number of assistant secretaries of
defense were reduced from nine to seven, although the
reduction was not to becam@ effective until six months
after the date of the Reorganization Act., Rather than
fix their responsibilities by law, Congress gave the
Secretary of Defense authority to determine the seven
assistant secretaries! area of responsibility.

Assistant aaeietarial of defense were first authe
orized by the 1949 Amendments, whieh authorized three.
Phe 1953 Reorganization Plan increased this authorization
to nine. Prior to the passage of the 1958 Reorganization
Act, only eight of the authorizations were belng utilized,
which mesnt that only one assistant secrebary would have
to be eliminated.

13. The President was given the authority to
transfer any commissioned ofriaer; with his consent,
from one service to another.

Although this provisicn applied o all officers,
it was put in the 1958 Reorganizatlon Act primarily for
the benefit of officers in the technical and scientific
fields. As in the case of the Jupiter IRBM, it was pos=-
sible for one service to develop a missile and for another

to use it operationally. In such circumstances soms
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officers might find it desirable to trengfer from one
service to another,

The 1958 Reorganization Act was the fourth major
step taken in the continuous attempt to provide a greaber
degree of unity between the armed forces, 1T made the
most drastic chenges in the defense establishment since
the services were unified in 1547 and, as a reault, it
should go a long way toward settling many of the problems
that have confronted defense secretaries during the past

eleven years.



CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUDING REMARKS

President Eisenhower stated at the time he signed
the 1958 Reorganization Act that it would take some Gtime
to implement all the changes authorized., Furthermore,
the intervention in Lebanon caused some delay in initiating
the chenges, bubt & beginning was made 1n August when the
Joint Staff was completely reorganized, The stafl was
divided into the following directorates: J-1, Persoanelj
J-2, Intelligencej J=3, Operationsy J-i, Logistics} =5,
Plans and Policy; and J-6, Communications and Electronics.
Papers prepared by the Joint Staff were to go directly to
the Joint Chiefs of staff without the services intervening.

On Sep tember 15, the European Command, comuanded
by Air Force General Lauris Norstad, became the first
unified command to become directly responsible to the
Secretary of Doronlo.l On December 1, the Basbtern Atlan-

tic and Mediterranean Command, a specified command uader

luenprnl Norstad, who i1s also the Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe (SACEUR), has two bosses, He is res-
ponsible to the Secretary of Defense for U.8, forces in
Eurcope and to the NATO ¥Military Committee for allied

forces in Europe.
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Admiral James L. Kallowayl and the Alaska Command, & uni-

fied commsnd hesded by Alr Force Lt, General Frank A,
Armstrong became directly subordinate to the Secretary
of Defense., The chauge~over was completed on January
1959 when four unified commands, the Caribbean Command,
headed by Army Lt, General Ridgely Gaither; the Atlantic
Command, headed by Admiral Jerauld Wright;a the Pacific
Command, headed by Adairal Harry D. Felt; the conttnontil
Air Defense Commend (CONAD), headed by Alr Force General
Earle E, Partridgo;B and Lhe other specified command, the
Strabegic Air Commend (SAC), headed by Air Force General
Thomas 8. Power, became directly responsible to the Sec-
retary of Defense.

In his reorganization message to Congress on April
3, President Eisenhower gaid he felt that Congress should

1Admiral Holloway was in command of the U
forces that occupied Lebanon during the summer of 1958,

2pamiral Wright, who is the Supreme Allied Con-
mander, Atlantle (SACLANT), llke Horstad, has two bosses,
He is responsible to the Secrstary of Defense for U.S.
forces in the Abtlanbic and to the HATO Military Committee
for allied forces in the Atlantic, although no allied
forces will be assigned Go this command until after the
outbreak of hostilities.

3general Partridge is also the Commander of the
North American Alr Defense Command (NORAD) which is a
oint U.8.-Canadian Air Defense Commend, CONAD is the
.8, portion of this command,
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‘make defense appropristions to the Department of Defense
rather then divide them between the O0ffice of the Secre-
tary of Defense and the three military services, However,
the President's dreft bill did not contein any provisions
for changing iuﬂgat procedures., The Presldent said, at
the time, that he had directed the Secretary of Defense

to present the 1960 defense budget to Congress in a form
that would provide the flexibility needed to transfer
funds betweern services.

On OGetober 12, during the preliminary stages of
preparing the 1960 budget, the Administretion announced
that 1t hed abandoned its plans to give the Secretary of
Defense wide powers to shift funds between the services.t
Tt was stated that the President had decided the Secretary
glready had sufficient flexibility and transfer authority
and that the extensive changes in budget procedures he
eriginelly advecated would not be needed. By this move,
the President gave up abtempts to interfere with congres-
sional appropriation procedures.

: Frezident Eisenhower had a very difficult time
finding a capable scilentist te accept the important posi-
£iom of Director of Research and Engineering bhecause it
was likely %o be a job with plenty of headaches., One of

13@9 The New York Times, Oetober 13, 1958, p. 1.
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the Directorts major responsibilities would be to super-
vise the D@p;rtmenh of Defense's missile program and it
was certain that some of his déciaians would make one or
mope of the services unhappy, with resulting interservice
disputes. In November, 1t was reported that the President
had sbandoned his plan to abpaint a Director because, after
an extensive search, no one of suitable stature could be
found who desired the paat.l However, on December au; five
months after Congress had suthorized the position, Presi-
dent Eisenhower sppointed Dr, Herbert F. York as Director.
At the time of his eppointment, York was Chief Scientlst

in the Department of Defense's Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA) and was head of the Advanced Research Pro-

jects Division of the Institute for Defense Analysia.3

lSee The New York Times, November 3, 1958, p. 1.

214 was elear that the long search had been a
fpruitful one. York, although only 37 years old, had
compiled an outstanding record as a scientist., He re-
ceived his Ph.D, from the University of California, later
gserved there as an associabe professor of physics and as
an assoclate director of the famed Radiation Laboratory,
;gd was 8 member of the President's Secience Advisory Come

ttee. -

3Thm Institute for Defense Analysis is a private
corporation which was ereated in 1956 chiefly to provide
research talent on contract to the government at higher
sglaries than the civil service structure allowed the
government to pay to scientists directly., ARPA used this
device as a means of getting top quality sclentists who
otherwise would not have been obtainable,
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The new Directorate of Research and Engineering
absorbed the Defense Department's Directorate of Guided
Missiles and the Office of the Aslistnnt Secretary of
Defense for Research and Engineering., York did not re-
ceive a scientific budget of his own but assumed super-
visory control over all of the Defense Department's
$2.5 billion research and engineering projects and the
authority to overrule all other agencies and services in
the Department of Defense in the space weapon and missile
fields.

As a result of the 1958 Reorganization Act, the
Key West Agreement was revised on January 1, 1959 al-
though the basic missions of the threé services were not
alterod.l Changes were made primarily to realign the
chain of command and to spell out the additional respon-
sibilities assigned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in regard
to uified commands. They were tol

1. Serve as advisers and as military staff in
the chain of operational command with respect to unified
and specified commands and to provide a channel of come-
munications from the President and Secretary of Defense
to these commands.

1The document was reprinted in Air Force, February,
1959, pp. 130~139.
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2., Prepare strategic plans and provide for the
strategic direction of the armed lorces, including the
direction of operations conducbed by commanders of unified
and specified commands.

3, Review the plans and prograus of commanders of
wnified and specified commands ©o determine their adequacy
for the performance of assigned wuisslons,

li. Recommend to the Secretary of Defense the re-
quirement for the establishment of unified and specified
commands and the force strucbure of these commnands .

5, Determine the headquarters support required
by commanders of unifled snd specified commands and recous
mend the military departments to which the responsibilities
for providing such support ghould be assilgned.

Becaugse of the greatly increased responsibilities
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of Defense
directed that the duties of the service chiefs as members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would take precedence over
all of their other duties.

The changes made in the Department of Defense
since the passage of the 1958 Reorganlzation Act have
been relatively sasy and noncontroversial ones. However,
it is only & matbter of time before more difficult decisions
will have to be made in regard %o gulded missiles and space
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projaets.l There are several areas where one or more
problems may arise.

1. The National Aeronautics end Space Adminis-
tration (NASA) was created on July 29, 1958 to supervise
the nation®s non-military space projects. The Depart-
ment of Defanse's Advanced Research Projects Agency
(ARPA) superviués military space projects. Conflicts
between these two organizations may develop in the
future as it may be difficult to debermine whether a
particular space project is milltary or civilian,a

2. Air Porce leaders feel that all units that

will participate in strategic bombing should be placed

lthe 1956 Memovandum issued by Secretary Wilson
is still the basic guilde in this area as neither the
1958 Reorganization Act nor the 1959 revision of the
Key West Agreement dealt with the assignment of missiles.

20ne conflict has already arisen between the Army
and NASA. In October, NASA asked the Army to relinguish
control over some 2,169 eivilian scientists engaged in
missile and space research in the Ballistic Missile Agency
at the Army Ordnance Missile Command at Huntsville, Ala-
bama, The Army strenuously resisted this attempt by NASA
to take its top scientists and an open fight ensued simi-
lar to interservice disputes of the past. As a compromise,
President Eisenhower, in December, allowed the Army to
retain its personnel and facilitles at Huntsville but
ordered it to turn over its Jet Propulsion Laboratory
at Pasadena, California to NASA. NASA probably will
attempt to obtain other service facilitles in tThe future
as most of the facilities it needs are in the Department
of Defense.
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in the Strategic Air Commend (SAS).I This would include
cerrier siveraft and the new submarines which will carry
the Polaris 1,50C-mile range IRBM, 1t seems certain that
the Navy, judging from past performances, will attempt to
block such a move.a

3, Although the Air Force is primarily respon-
gible for defending the United States against air atback,
the Army also participates in this mission. Army units
are responsible for point defense, that is, defense of
an immediate #argot ares, and they are currently using
the Nike~Ajax, which has a range of 25 mlles, and the
Nike-Hercules, which has a range of 85 miles, for this
purpose, The Air Force is responsible for area defonso;
that is, the defense of a geogrephical area, and is cur-
rently using the Bomarc surface-to-air missile, which
has a range of 200 miles, and manned interceptors., These
two migsile systems-~the Nike and Bomarc--were developed

linis was advocated by Gemeral Thomas Fower, SAC
commandnré in a speech to the Air Force Association in

March 195 See Army, Navy, Air Force Journal, Harch 8,
1958, p. 11.

2gnepe is also a possibility of a ninth unified
command being created primarily to fight limited wars.
This new command will probably be composed of units from
all three servicese-the Air Force's Tactical Air Command
iTAG), the Marines, snd Army's Strateglc Army Command
STRAC)., If tais unified command is established, the
Navy may finally lose control over some combet elements

of the Marine Corps.
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for defense against aircraft and; although there 1s some
overlep, they are both employed in order to provide the
nation with a defense in depth.l

In the future, more highly developed surface-to-
air missiles will be required for defense against attacking
IGBM's, Consequently, several years ago, both the Army
and %hm Alr FPorce began making plans to develop an anti-
missile missile. To eliminate duplication in this field;
the Air Force project=-the Wizard--was cancelled and the
Army's proposed missile--the Nike-Zeus--was selected as
the ;nbi-misailo missile because it was further along in
development, However, the Alr Force was authorized to
develop the long-range radar whlch will be used in con-
junction with the Zeus when both systems become operational.
A decision has n@t4yat been made as to which service will
use the Zeus operationally but, although 1t was developed
by the Army, the Zeus could be assigned to the Alr Ferco.a

l?hs purpose of a defense in depth 1s to subject
enemy aireraft to continuous attack as they approach a
target area. The first line of defense is long-range in-
terceptors, then the Bomarc, and finally the Nikes. There-
fore, the closer an enemy comes to his target, the more
air defense weapons there will be employed against him.
Defense in depth also has a dimension other than range.
The concept embodies a varlety of weapons which will force
an enemy to devise very sophisticated equipment and elabor-
ate tactics to successfully penetrate the defense system.

z?ar two very informative articles on this subject,
see Claude Witze, "The Antimissile Muddle," Alr Force, May,
1958, pp. 6hnég'and "phe Mix-up in Air Defense,” Air Force,
September, 1958, pp. 37-4l. B s
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A precedence was set for such an event when the Jupiter
IRBM, which was developed by the Army, was later assigned
to the Alr Force for operational use. The Army will prob=-
ably be exceedingly unhappy if the same thing happens again,
The problem areas enumerated above indicate that
the 1958 Reorgsnization Act will not solve all the prob=-
lems in the Department of Defense, However, no single
piece of legislation has ever solved all present and
future problems because the problems of national defense
are never-ending, Revolutionary changes will continue
to occur in the future, In many cases it will be inpos~
sible to plan for them and the only recourse is to have
a defense organization that can edjust to new situations
with a minimum of delay, The changes made in the Departe-
ment of Defense by the 19508 Reorgenization Act will go a
long way toward providing such an organigation,
Since the services were unified in 1947 each suc=
ceeding attempt to solve the problems in the Department
of Defense has resulted in & greater degree of unification
end increased authority for the Secretary of Defense and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 1958 Reorganization Act
appears to go about as far as it is possible to go in this
direction without completely merging the armed forces.
If; in the future, it is felt that additional changes
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are necessary, it is likely that the services will finally
be completely merged into one service, with all personnel
wearing the same uniform,
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