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FOREWORD

The pace and scope of change over the last decade have
indeed been extraordinary. The United States has been
confronted with not just the collapse of the Soviet empire
but also with revolutionary scientific breakthroughs, the
transformation of the global economy, and the erosion of
many of the basic premises of the Westphalian system of
international order. The U.S. policy community has
attempted to make sense of these and other changes by
recourse to bodies such as the National Defense Panel and
the U.S. Commission on National Security/21st Century
(USNCS/21). The USNCS/21 is currently in the third phase
of its mandated activities. At the end of phase three, the
members of the Commission will recommend changes in the
institutions of the U.S. national security policymaking
system. Its conclusions are likely to stimulate a lively, and
much needed, debate.

The U.S. Army War College chose the theme of
“Organizing for National Security” for its Tenth Annual
Strategy Conference in order to contribute to the upcoming
debate about institutional reform. This volume provides a
summary of the proceedings of that conference. It includes
historical, analytical, and prescriptive articles relating to
the national security bureaucracy. Virtually all of the
authors accept that some degree of reform is necessary for a
system which can trace its roots back to the 1947 National
Security Act. Not surprisingly, they differ in their opinions
about which parts of the system are most in need of repair,
and in their specific recommendations. Several
contributors applaud the trend toward jointness in the
armed services and recommend that this serve as a model
for future reforms of the institutions responsible for
national security policymaking.

In order for institutional reform to succeed, it will have
to be guided by a coherent and compelling national strategy
which must, in turn, be anchored in widely-accepted

\'



national interests. Itwill also have to be in accord with such
constitutional principles as civilian control of the armed
forces and the inviolability of the civil liberties of all
Americans. This is a tall order for U.S. policymakers.
Hopefully, the chapters in this volume will offer some useful
insights and some encouragement.

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.
Director
Strategic Studies Institute
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Douglas T. Stuart

The weekend of July 25-27, 1947, was an especially
hectic and stressful period for the Washington policy
community. Congress was rushing to wrap up its
end-of-term business before adjourning for the summer.
The budget was the most contentious issue, since the
Republican majority was still looking for ways to make good
on its promise to cut 15 percent from the $37.5 billion that
President Harry S. Truman had requested in January.
These deliberations were complicated by the fact that the
President had also asked Congress for supplemental
funding for aid to Greece and Turkey. Legislation also had
to be passed in order to terminate 175 war powers which the
President still had at his disposal from World War I1.

One important piece of legislation was easily dispensed
with during this weekend. The so-called “unification bill,”
which had already been passed by the Senate, was approved
in the House by a voice vote on the afternoon of July 25. Few
commentators referred to the legislation by its official
name—The National Security Act (NSA). The ease with
which the legislation was passed belied the long process of
congressional hearings and the intense struggles which
preceded the final vote. The finished product was a
patchwork of compromises which raised many more
guestions than they resolved. Commentators wondered, for
example, how a new “super” Secretary of Defense, with the
help of three assistants, would be able to exercise control
over the military services which were theoretically under
his authority. Some commentators asked how “jointness”
could be achieved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), without
a strong Chairman to control their deliberations. The future



of the National Security Council (NSC) was very uncertain,
since President Truman viewed it as a “second”—and
unnecessary—cabinet. Nor was it clear whether the new
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) would be asked to do
more than simply assist the NSC in the coordination and
evaluation of intelligence information provided by the
separate branches of government.

Many of these questions were answered by the late
1950s. The Office of the Secretary of Defense had been
expanded and given greater authority as the Department of
Defense. The Joint Chiefs had acquired a Chairman,
although his powers were still circumscribed. The CIA had
evolved from being a support agency for the NSC into an
independent and influential component of the national
security system. Finally, the NSC had become established
at the “top of policy hill.”*

The national security bureaucracy which exists today
differs in important respects from the system which was in
place by the late 1950s. However, what is most striking
about the existing system is not how much has changed, but
how little. The Clinton administration came into office
committed to fundamental reform of the national security
bureaucracy, and some interesting changes have taken
place since that time. But these changes are better
understood as exercises in gardening rather than
architecture.

Over the last decade many experts and political leaders
have asserted that there is a self-evident need for structural
reform in the national security bureaucracy, in light of the
dramatic changes which have taken place since the collapse
of the Soviet empire. During the spring of 1999, the U.S.
Army War College selected this issue as the central focus of
its Tenth Annual Strategy Conference. Entitled Organizing
for National Security in the New Century, the conference
provided an opportunity for policy analysts, government
representatives, and academic experts to discuss the
strengths and weaknesses of the existing arrangements for



national security policy making and to propose some
reforms. The organizers were careful to anchor these
discussions in presentations on the institutional history of
the national security bureaucracy.

The articles in this volume are based on the proceedings
of the Tenth Annual Strategy Conference. This publication
would not have been possible without the expert assistance
and guidance of several people, including Colonel Joseph
Cerami, Ms. Marianne Cowling, Ms. Victoria Kuhn,
Professor Douglas Lovelace, Jr., Ms. Rita Rummel, and Dr.
Earl Tilford. Special thanks must be reserved for Dr. Steven
Metz, who played an indispensable role in the design of the
conference and in the conceptualization of this book.

This volume will be published shortly before the election
of a new U.S. president. The next president will enter the
White House at a time when the United States is enjoying
unprecedented power and influence throughout the world,
and at a time when no nation in the world poses a direct
military threat to America’s survival. The new
administration would be well advised to take advantage of
this fortuitous situation to address fundamental problems
In our national security bureaucracy. Hopefully, this book
will provide some valuable guidance about what works and
what does not work in the existing system.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 1

1. Anna Kasten Nelson, “The ‘Top of Policy Hill: President
Eisenhower and the National Security Council,” Diplomatic History,
No. 7, Fall 1983, pp. 307-26.



CHAPTER 2

PRESENT AT THE LEGISLATION:
THE 1947 NATIONAL SECURITY ACT

Douglas T. Stuart

At a time when the two most commonly asked questions
about U.S. foreign policy are “Where are we going?” and
“Why are we doing this?,” it is only natural that people are
tempted to look back nostalgically to those periods in
American history when foreign policymaking shared many
characteristics with the field of architecture. | have been
given the enviable task of looking back to one such period,
when individuals like Harry Truman, George Marshall, and
James Forrestal wrestled with each other over big issues of
principle and policy. This article will focus on one of the most
intense debates of this period, which culminated in the
passage of the 1947 National Security Act (NSA). The NSA
Is certainly one of the most important pieces of legislation of
the 20th century. It established the post-war National
Military Establishment, composed of the Departments of
the Army, Navy, and (a newly created) Air Force, all under
the authority of a Secretary of Defense with cabinet rank.
The legislation also provided a legal identity for the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and created the Central Intelligence Agency,
the National Security Council, the National Security
Resources Board, the Munitions Board, and the Research
and Development Board.

The fact that the NSA has not received the kind of
scholarly attention that it deserves is partly attributable to
the inclination of most commentators to treat it as a footnote
in the history of the formative period of the Cold War. When
it is placed in this context, the story of the NSA tends to be
overshadowed by the dramatic events of that period. This
article begins from the premise that this is a misreading of
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the history of the NSA. In fact, the 1947 Act cannot be
understood unless one goes back to debates and decisions
which took place during the late 1930s and early 1940s. It is
of more than historical significance that these debates and
decisions were both logically and chronologically prior to
post-war discussions about the nature and implications of
the Soviet threat. Because once it is made clear that the
national security state has roots which run much deeper
than the early Cold War era, we have a basis for
understanding why there has been so little structural
change in the national security system since the collapse of
the Soviet Union.

One useful date for beginning this story is July 1937,
when, in the wake of the Japanese invasion of China,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt seems to have made the
decision to move the nation away from a posture of “well
ordered neutrality” and toward military preparedness.
Over the next 4 years, the President managed a cautious
campaign of half-steps, which were designed to give the
United States a running start in the event that war was
unavoidable.

Aside from the specific concerns that Roosevelt had
about what the Japanese and Germans were saying and
doing in Asia and Europe, respectively, the President was
preoccupied with two broader and deeper trends in world
affairs. First, as a student of geopolitics, he was increasingly
concerned about the rapidly improving technologies of air
power, which seemed to be on the verge of ending forever
America’s historic situation of relative invulnerability. Billy
Mitchell had been making this argument forcefully and
effectively since the early 1930s:

What will the future hold for us? Undoubtedly an attack on the
great centers of population. If a European country attacks the
United States, New York, Chicago, Detroit, Pittsburgh, and
Washington, D.C. will be the first targets.*



The President demonstrated his sensitivity to such
arguments in an address to Congress on May 16, 1940, in
which he noted that although the Atlantic and Pacific
Oceans had served as “reasonably adequate defensive
barriers” in the past, they could no longer be relied upon to
protect the nation. Military preparedness, which could only
be achieved by increased defense spending, had to take the
place of geographic isolation as the basis for American
national security.

FDR’s second fundamental concern in the late 1930s had
to do with the global spread of totalitarian governments.
Since coming to office in the midst of the depression,
Roosevelt had watched as dictatorial regimes spread across
the globe. Many American commentators celebrated the
dynamism and efficiencies of these authoritarian systems,
while describing the U.S. system pejoratively as a “mature
economy.” Roosevelt and his colleagues were also acutely
aware of the natural advantages that dictatorships enjoyed
in foreign affairs, and in their ability to shift their nation’s
economies into a warfighting mode at very short notice. As
early as January 1933, Roosevelt was advised by Walter
Lippmann that “The situation is critical, Franklin. You may
have no alternative but to assume dictatorial power.”

The President was too much of an optimist, too confident
of his own skills as a leader, and too convinced of the
inherent strengths of American democracy to entertain the
notion that dictatorship was the wave of the future in the
United States. He was also encouraged by the fact that
America had at its disposal a community of experts who
represented a relatively new field of study called public
administration, which promised to employ theories of
management science to create efficiencies in both the
private and public sectors which would make the United
States competitive with the dictatorships of the world
without doing violence to our constitutional system.

As the war approached, one particular book seemed to
capture both the challenges of the modern world and the



potential for management science to make the United
States competitive and secure. The book was The Impact of
War, published in 1941 by E. Pendleton Herring, a Professor
in Harvard’'s Government department who was also
associated with Harvard's new Graduate School of Public
Administration. It was one of the first books to use the term
“national security,” and it was certainly the most
authoritative pre-war attempt to describe what a national
security bureaucracy should look like. Herring argued that
our history had not prepared us for the challenges of the
modern world because it had encouraged Americans to hold
a “persistent suspicion of militarism.” He called for a new
approach to foreign policymaking, which would include a
permanent and influential place for military advisers at the
top levels of government in times of both war and peace. He
also recommended that the United States take advantage of
new technologies of communication and transportation to
enhance *“centralization, standardization and
regimentation” in ways that would transform our
government from a “negative state” to a “positive state.”
Herring was confident that a more cooperative relationship
could also be established between the White House and
Congress, because “the pressure of circumstances closes the
separation of powers.” He claimed that radical reform of the
foreign policymaking system was necessary because of the
threats that the United States was facing in 1941. But he
also stressed that the changes that he was proposing would
be necessary for our country in a period of peace as well,
because they would undergird a dynamic and influential
foreign policy. “The Roman Phalanx,” Herring reminded his
readers, “was a necessary preliminary to the Pax Romana.”

Professor Herring’s book was well received by the policy
community. Reviewing the book for The Herald Tribune,
Louis Hacker noted that:

If Pendleton Herring's book is a sign of the times, we are at last
in the process of confronting our national problems realistically.
It should be said at once that it is one of the most significant
analyses produced by the current emergency.*
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Two months after Hacker reviewed the Impact of War,
Professor Herring's thesis was overwhelmingly accepted by
the American people—as a result of the attack on Pearl
Harbor. The importance of Pearl Harbor is hard to
exaggerate in any study of American national security.
After December 7, 1941, the American people favored a new
approach to foreign policymaking which gave a privileged
status to the military while also creating new procedures for
civilian-military collaboration.

The experiences of World War 11 tended to confirm both
the lessons of Pearl Harbor and the wisdom of Herring's
thesis. During the war there was some interesting
discussion about what a post-war foreign policy system
should look like, but the more important contribution of the
war was the precedents that were set by the establishment
of such entities as the Joint Chiefs, the Office of Strategic
Services (OSS) and the State-War-Navy-Coordinating
Committee (SWNCC). As a consultant to the War
Department, the Navy Department and the Bureau of the
Budget, Herring was one of a handful of experts who studied
closely the functioning of these and other federal agencies
during the war. He also chaired the Committee of Records of
War Administration which published in 1946 the official
administrative history of the war effort.®

One of the principal architects of the wartime
decisionmaking apparatus was also one of the people with
the strongest opinions about the need for specific post-war
reforms. George Marshall’'s experience as Army Chief of
Staff during World War 11 confirmed his pre-war views on
the need for a complete unification of the armed services.
When he attempted to raise this issue with Roosevelt and
others during the war, he was routinely rebuffed on the
grounds that a substantive discussion of this option while
the country was at war might undermine the war effort.
Marshall was not alone in arguing for the unification of the
armed forces, however. One influential ally was Senator
Harry Truman, who published an article in the August 26,
1944, issue of Collier's magazine entitled “Our Armed
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Forces Must Be Unified.” Truman concluded the article with
the statement that:

The road, as | see it, stretches straight and with noturns.. .. The
end, of course, must be the integration of every element of
America’s defense in one department under one authoritative,
responsible head. Call it the War Department or the
Department of National Security or what you will, just so it is
one department. .. One team with all the reins inone hand . . .
Under such a set-up another Pearl Harbor will not have to be
feared.’

Truman attributed his convictions about the need for
unification to his own experiences in the military during
World War I, to the lessons he had learned as a member of
the Senate Appropriations and Military Affairs
Committees, to his chairmanship of the Special Committee
to Investigate the National Defense Program and, above all,
to the “Record of the Pearl Harbor Hearings.”’

During the war, FDR’s opposition made it hard for
Marshall to cooperate publicly with allies like Truman, so
the General had to content himself with efforts to put the
need for unification on record within the military. He did so
by highlighting the findings of the Joint Strategic Survey
Committee (JSSC) Report (March 1944) and the Richardson
Committee Report (April 1945). Both studies came out in
favor of the principle of unification. Marshall had great
difficulty in building upon such general statements,
however. In a memo dated April 17, 1944, to Fleet Admiral
Ernest King, Marshall pressed the argument that since the
JSSC study had recommended that the Joint Chiefs
“approve for purposes of study the principle of three services
within one military organization . . .” the leadership of the
War and Navy Departments should begin discussions
aimed at developing plans for a “sound organization at the
top . ..” to administer the new system. He also warned that
Congress was beginning to look into the issue of unification,
and that “If we cannot solve the question, it is going to be
solved for us and probably in a manner that neither the War
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nor the Navy Departments would desire.”® Marshall’s

pressure tactics backfired, however, because they put the
Navy leadership on the defensive and convinced them to
close ranks with their allies in Congress to resist
unification.

Itis worth noting that prior to World War 11, the services
spoke with one voice in their opposition to unification. This
was due not only to the fact that both services wanted to
preserve their independence but also to the fact that
Congress was primarily interested in unification as a
pretext for making deep cuts in the defense budget. A
statement in 1932 by Army Chief of Staff Douglas
MacArthur in opposition to one such legislative proposal is
typical of the common position taken by the Army and Navy
during this period;

... I give it as my fixed opinion that such an amalgamation as
proposed would endanger victory for the United States in case
of war. . . . Pass this bill and every potential enemy of the
United States will rejoice.’

By the second year of the war, however, most Army
spokesmen agreed with Secretary of War Henry Stimson
that in an age of “triphibious warfare” the services could no
longer afford to think or act in isolation from each other. The
Army’s new position was summarized in a report to General
Marshall by Brigadier General William F. Tompkins,
Director of the Special Planning Division of the War
Department in October 1943:

... Thiswar is, and future wars undoubtedly will be, largely a
series of combined operations in each of which ground, air, and
sea forces must be employed together and coordinated under
one directing head . . . .*°

Marshall and some of his colleagues in the War Department
were also very sensitive to the risk that, if unification was
not accomplished, it would be the Army which would take
the most serious hits from budget cutters when the war
ended.
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While the experience of Pearl Harbor and the first stages
of the war convinced the Army leadership that unity of
command had to be established at the top, the Navy, with its
tradition of self-reliant solutions to challenges from not just
the sea, but the land and air as well, claimed that it had
already solved the problem of unity of command—within its
own service. This argument is best illustrated by the
comments of Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Artemus
Gates, during the 1944 Unification Hearings by the House
Select Committee on Post-War Military Policy (Woodrum
Committee). Gates argued that if “consolidation” was
necessary, the government should consider “merging the
whole military establishment into the existing Navy” since
it already had an integrated force with sea, land, and air
components.t*

The mix of principled and particularist interests which
made the debate over unification so difficult and intense
also complicated post-war discussions about the reform,
preservation, or elimination of other entities which had
been established during the war. For example, most people
believed that some type of intelligence service was going to
be necessary after the war. But all of the major institutional
players also understood that control of information would be
an enormous source of post-war power and influence, and
every agency wanted a piece of the action. The Truman
administration at first attempted to resolve the inevitable
turf war by coordination schemes—most notably the
creation of the National Intelligence Authority (NIA) and
the Central Intelligence Group (CIG).*? In his memoirs,
Dean Acheson speaks with disdain of all such formulas for
coordination, noting that “A good many of us had cut our
teeth and throats on this sort of nonsense.”*® In this
instance, at least, Acheson’s suspicions concerning
inter-agency coordination proved well founded, and
Truman had to accept that some form of independent entity
would have to be created to centralize intelligence.
Unfortunately, William Donovan and his colleagues in the
OSS had made so many enemies in Washington during the
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war that the creation of a successor organization was
extremely controversial.

The Washington policy community also recognized that
after the war the government would need a new system for
consultation between the civilian and military departments
involved in foreign and security affairs. Here the model was
the aforementioned SWNCC, even though the wartime
record of this organization was quite limited.*
Policymakers also studied British institutions and
procedures for civilian-military consultation in times of war
and peace. The British Committee on Imperial Defence was
of special interest as a model for civil-military cooperation.
It was left to Truman and his advisors, however, to decide
how much power such an entity should be given, and who, or
what agency, should lead it.

The Truman administration also needed to develop the
institutional machinery to harness the power of science and
technology in the post-war era. The Office of Scientific
Research and Development(OSRD), under the dynamic
leadership of Vannevar Bush, had evolved during World
War Il into a very influential institution, with its own
budget, direct access to the President and key congressmen,
and with close positive ties to the leadership of the War and
Navy Departments. Encouraged by the success of the OSRD
during the war, Senator Harley Kilgore and others pressed
for the creation of a strong post-war agency to direct all
aspects of scientific research and development. They were
challenged, however, by spokesmen for various interest
groups—scientists, businessmen, military leaders—who
were concerned about preserving their autonomy and their
access to scientific innovations.*

Finally, Truman and his advisers had to decide how
much control the government should attempt to acquire
over the post-war economy. In this regard, the lessons of
World War Il were a matter of dispute. Depending upon how
generous one wanted to be, Roosevelt’'s management of the
wartime economy could be described as multidirectional or
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directionless. One insider, who clearly leaned toward the
latter interpretation, described the President's efforts as
“bitched, botched, and buggered from start to finish.”*® But
most people looked at America’'s wartime experience and
concurred with the judgment of the Bureau of the Budget's
post-war report on The United States At War: “The record is
one in which the American people can take pride.” Most
Americans also agreed with the principal conclusion of the
Bureau'’s study:

The speed with which the democracies did accept the challenge
and the manner in which they overwhelmed those who sought
gain through war suggests that there is no need to reexamine
the claims to administrative superiority of authoritarian
governments."’

America had won the war by “resisting even the semblance
of autocratic rule,” by working with big business and by
encouraging the natural competitive advantages of a
democratic capitalist system. Based on these lessons, most
Americans were reticent to give Washington too much
control over the post-war economy.

All of these issues began to converge on President
Truman in the summer of 1945, as both Congress and the
media became more involved in the debates over the
creation of post-war institutions. By this time, many
individuals in the Navy leadership had concluded that they
had already lost the battle over armed forces unification,
and that the services would be combined in accordance with
Marshall's and Truman’s wishes. A key problem for the
Navy in the management of its campaign against
unification was that it did not seem to stand for anything
other than resistance to innovation. This problem was
solved, however, when Navy Secretary Forrestal asked his
old friend Ferdinand Eberstadt to undertake a study of the
whole unification issue. Eberstadt had served as Director of
the Army Navy Munitions Board during the war. The
experience had left him with a deep disdain for both FDR
(“an apostle of confusion” and Truman.!® On the other
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hand, Eberstadt had gained an appreciation of the military
services, and of their ability to cooperate to accomplish
common goals. Eberstadt made it clear to his staff at the
outset that it was important that they retain their
independence and not be perceived as merely a propaganda
arm of the Navy Department. In fact, however, the
Eberstadt report was a Navy product, commissioned by the
Navy and staffed almost entirely by Naval officers, and
Eberstadt himself was, as Forrestal had assured Admiral
King, “a member of the Navy team.”*

To put the matter simply, Eberstadt felt that the record
of interservice coordination during the war was
commendable, and that the wartime experience did not
demonstrate the need for full unification. He also worried
about the establishment of any “General Staff”
arrangement, or the creation of a powerful Chief of Staff in
peacetime, as potential threats to the tradition of civilian
control of the military.

But Eberstadt was not brought in to be just another
opponent of unification. The final report that Eberstadt
presented to Forrestal in September of 1945 argued that the
issue of armed forces unification was just a small part of a
necessarily larger debate about post-war policy
coordination. New arrangements needed to be put in place
in order to facilitate civilian-military cooperation on issues
of foreign policy, defense, science, and economic planning.
New machinery to coordinate intelligence gathering and
analysis was required. Above all, a new attitude had to be
nurtured in Washington—informed by the logic of national
security. If much of Eberstadt’'s report sounded like
Herring's arguments in 1941, part of the reason was that
Herring served as one of Eberstadt’s primary assistants in
the drafting of the report.?

The Navy did not like every conclusion in the Eberstadt
report. In particular, they bristled at the study’s support for
the establishment of a separate Air Force. Eberstadt's
report nonetheless gave the Navy the ammunition that it
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needed to recruit both public and congressional support for
a system of coordinated agencies for foreign and defense
policymaking as an alternative to the unification of the
armed services. When the National Security Act was finally
signed into law nearly 2 years later (on July 26, 1947), it
bore a striking resemblance to the recommendations which
were put forth by Eberstadt and his team. Rather than a
single, unified military force, the legislation established a
National Military Establishment (NME), with three
independent services. The Navy failed to block the creation
of a separate Air Force, but obtained statutory protections
for land-based Naval Air and for the Marine Corps. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff was transformed from a temporary
wartime arrangement to a permanent component of the
NME, but the Chiefs were expected to work through (and
under) the newly created Office of the Secretary of Defense.
The Joint Chiefs were given their own staff, of not more than
100 people, but the bill did not allow for the creation ofa JCS
chairman, who might have been able to bolster the
negotiating position of the Chiefs in their dealings with the
Secretary of Defense over issues that had the support of all
three services.

The new Secretary of Defense, meanwhile, was nothing
like the “super” cabinet member that some journalists
described at the time. In fact, Eberstadt testified on the last
day of the Senate hearings on the National Security Act that
the powers delegated to the Secretary of Defense were
“disturbingly general and indefinite.” He noted that the
proposed legislation authorized the Secretary to
“administer” the entire NME, but did not give him the
requisite authority to accomplish this task. He also worried
that the proposed bill lacked a “definite mechanism for
fostering unity and teamwork among the military services
through appropriate programs of joint education and
training at various stages.”**

The NME looked nothing like the ambitious plans for
armed forces unification espoused by Truman, Marshall
and most of the Army leadership. Kenneth Royall, the
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incoming Secretary of the Army, complained that the new
arrangement ." . .will not save money, will not be efficient,
and will not prevent interservice rivalry.”?* Supporters of
the Navy, who could afford to be magnanimous in victory,
offered reassuring statements about the proven ability of
the services to work together in defense of the national
interest. But the Navy also moved quickly to prepare for the
possibility that the National Security Act was just one
battle in a long war over unification. Shortly after the
passage of the legislation, the office of the Chief of Naval
Operations created OP 23, a study group whose mandate
was to keep the Navy leadership informed of all
developments relating to the issue of unification, and
prepare for a new round of attacks by the Army. According
to Admiral Arleigh Burke, who took over direction of OP 23
in 1948, “It was a jolt to senior naval officials” when the
Army began to make a new case for unification shortly after
the passage of the National Security Act.?® It was left to the
first Secretary of Defense to referee the continuing dispute
between the Navy and the Army, and to help the two
traditional services to make room for a very ambitious and
assertive Air Force.

The NME was not the only portion of the new national
security bureaucracy to be subjected to severe challenges
during the period immediately following the passage of the
legislation. Other institutions created by the 1947 Act were
also tested, and some did not survive the shake-out. The
National Security Resources Board was the most significant
failure. The framers of the 1947 Act established the NSRB
to insure rapid, comprehensive, and efficient mobilization of
the nation’s resources in the event of a new threat to
national security. Eberstadt believed that, in accordance
with his recommendations,

The Statute [NSA] created no more important agency than the
National Security Resources Board. It has been placed on the
same level as the National Security Council and the Military
Establishment—directly under and responsible to the
President himself.
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He described the NSRB as “a kind of economic and social
general staff” which should wield during peacetime
whatever powers were necessary to adequately prepare for
a national emergency.?* As previously mentioned, however,
Americans came out of the war with a new confidence in
unfettered capitalism and a new suspicion of government
efforts to regulate the economy. And no one was more
suspicious of “general staffs” with open-ended mandates
than Truman. Over the next few years, the President
resisted the efforts by Arthur Hill, the abrasive Chairman of
the NSRB, to exploit the growing national concern about the
Soviet threat to expand the influence of his agency. During
the Korean War, the President used the situation of limited
national emergency to shift many of the responsibilities of
the NSRB to a new Office of Defense Mobilization. The
NSRB was finally abolished by the Reorganization Act of
1953, and much of the responsibility for mobilization
planning devolved to the separate military services.

Truman was able to draw upon the support of the Service
Secretaries in his campaign to contain the NSRB because
the armed forces feared any new institutional constraints
on their budgeting and contracting activities. The armed
services also resisted efforts to transform the Research and
Development Board (RDB), which was established by the
1947 Act under the Office of the Secretary of Defense, into a
regulatory agency with direct control over their laboratories
and contracting activities. Vannevar Bush accepted the
position of Director of the new science agency because he
believed that the office could provide him with the same
kind of power and influence that he had exercised during
the war. Thiswas a naive assumption, since by the time that
Bush took over at RDB, the armed services had established
themselves as independent (and indispensable) sponsors of
basic research at the major laboratories and universities
across the country. Pascal Zachary describes Bush'’s efforts
to use the RDB to reign in the military services as “a
slow-motion automobile wreck.”®
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While agencies like the NSRB and the RDB did not
survive the shakeout period, other creations of the 1947 Act
survived challenges during their formative years and then
prospered in the Cold War atmosphere of 1950s
Washington. The National Security Council demonstrated
the most impressive ability to endure in a threatening
post-war environment. President Truman supported in
principle the creation of a successor to the wartime SWNCC
for the coordination of civilian and military advice. He
nonetheless worried about the possibility that the new
agency would impinge upon the constitutionally-designated
powers of the President. Consequently, Truman kept tight
control over the NSC after its establishment, and rarely
called meetings of the organization prior to the onset of the
Korean War. The NSC nonetheless persisted into the
Eisenhower era, and then began to take root at the “top of
policy hill."®

Conclusion.

This brief introductory article can only tell a small part
of the story of the debates which culminated in the passage
of the 1947 National Security Act and the struggles which
immediately followed the passage of the legislation. The Act
Is best understood as a major setback for both Truman and
Marshall. Both men were publicly committed to the
unification of the armed forces at the end of World War 11,
and both were frustrated by the very effective campaign of
resistance to unification which was organized by the Navy
and its friends in Congress. Truman and Marshall were
nonetheless able to shake off this defeat, make the best of
the situation, and move on to other issues. The biggest loser
in all of the struggles surrounding the 1947 National
Security Act was the State Department, which discovered
over time that the new arrangements institutionalized the
marginalization of State in ways that had been
understandable during the war but were unprecedented in
peacetime. State tried to resist these trends, of course. In his
first memo to the President after becoming Secretary of
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State, George Marshall opposed the creation of both the CIA
and the NSC, as infringements on the constitutionally
designated authority of both the President and the State
Department.?’ Dean Acheson also fought a valiant
rear-guard action to preserve State’s influence within the
policy community. His use of the Policy Planning Staff to
formulate NSC-68 is a particularly interesting example of
this campaign. By the time that Acheson left State,
however, the momentum had clearly shifted in favor of the
Pentagon-NSC nexus. One illustration of this fact is that on
his first day in office as Acheson’s replacement, John Foster
Dulles advised Paul Nitze that the important work of the
Policy Planning Staff within State would need to be shifted
to the National Security Council, and that he, as Secretary
of State, hoped to be able to spend 90 percent of his time with
the NSC people.?®

One of the ironies of this story is that Forrestal, who can
be counted as the big winner in the struggle, was crushed by
the machinery which he was personally responsible for
creating.

Which leads to an obvious question: Why is it that, after
having succeeded in blocking efforts to establish the
Secretary of Defense as an influential player in the new
National Military Establishment, Forrestal accepted
Truman’s offer to become the first Secretary? The answer
seems to be that Forrestal saw the Secretary’s power not
within the National Military Establishment per se, but
rather in the larger network of national security
institutions created by the National Security Act. In a
meeting held in his office just days after his appointment as
Secretary of Defense, Forrestal obtained support for his
plan to locate the National Security Resources Board, the
National Security Council, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Munitions Board, the Research and Development Board,
and the office of the Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency “as close as possible to the Secretary of Defense”
within the Pentagon. It was also suggested that the building
be renamed the “National Defense Building.”?® Forrestal
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also assumed that the NSC would be the real driving force in
the new national security system, and that the President
would not be able to routinely perform his duties as ex officio
chairman of the NSC. Under these circumstances, Forrestal
believed that the President would designate the Secretary
of Defense as the “presiding officer” of the NSC and that this
would be his power base.?® Just one week after the Pentagon
meeting, however, Truman’s assistant Clark Clifford sent
the President a long memo in which he recommended that
“In the absence of the President, it would seem appropriate
that the Secretary of State—as ranking member—serve as
Chairman [of the NSC].”®" In fact, Truman resolved the
iIssue by rarely convening the NSC prior to the Korean War.

I will conclude by considering Ernest May’s observation
that nothing in the 1947 legislation made it inevitable that
the government would come to look like a wartime
government, “with the military ascendant and
military-security concerns dominant.”*? This is true if one
looks at the institutions which were created by the
legislation, but not at the debates which go back to the
pre-World War 1l era. These debates make it clear that the
United States was about to embark on a new foreign policy,
based not only on new ambitions, but on new fears, which
would not be mitigated by victory over the German and
Japanese enemies. Nor, for that matter, by the collapse of
the Soviet enemy 5 decades later.
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CHAPTER 3

IKE AND THE BIRTH OF THE CINCS:
THE CONTINUITY OF UNITY OF COMMAND

David Jablonsky

“The past is never dead,” Gavin Stevens tells Temple
Drake in William Faulkner’'s Requiem for a Nun. “It's not
even past.”' This was particularly true for Dwight
Eisenhower in April 1958 when, as President of the United
States, he outlined proposals to Congress for the
reorganization of the Defense Department. The proposals
were primarily concerned with the principle of unity of
command at the highest levels. The central focus was the
unified command, the multi-service combatant structure
used to divide military responsibility into theaters
throughout the world. The primary issue was the nature
and extent of authority: By the commanders-in-chief
(CINCs) of the unified commands over their component
commanders and by the President and the Secretary of
Defense over the CINCs.

The issue of unity of command had its origins in the
interwar years, when the Joint Board of the Army and Navy
prescribed the primary method of coordination between the
services to be mutual cooperation, the method in effect at
the time of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. In that
disaster, the investigating committee concluded, “the
inherent and intolerable weaknesses of command by
mutual cooperation were exposed.”> As a consequence,
shortly after Eisenhower joined the War Department’s War
Plans Division (WPD) in 1941, there was a general
consensus on the need for unity of command in the field.
Soon, he was involved in discussions about all aspects of
unified commands and unified direction of those commands
from Washington. For the next 17 years he would
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consistently continue this involvement, whether as CINC of
various unified and combined commands, as Chief of Staff of
the Army, as acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS), or as President of the United States. Throughout that
period there was a consistency in his approach to unity of
command that was based on an abiding belief in jointness, a
belief, as he wrote in his 1958 proposals, that

separate ground, sea, and air warfare is gone forever. If ever
again we should be involved in war, we will fight it . . . with all
services, as one single concentrated effort.®

The War Years.

There were many notable accomplishments at the
U.S.-U.K. ARCADIA Conference which took place in
Washington from December 23, 1941, to January 14, 1942.
Chief among them was the informal emergence by February
9, 1942, of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as counterparts to the
British Chiefs in the newly formed Combined Chiefs of Staff
(CCS). Equally important was the British acceptance of the
American approach to unified command. At the time of the
ARCADIA Conference, the British had been fighting for
over two years under a committee system in each theater
composed of “Commanders in Chief” from the three services,
none of whom was provided full authority or responsibility
for the total theater operation. It was Eisenhower’s job in
WPD to prepare General George C. Marshall for his attempt
at the second meeting to overcome the British preference for
this system and to gain agreement for a unified command
structure. The strength of the Allied effort in any theater, he
advised in a memorandum to the Army Chief of Staff,

would be greatly increased through single, intelligent
command. The many organizations . . . cannot possibly operate
at maximum effectiveness so long as cooperation alone dictates
their employment, no matter how sincere a purpose may inspire
the cooperative effort.*
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The next day, Christmas 1941, Marshall introduced the
question of unified command in each “natural theater,”
arguing the need for one commander on the ground to act as
a “clearing house” for all directives and recommendations
and to provide general direction to theater strategic and
tactical operations.’> The British were unconvinced. After
the meeting, Marshall directed Eisenhower to prepare a
letter that “would serve as a concrete suggestion” for
establishing a unified command in the Pacific Theater, the
only area in which the combined forces of the Allies were
actually fighting.®

Eisenhower’s draft directive for the command known as
ABDA (Australia, British, Dutch, American) was designed
to make the concept of unified command more palatable by
demonstrating that there would be no risk to the interests of
any of the powers involved. To this end, he placed numerous
restrictions on the actions of the supreme commander of the
new theater that were as severe as those under which
Marshall Foch had labored as Allied Commander in 1918.
After obtaining approval of Eisenhower’s draft directive ata
bedside conference with President Franklin D. Roosevelt,
Marshall presented it to the American and British Chiefs.
After extensive discussions, the CCS and the two heads of
state agreed by early January on a directive similar to
Eisenhower’s draft to the ABDA Supreme Commander,
General Archibald Wavell, the former CINC of British
forces in India. It was a masterful achievement by Marshall
who had accomplished his primary objective at ARCADIA of
agreement to the principle he believed should govern all
command structure. “Unity of command in ABDA area
seems assured,” a tired Eisenhower noted on his writing
pad. “Good start!l—but what an effort. Talk—talk—talk.”’

Eisenhower’s key role in discussions about unity of
command was due to a number of organizational changes in
Washington. Marshall was reorganizing the War
Department in a manner designed to give the position of
Chief of Staff broad and unequivocal powers over the entire
Army. This, in turn, had the effect of placing agreat amount
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of power in WPD, which was renamed Operations Division
(OPD) on March 22,1942. Marshall turned to that agency,
as Ike noted when he became Chief of WPD, “for all the Joint
and Combined work . . ., all plans and operations so far as
actual theaters are concerned.”® Equally important was the
ad hoc emergence of the JCS as a body that reported to the
President, the only civilian in the chain of command, and
that issued orders and supervised theater commanders
through one of its members acting as the executive agent for
the Joint Chiefs. The result was that Eisenhower was
constantly involved at the highest level in all matters
concerned with unified and combined commands. In March,
for instance, he drafted a “former Naval person” message on
the command status in China for Roosevelt to dispatch to
Winston Churchill.® And that same month, when the
President proposed a division of global responsibility
between the United States and the United Kingdom into
three general areas, it was Eisenhower who created a study
justifying the proposals that was accepted informally by
both heads of state and their chiefs. Under the
arrangement, operational responsibility was given to the
United States for the Pacific area, to the United Kingdom
for the Indian Ocean and Middle East, and jointly to both
countries for Europe and the Atlantic. Although there was
never any formal approval of the Eisenhower study, the
Allies acted for the remainder of the war as if there had
been.°

By the time of his global study, Eisenhower was also
heavily involved as the newly promoted head of WPD in the
issue of unified commands within the American forces. In
the U.S.-dominated Pacific, General Douglas MacArthur
would not serve under a naval officer, and the Navy was
opposed to placing most of its ships under his control. As a
solution, Eisenhower helped to establish two separate
commands in the Pacific. On March 9, 1942, he prepared a
memorandum for Marshall to the JCS outlining a detailed
division of the Pacific into two theaters of operation, which
was approved after a few compromises at the JCS meeting
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that same day. At the end of the month, the Joint Chiefs
iIssued a directive establishing the two Pacific Commands:
the Southwest Pacific Area (SWPA) under General
MacArthur and the Pacific Ocean Area (POA) under
Admiral Chester Nimitz. The next week, Eisenhower
drafted a directive to MacArthur defining the SWPA
boundaries and establishing the new command
arrangements. The CCS was to exercise general jurisdiction
over grand strategic policy; the JCS would exercise specific
jurisdiction over all matters pertaining to theater
operational strategy in SWPA, with the Army Chief of Staff
acting as the executive agent: “All instructions to you will be
issued by or through him.”** As for the combined aspects of
the new command, Eisenhower was careful to provide more
authority to the new CINC than he had granted under the
political limitations of the ABDA structure. “Commanders
of all armed forces within your area,” he concluded,

will be immediately informed by their respective governments
that, from a date to be notified, all orders and instructions
issued by you in conformity with this directive will be
considered by such commanders as emanating from their
respective governments.*

Other command arrangements with the Navy were not
always so easy to work out during the winter and spring of
1942. Eisenhower did not question Admiral Ernest King's
overall commitment to jointness. “He said at one time to
me,” he recalled later of an encounter at the time with the
irascible CNO, “. . . one of the things | continually search
myself for is to see whether | am acting according to logic or
merely out of blind loyalties of 40 years in the Navy.”*
Nevertheless, King proposed separate Army and Navy
commands in the Caribbean, which Eisenhower advised
Marshall to resist because “the Army looks upon the area as
asingle theater.”** There was also a constant battle with the
Navy over unity of coastal command, which Eisenhower
eventually brought to a successful conclusion. It could be an
exasperating process. “Fox Conner was right about allies,”
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he wrote on his desk pad in February. “He could well have
included the Navy!"*°

Eisenhower may have been referring to his experience
that same month as a permanent member, along with a
naval counterpart, of the Joint Planning Committee (JPC),
tasked the previous summer by the Joint Board to report on
a recommendation to establish a Joint General Staff from
both services as well as the position for “an officer of the
Army or the Navy as Chief of the Joint General Staff.” The
JPC report at the end of February was signed by both men,
announcing their inability to agree and the irreconcilability
of their respective positions. The Admiral favored
increasingly joint relations, but advised that only a
combination of extended time and education could instruct
officers of one service sufficiently about the other service to
make any joint general staff either feasible or advisable.
Eisenhower, on the other hand, favored the
recommendation, emphasizing that “coordination by
cooperation is ineffective,” and that officers assigned to a
joint staff billet would soon discover that “their exclusive
responsibility to the Commander in Chief for the operations
of all the armed forces should tend to free them from the
purely service points of view.”*® As a result of the lack of
agreement between the Army and Navy, the matter was
deferred for later study; and, by the time it was raised again
more than a year later, it had merged into the studies that
would bring increasing focus on the larger issue of armed
forces unification.

For Eisenhower, there were two important and
interrelated consequences from these experiences at OPD.
To begin with, Marshall recognized his growing expertise in
the complex world of unified and combined commands and
had him in May 1942 draw up a directive for the future
American commander in a European Theater of Operations
(ETO). The second consequence was that Eisenhower had
become convinced that there should be no restrictions on the
authority of the commander as he had written into his
earlier proposal at ARCADIA for the ABDA commander.
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The head of the ETO must have complete control over the
planning and implementation of operations. “It is
essential,” Eisenhower insisted, “. . . that absolute unity of
command should be exercised by the Theater Commander
to be designated.”’

When Eisenhower was appointed in June 1942 to carry
out his own directive for the ETO, he knew from a visit to
England the previous month that he could expect resistance
from the British to the formation of unified commands for
any Allied operation. These expectations were confirmed in
August when Eisenhower was appointed as commander of
the Allied North African expedition and attempted to
establish control over all the services of both countries, to
include direct command of the ground forces not only for the
landings, but for the follow-up operations as well. The
British authorities, however, provided a directive for their
First Army Commander that was essentially a copy of a
1918 directive, reserving all tactical control to the British
commander who could appeal to the British government if
he thought his forces might be “imperiled” by allied
direction.'® Eisenhower protested that the instructions
violated every concept concerning unity of command and
should be rewritten

in the form of a short statement of principles, emphasizing
unity of the whole" and the purpose of both countries” to unify
the Allied force and to centralize responsibility for its
operation. . . ."*

It was the new commander at his best—conciliatory,
impersonal and objective, yet quietly passionate about
unity of command and unified operations. In the end, the
British agreed to his request, thus establishing an
iImportant new basis for Allied operations. “From the day |
came over here,” an elated Eisenhower wrote Marshall in
October,

I have dinned into the British the fact that you considered

unity of command to exist only when the Commander of an
Allied Force had the same authority . . . with respect to all
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troops involved, as he had to those of his own nationality. | am
now benefiting from this crusade. . . .*°

The issue appeared again, however, when the CCS
issued directives in late January 1943, stipulating that
Eisenhower’s three deputies would “cooperate” with each
other in planning and executing the invasion of Sicily.”* To
compound the matter, the three subordinate air, land and
sea commanders were all British: Air Chief Marshal Arthur
Tedder, General Harold Alexander, and Admiral Andrew
Cunningham. Nevertheless, Eisenhower was determined to
operate his theater as a truly unified command. The British
system of cooperation, he emphasized in a passionate
message to Marshall, was inadequate to the demands of
modern conflict. A theater CINC must be free to make
decisions “under the principle of unity of command;” and in
the future he would be on his guard “to prevent any
important military venture depending for its control and
direction upon the ‘committee’ system of command.”??

Eisenhower succeeded in this goal for the Sicily
operation by means of his internal administrative
arrangements as well as by the force of his own personality
and his focus on unity of command. He maintained close
contact with his air and sea commanders, co-locating their
headquarters with his own in the St. Georges Hotel in
Algiers. And although he permitted Alexander to command
only those ground forces actually engaged in combat, he
maintained close liaison with the British general through
personal visits, phone calls, messages, and the exchange of
staff officers. Ultimately, the three commanders responded
to Eisenhower’s efforts as commander-in-chief and helped
him create the organization for unified command that the
Combined Chiefs had denied him in a formal directive.

By the end of the Sicilian campaign, Eisenhower had
strengthened his position with a command structure that
was approaching the ideal organization that he had
outlined to the British Chiefs the previous August.
Alexander was in charge of those land forces in Sicily
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engaged in actual operations, while Eisenhower retained
his position of overall ground commander. And acting
directly under him, Tedder and Cunningham had complete
control of the theater air and sea forces. So impressed were
the Combined Chiefs with the control exercised by
Eisenhower under his unified structure, that they
authorized him full discretion in choosing the times and
places for future landings in his Mediterranean theater. In
September 1943, Eisenhower summarized his views on
these experiences to Lord Louis Mountbatten, recently
appointed by the CCS as Supreme Commander of the
Southeast Asia Theater and anxious for advice “on the
pitfalls to avoid and the line you consider one should take
up.”® Mountbatten’s three deputies, Eisenhower advised,
would be accustomed to dealing directly with their own
national ministers and would have senior subordinates of
opposite nationality who would also deal directly with the
authorities from their own countries. He recommended that
these channels “should be interfered with as little as
possible,” but cautioned Mountbatten that no one else must
be allowed to communicate with the Combined Chiefs. The
practical result, he concluded, “was that final
recommendations as to operations . . . and requests for
needed resources must likewise pass through you.”
Drawing upon his own experiences with the Combined
Chiefs, and the strengths of the personal traits that had
allowed him to operate fully as a CINC without a formal
charter of complete control, he concluded that:

while the set-up may be somewhat artificial and not always so
clear-cut as you might desire, your personality and good sense
must make it work. Otherwise Allied action in any theater
will be impossible.”

A few months later, after being appointed to command
OVERLORD, Eisenhower once again encountered
situations that were not so “clear-cut” as he attempted to
resolve organizational problems concerning his new
command structure under Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Expeditionary Force (SHAEF). In the Mediterranean, he
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had commanded all the U.K. and U.S. military assets in his
theater. In his new capacity, he did not initially have control
of the British and American strategic bombing forces—an
important point for him based on the recent experiences at
Salerno. As a consequence, Eisenhower requested that, at
least for several months before and after the Normandy
invasion, the bombers be placed at his disposal to destroy
the railroad infrastructure in France and the Low Countries
and to prevent speedy German reinforcements once the
location of the cross-channel assault had been revealed.
Initially, the SHAEF Commander’s proposal for what came
to be called the “Transportation Plan” was resisted by the
commanders of the two strategic bombing forces, who
perceived their primary missions as the destruction of the
industrial infrastructure in the German heartland. The
arguments over the issue swept back and forth during
February and March 1944. Eisenhower remained adamant,
finally forcing a decision in his favor by being prepared “to
inform the Combined Chiefs of Staff that unless the matter
is settled at once | will request relief from this command.”?
Eisenhower’s stance, Stephen Ambrose points out
concerning the ultimate effectiveness of the Transportation
Plan, “was perhaps his greatest single contribution to the
success of OVERLORD."?®

Eisenhower also drew on his Mediterranean experience
when he stipulated that General Bernard Montgomery was
to command only the ground forces committed to the
Normandy assault. Once the Allied forces had achieved a
breakout from the landing beaches, Eisenhower planned to
have the British general revert to command of one army
group of British and Canadian armies, while General Omar
Bradley would take command of the other army group of
American forces. At one point, Montgomery proposed that
he continue as a ground force commander after Normandy
through the fall of 1944 while retaining command of his
army group—an idea that Eisenhower termed “fantastic”
since it would have placed the British commander “in a
position todraw at will, in support of his own ideas, upon the
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strength of the entire command.”?’ Eisenhower was on to
something. For later, when the British were unable to
persuade him to change his so-called “broad-front” strategy
for moving on the Rhine and the industrial heartland of
Germany, they raised the idea of altering SHAEF's
command structure in order to achieve their objectives for a
single thrust to Berlin. At Montgomery’s suggestion, the
British Chiefs proposed that General Alexander, then CINC
of the Mediterranean Theater, substitute for Tedder as
SHAEF deputy and assume the role of a single ground
commander to ease Eisenhower’s task of both planning and
implementing the European War. Eisenhower was
adamant in his refusal, notifying General Alan Brooke, the
head of the British Imperial Staff, that there could never be
any question “of placing between me and my Army Group
Commanders any intermediary headquarters either official
or unofficial.”®

This lack of a land commander, as Montgomery pointed
out, diminished overall direction on the battlefield. But it
was a price that was paid to hold together the alliance, for as
Alexander had demonstrated as ground commander in the
other theaters, the same pressures would apply to whoever
was in charge. And those pressures, as Eisenhower well
knew, could come from the very top, as demonstrated by the
vehemence with which Brooke and Marshall defended the
interests of their respective armies, even when those forces
were under his command.

In the end, there was no other commander on either side
in World War Il who had more complex unified and
combined command experiences than Eisenhower.
Moreover, it is easy to forget from a perspective of over
half-a-century how unique those experiences were. Until
that conflict, no American had ever been in charge of a large
unified command consisting of armies, navies, and
airforces; and none had ever directed an allied command.
There were, of course, unified and combined operations in
other theaters of the global war. But they were less complex:
in the Central Pacific because the forces were primarily
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naval; and in the Southwest Pacific, the Middle East, and
Southwest Asia because the forces were much smaller in
each theater. Finally, in the European and African theaters,
the German, Italian, and Russian forces were dominated by
army ground troops with no attempts to organize these
forces jointly under anything approaching unified
commands. And in fact, only Japan among the Axis powers
attempted to unite its three services under the command of
one officer.

The Post-War Years.

From the end of World War Il until he assumed the
Presidency of the United States in 1953, Eisenhower served
In a number of positions that caused him to maintain his
focus on the principle of unity of command, but in an
environment that was far more complex and far less
malleable than he had been accustomed to as a wartime
Supreme Commander. In that position, there had been a
single overriding goal. But during his tenure as Army Chief
of Staff from December 1945 to February 1948, Eisenhower
entered political-military conflicts as the military head of
one of the services, an interested party who, despite being
primus inter pares in prestige, was only one among equals in
power. After SHAEF, it was a time of frustration for
Eisenhower. Shortly after assuming his new duties, he
wrote his son that the position of Army Chief “was a sorry
place to light after having commanded a theater of war.”*
And more than halfway through his tenure, he confided that
“since my own method worked well for me when | was a little
‘Czar’ in my own sector, | find it difficult to readjust to the
demands of this city.”*

Much of the frustration had to do with Eisenhower’s
efforts to achieve unity of command at all levels. In the field,
despite a general agreement to retain the unified command
system in peacetime, there were major disagreements
between the Navy and the Army over which service would
have command of various Pacific areas. Throughout the
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spring and summer of 1946, the new Army Chief of Staff was
constantly involved in representing General MacArthur’s
position to the JCS. But there were pressures for
compromise, as he noted in August, in the form of “the
report of the Pearl Harbor Committee, the urgent desires of
the two Secretaries for an early solution to the problem, and
the demands of the press and public for elimination of ‘Pearl
Harbor’ conditions.”' Moreover, Eisenhower had also
enlarged the issue by that time to encompass a global
Structure to achieve “sound unified command
arrangements at the earliest possible time” in “other
theaters and areas in the world where in certain cases the
situation is at least as acute as in the Pacific.”®* In
September, he forwarded a draft global unified command
plan to the JCS which outlined the roles of the Joint Chiefs,
as well as of unified and component commanders. The
proposal, however, also included a new plan for the Pacific
that was unacceptable to the Navy. At the same time, the
Navy also rejected an Air Force proposal that the Strategic
Air Command (SAC), operating under one commander on a
global basis, should be supported by other CINCs.

By early December, an increasingly impatient
Eisenhower had worked out compromise wording on SAC
authority acceptable to both services, and had made
iImportant concessions to the Navy in the Pacific, leaving
MacArthur without any reference to that ocean in his title.
It was a far different experience than the heady wartime
days at OPD four years before, when Eisenhower had
written the directive for MacArthur's command of a major
Pacific theater of operations. When President Harry S.
Truman approved the first Unified Command Plan on
December 14, 1946, MacArthur was designated
Commander in Chief, Far East (CINCFE), one of seven
unified commands, and one which limited his authority in
effect to the Philippines, Korea, and Japan. Most
importantly, however, the document retained Eisenhower’s
proposals, based on recent changes to the 1935 manual,
Joint Action of the Army and Navy (JAAN), for the role of
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commanders in the global unified plan. Unified commands
would consist of two or more components, each component to
be commanded by an officer authorized to communicate
directly with his appropriate service headquarters
concerning administration, logistics, and training. The
commander of the unified command would operate with a
joint staff composed of appropriate members of the service
components under his command. Finally, the JCS would
exercise strategic direction, as it had in wartime, assigning
forces to the unified commands as well as stipulating the
missions and tasks for those commands. The JCS would also
continue the wartime practice of designating a service chief
to act as an executive agent for the Joint Chiefs to oversee
the operation of each unified command.®

All in all, the first Unified Command Plan was a
tremendous accomplishment for the new Army Chief of
Staff—the result of conciliation, principled compromise,
and the ability to move beyond service parochialism to a
global vision. Typically, Eisenhower played down the
Service infighting and his pivotal role when he reminded a
Congressional Committee the following May that his
wartime experience

was that of a unified single commander, having all services
under my command. . . .

The team that | saw developed in that area, in my conviction,
was the only kind of team that could have won the European
war. | think that lesson is so clearly understood by all of us that
there is no one of the services that objects or would tolerate any
other solution except the single command in a single theater of
war. We have believed that so much that we have attempted to
carry that into our peacetime practices in attempting to set up a
single commander in the Western Pacific, the Central Pacific, in
the Caribbean, and so on. No matter from what service he
comes, he commands the operations, the defenses and strategic
concerns in those areas.*

The presence of the Army Chief at the congressional
hearing was also a reflection of the larger issue of defense
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unification that had been festering since early in the war.
For Eisenhower, the successful wartime experience in the
field under unity of command made a compelling argument
for unification at the highest level of the armed forces with
clear and accountable authority down to the unified
commanders in the field. “I am convinced,” he testified in
November 1945,

that unless we have unity of direction in Washington, through
the years of peace that be ahead, we may enter another
emergency, in a time to come, as we did in Pearl Harbor.*

To this end, he favored the War Department proposal to
unify all services under a single, cabinet-level head, a
Secretary of National Defense, who would in turn be served
by a single Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces. The Navy, on
the other hand, proposed to maintain a coordinate, not a
unified organization, with a committee system to adjust
activities of the War and Navy departments and to integrate
military policy and programs with overall domestic and
international requirements.

Both services outlined their proposals before a Senate
committee in October 1945. The War Department plan, as
presented by General J. Lawton Collins, was confusing and
inconsistent, particularly in the peculiar dual relationship
of the service chiefs as subordinates to the Chief of Staff of
the Armed Forces in the departmental hierarchy, but as
equal members of the advisory Joint Chiefs of Staff. In
addition, the solid command line used by Collins on his
chart clearly showed the theater commanders directly
under the Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces, thus implying
that he alone would direct operations by the CINCs in the
field. Collins was at great pains to emphasize that the single
Chief of Staff would not have a large staff and that the
individual service chiefs would continue to act for the Joint
Chiefs as executive agents to carry out the JCS directives
with the operational staffs of their own services. But 2
weeks later, before the same committee, Eisenhower
rejected the solid command line on the organizational chart.
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The Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces, he recommended,
should be removed from the chain of command between the
Secretary on the one hand and the service chiefs and theater
commanders on the other, and be depicted in the advisory
organizational box of the JCS as the chief advisor to the
civilian head. Eisenhower was sure that this had been the
original intent since “by drawing him as he appears on the
chart, it looks like he is the fabulous man on horseback that
we are always talking about.”®

On December 19, 1945, President Truman sent a
unification message to Congress that clearly favored the
single department proposed in the Collins Plan.
Nevertheless, Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal was
optimistic as the new year began, since the new Army Chief
of Staff and his naval counterpart, Admiral Chester Nimitz,
had already begun negotiations that appeared likely to
settle what the Secretary termed the unification lawsuit.
“Eisenhower is a good practical Dutchman and so is
Nimitz,” Forrestal observed, “and between them | believe
we will make progress.”’ Another year would pass,
however, before both chiefs and both service secretaries
could arrive at a draft proposal for unification, and even
then it required presidential decisions on several
intractable issues. Eisenhower was committed throughout
the process to establishing overall unity of command
exercised by a civilian secretary. “lI personally do not care
what the language of the bill is,” he testified to Congress
that spring.

I want to get started with a man to whom we can all go, a civilian

who comes down here and tells you people. . . . “Here is the
picture of national security of the country; here is what we think
we need. . ..” That is important to me.*®

The compromise unification proposal was dispatched to
Congress early in 1947 and emerged with some
modifications after prolonged hearings and deliberations on
July 26 as the National Security Act. The new law created a
coordinated defense establishment more in keeping with
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the Navy model—an organization which Eisenhower aptly
characterized as “little more than a weak confederation of
sovereign military units.”® The compromise was most
noticeable in the powers provided to the Secretary of
Defense, who instead of presiding over one single executive
branch department, was to head a National Military
Establishment consisting of three executive departments,
one for each service and administered by cabinet-level
secretaries. The services, which now included an Air Force,
retained their essential autonomy as well as the roles and
missions that had emerged from the war—a status
explicitly acknowledged in the Act's provision “for their
authoritative coordination and unified direction under
civilian control but not to merge them.” Equally important,
the Act established the JCS as a permanent organization
served by a joint staff limited to 100 officers divided with
equal numbers from each of the military departments. The
Joint Chiefs were provided with statutory authorization to
continue their wartime roles: To act as the principal
military advisors to the President and the Secretary of
Defense; to prepare strategic plans and provide for the
strategic direction of the armed forces; and “to establish
unified commands in strategic areas when such unified
commands are in the interest of national security.”°

Despite his support for the unification compromise,
Eisenhower revealed some key reservations in his
occasionally unguarded testimony to the House and Senate
committees in the spring of 1947. The idea that the JCS
would continue as a collaborative, coordinated body
obviously bothered him when he acknowledged under
persistent questioning that

there is weakness in any council runningawar. . .. In war, you
must have a decision. A bum decision is better than none. And
the trouble is that when you get three, you finally get none.*

One solution was a single Chief of Staff, which he admitted
was his personal preference, but too disruptive an issue.
“Time may bring it about, and it may show that this is the
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better system.”* In the meantime, it was necessary to
establish a truly joint culture. It was a basic fact, he pointed
out, that

when you have kept services apart and you wait until men are
50 before they begin to meet and know much about each other, it
is pretty difficult to develop the kind of team play that applieson
one of the Knute Rockne football teams.*’

A year later, Eisenhower returned to the theme in his
farewell memorandum to Secretary of Defense Forrestal.
“Someday it will be possible,” he wrote,

to give to selected officers of the several services ‘combined arms’
commissions that will transcend in prestige and in public regard
anything they could hold of comparable rank in one of the
individual services.*

The memorandum was also a reminder of the need for an
evolutionary approach to the provisions of the National
Security Act.

There should be no hesitancy in using the ‘trial and error’
method so long as these proceed from minor innovation toward
larger and more radical objectives in final result.®

The two men were able to act on this advice when, less
than a year later, Forrestal asked Eisenhower to serve as
his adviser and informal Chairman of the JCS. From
December 1948 to July 1949, Eisenhower divided his time
between his duties as President of Columbia University and
his responsibilities as Chairman in increasingly tense
sessions with the Joint Chiefs. He later recalled that, as
Chairman, “I was an umpire between disputing services;
sometimes a hatchet man on what Fox Conner used to call
Fool Schemes.”® A major motivation for Forrestal was to
use Eisenhower effectively as a senior military adviser
interacting with the JCS in order to obtain an amendment
to the National Security Act that would provide a
permanent Chairman for that body. “With Ike here for 60
days,” he confided in his diary, “lI think we can get the
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pattern set and prove its workability by pragmatic
experience.”’ At first, however, Eisenhower was more
inclined to focus on a self-imposed majority rule procedure
for the JCS, whereby if the Joint Chiefs failed three times to
reach unanimity on a given issue, the majority view would
prevail. But after his initial experiences of attempting to
adjudicate bitter interservice parochial disputes, he
changed his mind. “The JCS need a chairman at the very
least—and by that | mean a fourth member who can divorce
himself from his service background.”*®

By that time, Eisenhower was heavily involved in all
aspects of proposed changes to the 1947 Act. The Chairman,
he suggested, should “take precedence” over all others, but
be a non-voting member of the JCS, a move that would “tend
to allay suspicions that the man was going to be an arbitrary
boss.”® Nor should there be any fixed ceiling for the Joint
Staff. In addition, he was particularly concerned that the
right of service secretaries to appeal directly to the
President and the Director of the Budget be eliminated. It
was a matter, after all, of the centralizing spirit of the law
and how that was to be conveyed in the proposed
amendments.

I think that the language should carry the clear intent of
Congress to place the maximum amount of authority in the
hands of the Secretary of Defense with restrictions imposed in
only a few vital areas where obviously Congress should dictate
the type of organization desired. My impression of the law as
now written is that it sets up an official upon whom is placed
great responsibility and then a deliberate shackle was
imposed upon him to the extent that his effectiveness is
curtailed.”

On August 10, President Truman signed PL 216, the
National Security Amendments of 1949, which transformed
the National Military Establishment into the executive
Department of Defense. The amendments, reflecting some
congressional modifications, remained essentially
concerned with the two issues for which Eisenhower had
provided input: The extent to which the Secretary of
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Defense’s formal authority was to be increased and the
scope of the authority of the Chairman position that was to
be added to the JCS. In terms of the Secretary, the
qualifying “general” was removed from the original
description of his “direction, authority, and control.”
Equally important, the service secretaries lost considerable
power with their removal from the National Security
Council and their loss of cabinet status, although they still
retained statutory obligation to “separately” administer
what were now military departments. As for the
recommendation that the Chairman “head” the JCS and act
as the principal adviser to the President and the Secretary
of Defense, Congress agreed that he would preside over the
Joint Chiefs as a non-voting member. The JCS, however, not
the chairman, would be the principal advisers and in this
capacity would be aided by a Joint Staff increased to 210. In
addition, although the service secretaries and military
chiefs were no longer permitted to deal directly with the
President or the Budget Director as Eisenhower had
recommended, they were allowed, after informing the
Secretary, to take to Congress, “any recommendations
relating to the Department of Defense.” Finally, the new law
specifically prohibited any of the major combat functions of
the military departments from being “transferred,
reassigned, abolished or consolidated.”*

This last prohibition reflected the continued sensitivity
to service roles and missions, an issue deliberately not
addressed in detail in 1947. This issue had ostensibly been
settled by the so-called Key West Agreement, hammered
out by Forrestal and the JCS in April 1948, 2 months after
Eisenhower quit as Army Chief. Equally important, itwas a
reflection of trends set in train by the Key West Agreement
that would increase the tensions between the authority of
service component commanders and that of unified
commanders. To begin with, the overwhelming interest of
the chiefs at that conference was to protect the integrity of
their service activities in operational commands involving
more than one service. Moreover, the agreement provided
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that the JCS continue the well established practice of
designating one of its members as executive agent for each
unified command. All this was compounded by the 1949 Act,
which not only explicitly forbade the Secretary to interfere
with the combat functions of the forces being assigned to
unified commands, but increased the power of the service
chiefs even as it diminished that of the service secretaries.
The chiefs, of course, were still individually responsible to
their secretaries. But collectively the Joint Chiefs were the
principal military advisers of the Secretary of Defense; and
since they were the only service departmental
representatives provided a statutory role in the
departmental policy process, they became, as they had in
World War 11, the spokesmen for their services.

These trends culminated in 1951 with the publication of
the Joint Action Armed Forces (JAAF) manual, the first
joint document to supercede the 1935 JAAN. In the first
post-war change to the old document, which Eisenhower
had cited in establishing the first Unified Command Plan,
the CINCs were explicitly given command over service
components, as the organizational norm. In the new
document, that command was couched in terms of exception
and even then in terms that were solicitous of the services.

Unless authorized to do so by the appointing authority, the
commander of a unified command does not exercise direct
command of any of the Service components or of a subordinate
force. In exercising command, he shall take cognizance of the
prerogatives and responsibilities of his Service component
commanders. . . .**

By 1951, Eisenhower had assumed duties as the first
Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), a position
as much political as military, which within a few months he
was referring to as “this dismaying and unattractive
assignment. . . .”® Part of his frustration had to do with
conflicting parochial national interests—whether it was the
British insistence that one of their admirals be CINC of
either the Atlantic or Mediterranean Command, or French
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suspicions of any attempts to rearm the Germans. The
German issue was particularly frustrating because it
involved Eisenhower in discussions about centralized
command in a European Defense Force in which he
believed, but which was doomed to failure precisely because
of the degree of national integration down the chain of
command that he found so attractive. In fact, much of
Eisenhower’s frustration was focused on the Joint Chiefs
who complicated his efforts to build a unified structure by
indulging in service rivalries in their dealings with the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), by refusing to
share intelligence as well as atomic weapons and secrets,
and by resisting efforts to transfer operational control of
U.S. units to NATO. These types of problems were
symbolized by IRONBARK, the JCS war plan that had as a
basic assumption that NATO forces could delay but not
prevent the onslaught of communist forces across Europe.
This assumption was at odds with the political-military
NATO strategy that required a vigorous defense along the
Rhine, for which the Europeans were struggling to provide
manpower and resources. Eisenhower recognized the need
for the JCS to prepare emergency war plans on a global
basis. “However, with respect to my area,” he reminded
them,

the fact that the U.S. has taken the lead in establishing a unified
command structure, and has, with other nations, agreed to
place its forces under that command, makes it mandatory that
U.S. emergency plans recognize clearly my authority as the
Supreme Allied Commander Europe. . . . | consider, therefore,
that it must be made absolutely clear that the directive of the
President, placing all U.S. forces in Europe under my
operational command for the accomplishment of my mission,
has no qualifications or limitations. . . .*>*

The Presidency.
Eisenhower’s earlier experiences concerning unity of

command virtually assured that defense reorganization
would be an immediate priority for him when he assumed
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the office of President in January 1953. It was still, as he
had believed since agreeing to the 1947 compromise, a
matter of organizational evolution. “Valuable lessons have
been learned through six years of trial by experience.”
Moreover, there were what he termed “changing conditions”
in the domestic and international arena. To begin with,
America would have to continue to live through years that
were “neither of total war nor total peace,” in which large
standing forces would have to be used efficiently and
effectively in unified commands around the world to
reassure allies, to deter aggression, and, if deterrence failed,
to fight and win. Efficiency was the key to maintaining
freedom and economic solvency, both of which he believed
were vital components of national security. At the same
time, Eisenhower still had concerns about the lack of full
centralized civilian control, which had not been alleviated
by the 1949 Act or the experiences in the intervening years.
In fact, even as the status of the service secretaries had
declined in the wake of that Act, the JCS had returned to its
dominant position of World War 11 in the Korean conflict,
directing combat operations and dealing directly with the
President concerning implementation of United Nations
(U.N.) directives. As a consequence, the new President
believed there was a need to reduce the role and political
power of the JCS, which had already begun to deadlock on
reduced budgetary allocations as the Korean War came to
an end.>®

To resolve these issues, Eisenhower appointed the
Rockefeller Committee in early February to develop specific
recommendations for Department of Defense (DoD)
reorganization. The April 11 Committee Report continued
the general tenor of the criticism concerning the JCS,
concluding that in order for the Joint Chiefs “to rise above
the particular views of their respective services,” they must
be moved out of all command channels and serve only as a
planning and advisory staff.®® This conclusion, however,
presented the committee with a dilemma. One group
believed that the only way the Joint Chiefs would transcend
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service interests was to end their relationships with the
services. They recommended a hierarchical, general staff
model that would terminate the “dual-hat” role of the JCS.
Acting solely in a “staff” capacity for the Secretary, the Joint
Chiefs would turn naturally from “parochial” to “national”
advice. Another group opposed a complete separation
between operational and planning responsibilities. The
compromise was to strengthen the position of the Chairman
in order to bring about a reorientation of the JCS and its
subordinate staff structure, in which the JCS staff role for
the Secretary would be emphasized and the role of the chiefs
as service representatives would be de-emphasized, but not
ended.”’

Eisenhower incorporated this compromise proposal, as
well as other committee recommendations, into his April 30
message forwarding the reorganization plan to Congress.
He was careful to point out that the JCS, as provided in the
1947 National Security Act, “are not a command body, but
are the principal military advisers to the President, the
National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense.”®
In their dual-hat capacity, however, the JCS could not plan
effectively on joint matters while fulfilling their
responsibilities to the secretaries for the efficiency of their
services and their readiness for war. One way to further the
strategic planning and military advisory capabilities of the
“clearly overworked” chiefs, the solicitous President
concluded, was to make the Chairman solely responsible for
managing the work of the Joint Staff and its Director, to
include the provision that the service of officers on that staff
would be subject to the Chairman’s approval.

Eisenhower was equally solicitous on the related issue of
clarifying lines of civilian authority, which he assured
Congress could be attained without any legislative change.
It was simply a matter of altering by executive order that
part of the Key West Agreement that had legalized the Joint
Chiefs executive agent system for each unified command.
This practice, the President emphasized, had led to
“considerable confusion and misunderstanding” with
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respect to the relationships of the JCS to the Secretary of
Defense and of the individual service chiefs to their service
secretaries. As a consequence, he intended to direct the
Secretary of Defense to revise the Key West Agreement and
to designate a military department as executive agent for
each unified command. “Under this new arrangement,” he
concluded, “the channel of responsibility and authority to a
commander of a unified command will unmistakably be
from the President to the Secretary of Defense to the
designated civilian Secretary of a military department.” At
the same time, however, Eisenhower also included almost
verbatim what the Rockefeller Committee termed “an
important proviso” as part of its internal compromise—a
compromise in this case that continued the ambiguity in the
chain of command.

It will be understood, however, that for the strategic direction
and operational control of forces and for the conduct of combat
operations, the military chief of the designated military
department will be authorized by the Secretary of Defense to
receive and transmit reports and orders and to act for that
department in its executive agency capacity. This
arrangement will make it always possible to deal promptly
with emergency or wartime situations.

In October 1953, the Secretary of Defense issued the
executive order revision of the Key West Agreement derived
from the President’s April 30 message. The actual
legislation concerning the reorganization plan had already
passed at the end of June. In the hearings on that
legislation, there were some traditional concerns that the
changes concerning the Chairman could lead to a man on
horseback. But after “clarifying the matter” for legislative
leaders, Eisenhower was generally able to quiet these
concerns.* In addition, there was a general tendency on the
part of most congressmen and witnesses in the hearings to
defer to the new leader who had justified his reorganization
request as “a former soldier who has experienced modern
war at first hand, and now as President and Commander in
Chief of the Armed Forces and the United States.”®°
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Admiral Leahy, for instance, testified that the changes
proposed in the plan would create a system greatly different
from the World War Il experience. But since the United
States had been so successful in that conflict, the committee
chairman asked, why should the changes in the
reorganization plan be approved? “President Eisenhower
wants it,” the Admiral replied; “that is all.” Was that the
only reason, the chairman continued. “That is the only
reason | can see,” Leahy explained.

....Hehasbeen agrand soldier and he has been in it all his life.
When people ask me whether | object to this or not, | say, “How
can | object to it if the President approves it?” He has more
experience in wars than | have had. He is recognized as an
expert. So if he wants it why not let him have it? That is my
answer to it.*"

This kind of deference had long since disappeared by
Eisenhower’s second term. There were new tensions within
the military establishment brought about by the rising cost
of fielding modern forces for war in an environment of fixed
budgets. All this was intensified by the October 1957 Soviet
launch of Sputnik, which led to renewed public debate
concerning DoD organizational structure and to alarming
predictions from independent studies and committees.
Eisenhower had already formed several advisory groups on
the subject, primarily to reinforce his ideas on unity of
command. “Military organization was a subject | had long
lived with,” he recalled later in classic understatement; “. . .
I had definite ideas of the corrective measures that needed
to be taken.”®? On January 9, 1958, he presented his State of
the Union address to Congress and listed DoD
reorganization as the top priority of the eight tasks he set
out for his administration. He would send specific
recommendations to Congress by separate message, he
concluded, to enthusiastic applause.

That message on April 3 represented the culmination of
Eisenhower’s thoughts and experiences concerning unity of
command since the early days of World War I1. That conflict
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had proved that warfare could no longer be waged
effectively under separate service efforts. But in the debates
and eventual compromise that marked the 1947
reorganization, “the lessons were lost, tradition won. . . .”®
In 1949 and 1953, there were reforms leading to increased
centralization and authority for the Secretary of
Defense—all necessary given the new technologies and the
Cold War requirements for readiness and deterrence. The
process had been slowed, however, by concerted resistance
from the separate services and their friends in Congress.
The service leaders, Eisenhower emphasized, were honest
in their forceful presentations of their views on the
iImportance of their programs in the overall national effort.

But service responsibilities and activities must always be only
the branches, not the central trunk of the national security
tree. . . . We must cling no longer to statutory authority. We
must free ourselves of emotional attachments to service
systems of an era that is no more.

The central theme of Eisenhower’s April proposals, as it
had been in his 1945 Congressional testimony, was that
unity of command must run in a symbiotic thread from the
highest level down into the theater commands.

The need for greater unity today is most acute at two
points—in the office of the Secretary of Defense and in the
major operational commands responsible for actual combat in
the event of war.

In terms of the operational level, the President specifically
addressed the organizational deficiencies of the unified
commands that limited the CINCs authority over the
component commands, their influence over resources, and
their ability to promote greater unity of effort within their
commands. The solution was to build upon the World War 11
experience and organize forces into “truly unified”
commands as the “cutting edge” of the entire defense
organization.
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Because | have often seen the evils of diluted command, |
emphasize that each unified commander must have
unquestioned authority over all units of his command.

The key to reform in the field was clear command lines
from the President to the CINCs in order to avoid confusion
of authority and defusion of responsibilities. The existing
chain of command from the 1953 reorganization,
Eisenhower explained, had expanded from the service
secretaries to the point that “ultimately the chief of an
individual service issues in the name of the Secretary of
Defense orders to a unified commander.” That this was
“staff” taking over responsibilities of the “line” was
self-evident, since the role of the Joint Chiefs, he reminded
the Congress, should be only to furnish professional advice
and staff assistance to the Secretary of Defense. To this end,
he had directed the Secretary to discontinue the use of
military departments as executive agents for unified
commands. “I consider this chain of command cumbersome
and unreliable in time of peace and not usable in time of
war,” Eisenhower emphasized. “Clearly, Secretaries of
military departments and chiefs of individual services
should be removed from the command channel.”

The result was an operational chain of command
“running from the Commander in Chief and Secretary of
Defense directly to unified commands.” At the same time,
Eisenhower planned to maintain the support channel to the
CINCs through the military departments which, relieved by
his directive of responsibility for military operations, could
concentrate on the administration, training, and logistics of
their service forces assigned by the Secretary to the unified
commands. But for this support channel to work, provisions
in the current law must be eliminated, such as the one
prescribing “separate administration” by the service
secretaries of their departments which inflicted “needless
and injurious restraints on the authority of the Secretary of
Defense.” And chief among such provisions, as Eisenhower
examined the command linkage to the CINCs, was the
specter of service functions that always hovered on the
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fringes of such considerations. The 1949 law had contained
the first explicit statutory limitations on executive
alterations of combatant functions—an ironic outcome of
the efforts that year to clarify and strengthen the Defense
Secretary’s power. Now in the spring of 1958, Eisenhower
proposed in the strongest terms that these restrictions be
amended in order “to remove any possible obstacles to the
full unity of our commands and the full command over them
by unified commanders!” This recommendation, he added,
did not contemplate any repeal of laws prescribing the
composition of the services, nor would it have such an effect.

All these changes would also require the JCS to change.
In order for that body to assist the Secretary of Defense in
his exercise of direction over the unified commands,
Eisenhower asked Congress to raise or remove the statutory
limit of 210 officers on the Joint Staff, and to authorize the
Chairman to assign duties to that staff and to appoint its
Director. As for the service chiefs, the President was as
solicitous as he had been in 1953 of their dual-hat
“burdens.” He proposed, therefore, that the law be changed
to emphasize that each chief was authorized to delegate
much of his service responsibilities to his vice chief, thus
allowing him to make the JCS role the primary duty.
Finally, Eisenhower served notice to Congress that he was
changing the Joint Staff committee system, which he
perceived as a vestigial organization from 1942 when the
staff reflected the informal nature of the JCS. “Had I
allowed my interservice and inter-allied staff to be similarly
organized in the theaters | commanded during World War
11,” he explained, “the delays and resulting indecisiveness
would have been unacceptable to my superiors.” The new
system would center on an integrated operations division
with joint directorates designed to make it easier for the
Joint Staff, as it assumed the duties heretofore performed
by the service staffs, to work with similar structures in the
unified commands.

In considering the reorganization proposal, the Armed
Service committees in both Houses agreed with the
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necessity to organize the operational commands into “truly
unified” military structures tailored for a rapidly changing
world. But they expressed concerns about the methods to
achieve that objective, particularly concerning the request
to grant the Secretary of Defense greater authority to
determine the service roles and missions. In a similar
manner, both committees were concerned about any
increase in the authority of the Chairman and the size of the
Joint Staff, and were generally not persuaded by
administration arguments that delegation of service duties
to the vice chiefs would not sever the ties of the chiefs to
their individual services. Nor were the committees fully
convinced that the words “separately administered,” as
currently applied to the military departments, posed a
threat to the Secretary, or for that matter, that there was
any challenge that could mitigate his authority over the
CINCs. Even the popular General Omar Bradley could not
escape unscathed at one point in his continued insistence
that the Defense Secretary did not have adequate authority.
”Can you suggest to the committee," the exasperated House
chairman asked, “any English word that carries more
authority than ‘direction, authority and control’?”®*

The House and Senate committee hearings on various
modifications of the proposed legislation lasted from May to
July. Eisenhower was extremely active throughout the
period, meeting with key legislative leaders and writing
influential persons to marshal pressure on Congress. “So
strong were my convictions on the need for this reform. .. .”®
The result was a compromise bill that clearly favored the
administration. The legislation granted the President’s
request for authority concerning service combatant
functions, but also provided that Congress would have 70
days to reject by simple majority any transfer or abolition of
such functions. Eisenhower considered that the latter
provision “made a small hole in the doughnut,” since in an
emergency he was also authorized to transfer major
combatant functions without consulting Congress.®

54



There was a similar pattern of compromise with the
authorization of the Chairman to vote in the JCS and to
manage the Joint Staff. The Chairman was permitted to
select that staff, but only “in consultation” with the JCS,
and to manage it, but only “on behalf” of that collaborative
body. Moreover, the legislation specifically authorized the
Chiefs to retain their right to assign duties to the Joint Staff.
And there was no way for the President to gloss over what he
termed “legalized insubordination” in the final legislation
that authorized the service secretaries and the military
chiefs to go directly to Congress with “any recommendations
relating to the Department of Defense that they might deem
proper.” Still, Eisenhower consoled himself with President
Ulysses S. Grant’s reaction to similar circumstances: “I
cannot make the Comptroller General change his mind, but
| can get a new Comptroller General.”®’

Balanced against these compromises were the
authorizations for the Chairman to vote in JCS
deliberations; for the service chiefs to delegate service
duties to their Vice Chiefs; and for the Joint Staff to increase
its size to 400 officers. Moreover, in terms of the military
departments, the words “separately administered” were
replaced with the specification that each department would
be “separately organized” under its secretary with all
services functioning under the “direction, authority and
control of the Secretary of Defense.” More important for
Eisenhower, the 1958 law authorized him, acting through
the Secretary of Defense and with the advice of the JCS, to
establish unified commands, to assign their missions, and to
determine their force structure. In turn, the CINCs of those
commands were made responsible to the President and the
Secretary of Defense for implementing assigned missions.
To this end, the law delegated the CINCs full “operational
command” over assigned forces that could only be
transferred with presidential approval. At the same time,
the responsibility for the administration, training and
support of these component forces was maintained in the
respective military departments. Finally, by separate
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executive action, the Secretary of Defense discontinued the
system of executive agents for the unified commands.
Henceforth, the chain of command was to begin with the
President and run through the Secretary of Defense to the
CINCs.

The Evolutionary Process.

When he signed the Defense Reorganization Bill into law
on August 6, 1958, Eisenhower praised it as a remarkable
achievement. His positive reaction was understandable
since the new legislation represented a major move from the
coordinate philosophy that had triumphed in 1947 toward
his ideal of centralized civilian authority. That authority
extended on the one hand in a direct operational line to the
CINCs and on the other, in an administrative and support
line to those commanders through the military
departments. In theory, those two lines would be brought
together for the Secretary within the JCS advisory system.
The effort would be led by the Chairman, gradually
approaching the Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces status
outlined so long ago in Eisenhower’s interpretation of the
Collins Plan. Under this system, the service chiefs would
bring their superior expertise on service force capabilities
and programs to the joint arena, and at the same time would
emerge from the JCS deliberations with a broader
perspective on national defense that would be used as they
exercised their individual service responsibilities.
Moreover, the new law granted more sweeping authority to
the CINCs than Eisenhower had exercised over all the
American forces assigned to OVERLORD. “In my own
experience in the European theater,” he acknowledged,

I had found little difficulty with a loose theater organization
partly because of the spirit of cooperation existing in wartime
and partly because | was the administrative commander of by
far the largest single component force in Europe, the United
States Army, which included the Air Force.?®
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The changes, however, were deceptive. To begin with,
the military departments and services exercised residual de
facto power and influence out of all proportion to their new
statutorily assigned duties. The Office of the Secretary of
Defense was still not organized for full and effective
integration of service capabilities into the forces required
for the missions of the Unified Commands. Nor were the
Joint Chiefs, the principal staff contact for the CINCs, able
to make meaningful programmatic inputs. As a
consequence, the unified commanders had to plan for their
missions with resources provided by the services through a
process defended by the services. The result was that the
CINCs had limited power to influence the capability of
assigned forces, leaving the services and thus the
components with the primary influence on both the
structure and the readiness of the forces for which the
CINCs were responsible. This continued strength and
independence of the component commands would in many
aspects insure that despite Eisenhower’s termination of the
executive agent arrangement, the practice would persist
outside the formal DoD directive.

This failure to adequately implement Eisenhower’s
concept of unified command resulted over the next several
decades in operational deficiencies that became
increasingly evident during the Vietham War, the seizure of
the Pueblo, the lIranian hostage rescue attempt, and the
incursion into Grenada. The 1983 Grenada operation, in
particular, caused Congress to focus its efforts on ensuring
that the CINCs had sufficient authority both to maintain
unity of command during operations and to prepare
effectively for assigned missions. To that end, it would also
be necessary to make the Chairman of the JCS responsible
for developing joint doctrine and joint training policies.
That same year, former Secretary of Defense James
Schlesinger summarized the problem before the Senate
Committee on Armed Services.

In all of our military institutions, the time-honored principle of
“unity of command” is inculcated. Yet at the national level it is
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formerly resisted and flagrantly violated. Unity of command is
endorsed if and only if it applies at the service level. The
inevitable consequence is both the duplication of effort and the
ultimate ambiguity of command.®

These types of continuing problems leading up to the
Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 were something Eisenhower
would have understood from his 17-year involvement with
the problems of unity of command at the national and
theater levels. At the August 1958 signing of the
Reorganization Act, he reminded his associates “that the
law was just another step toward what the majority of
experienced military men knew was necessary.”’° But
Eisenhower’s underlying philosophy was expressed in his
1949 testimony concerning the first changes to the National
Security Act.

We are expecting perfection too quickly. It is just exactly,
gentlemen, as when we were waging a great war in Europe. . . .
We get a set-back, deliberately risked to get ahead with this
war. . . . These set-backs are an inescapable part of all group
activity. ...
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CHAPTER 4

THE DoD REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1986:
IMPROVING THE DEPARTMENT
THROUGH CENTRALIZATION AND
INTEGRATION

Douglas C. Lovelace, Jr.

Reorganizing the military establishment of the United
States has been a subject of considerable congressional
interest throughout much of this century. As early as 1921,
Congress began considering proposals to combine or unify
the military departments under a single executive agency.
Between 1921 and 1945, for example, Congress considered
some 50 proposals to reorganize the U.S. armed forces. Due
largely to opposition from the Departments of War and
Navy, however, none of these initiatives resulted in
legislation.*

The experiences of World War Il made it clear that, for
the U.S. armed forces, future warfare would increasingly be
characterized by unified operations,? and that a centrally
coordinated process for providing U.S. military capabilities
was needed. In a message to Congress (December 1945),
President Harry S. Truman stated that “There is enough
evidence now at hand to demonstrate beyond question the
need for a unified department.” He urged Congress to “. . .
adopt legislation combining the War and Navy departments
into one single Department of National Defense.”®
President Truman’s message led to the National Security
Act (NSA) of 1947 which created the “National Military
Establishment” and initiated a trend toward unification of
the U.S. armed forces that would continue throughout the
remainder of the century.*
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The type of unification advanced by legislation and
considered in this chapter has not eliminated the separate
services or merged the military departments into one.> As
used herein, unification refers to the centralized direction of
the U.S. armed forces and the concomitant subordination of
the military departments and services to a centralized
control structure. This contrasts with a separatist approach
by which each military department would be a relatively
autonomous organization¥coordinating, and perhaps
synchronizing, its activities with the other departments,
but retaining essential decisionmaking autonomy in most
areas.

The National Security Act of 1947 marked the beginning
of a process of unification which continues today. Congress
contributed to the evolutionary process by passing the 1949
and 1958 amendments. In 1986, Congress passed seminal
legislation that significantly reorganized the Department of
Defense (DoD), moving it further toward a unified
structure. In the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1986 (GNA), Congress sought to
strengthen civilian control of DoD, improve military advice
to civilian leadership, clarify the authority and
responsibilities of the combatant commanders, improve
strategy formulation and contingency planning, and
provide for more efficient use of defense resources. Over a
decade old, the Act has been substantially implemented in
most respects. The GNA is the most comprehensive defense
reorganization package enacted since the 1947 National
Security Act. Designed to accelerate the unification of the
U.S. armed forces by fundamentally altering the manner in
which they were raised, trained, commanded, and
employed, the GNA has affected virtually all major
elements of DoD. Many consider the GNA instrumental in
the success of U.S. forces during OPERATION DESERT
STORM. Some believe that the question confronting DoD
now is what initiatives are required to progress the
department beyond the framework established by GNA?
Still others believe that the process and pattern of reform
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which led to passage of the Act should be replicated to
achieve a commensurate degree of unification among the
various national agencies involved in formulating and
implementing national security strategy. The purpose of
this chapter is to analyze the GNA in order to provide a
historical context for the contemporary debate about what
steps should be taken to improve further the functioning of
the DoD within the overarching national security structure.

UNIFICATION EFFORTS AND CONCERNS

How best to balance the unified and separatist
approaches to DoD organization has been a challenge that
has confronted Congress over the past half-century. Since
1947, Congress has gravitated slowly toward the unification
pole of these contrasting views of armed forces organization,
but the attraction of the separatist philosophy remains
significant. Since the end of World War 11, almost every
Secretary of Defense has supported increased
centralization of authority. The military departments, on
the other hand, have generally attempted to retain their
autonomy.

In attempts to craft the most effective balance between
these opposing forces, Congress has recognized that
increased unification of the U.S. armed forces erodes
congressional control over the military. Consequently,
Congress has sought to limit this erosion by not
over-centralizing authority within the executive branch.®
The interaction of these dynamics has resulted in an
evolutionary unification process that continues as
implementation of the GNA nears completion.

The National Security Act of 1947 was the first, albeit
relatively ineffective, piece of unification legislation.
Although the act created the position of Secretary of
Defense, it gave the Secretary no real authority over the
secretaries of the Army, Navy, or Air Force. Congress
perceived both the benefits and the dangers associated with
unification, and decided not to enact more radical
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legislation for fear of yielding much of its control over the
military to the executive branch.” By 1949, however, the
executive branch was pressing for legislation to achieve
greater unification. Commenting on the National Security
Act, President Truman, in a March 1949 message to
Congress, stated:

This act has provided a practical and workable basis for
beginning the unification of the military services and for
coordinating military policy with foreign and economic policy . . .
The past 18 months have dispelled any doubt that unification of
the armed forces can yield great advantages to the nation . . .
[but] the act fails to provide for a fully responsible official with
authority adequate to meet his responsibility, whom the
president and the Congress can hold accountable.’

The 1949 Amendment to the National Security Act
represented an important, but limited, step in further
unifying the U.S. military establishment. Congress
established DoD as an executive department and made the
Secretary of Defense responsible for its general direction.
Congress also redesignated the executive departments of
the Army, Navy, and Air Force as military departments,
which reduced them in stature, but the legislation also
instructed that they continue to be “separately
administered.”

The congressional intent stated in Section 2 of the
Amendment was:

. to provide three military departments, separately
administered, . . . to provide for their authoritative
coordination and unified direction under civilian control of the
Secretary of Defense but not to merge them . . . and for their
integration into an efficient team of land, naval, and air forces
but not to establish a single Chief of Staff over the armed
forces nor an armed forces general staff (but thisis not to
be interpreted as applying to the Joint Chiefs of Staff or
Joint Staff) [emphasis in original].*

An important feature of the 1949 Amendment was that,
while clearly avoiding the actual merging of the military
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departments and the creation of a “single Chief of Staff,” the
amendment provided for a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (CJCS). The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) was given legal
identity by the 1947 NSA, with a mandate to serve as the
principal military advisory agency to the President, NSC,
and the Secretary of Defense.'* The 1949 amendment to the
NSA created the position of CJCS, but significantly
circumscribed his authority. He was not to exercise
command over the military services nor the Joint Chiefs,
and, in fact, he was not even a voting member of the JCS.*?

With the 1949 Amendment to the National Security Act,
Congress took a further step toward unifying the armed
forces but stopped short of merging the military
departments. Not surprisingly, unification pressures
continued. By 1958, the benefits of unified strategic
direction of the armed forces were more apparent, but
Congress still feared the creation of too much centralized
authority over the military. With the DoD Reorganization
Act of 1958, which amended the NSA, Congress nonetheless
gave the Secretary of Defense real authority over the U.S.
military establishment, including the power to reorganize
DoD. The amendment modified the requirement that the
military departments be “separately administered” to say
that they must be “separately organized.”™® The 1958 Act,

further subordinated the military departments to the central
authority of the Secretary of Defense, established the chain of
command from the President, through the Secretary of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the unified and
specified commands, and provided for the central direction
and control of research and development.™

During the next 25 years, there was little congressional
action to unify the U.S. armed forces, but the Secretary of
Defense used his increased authority to take limited steps
toward further unification.'® In the early 1980s, however,
several events helped shape a congressional consensus that
DoD required significant reform.
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THE ROAD TO REFORM
The Iran Hostage Rescue Attempt.

On November 4, 1979, Iranian militants stormed the
U.S. Embassy in Tehran, seizing 53 American hostages. The
attack on the embassy should not have come as a complete
surprise. Almost 9 months earlier, a similar incident
occurred but was resolved diplomatically.*® Although a
contingency plan for the evacuation of U.S. personnel
existed,’’ it is unclear if the JCS, in response to the first
attack on the embassy, advised the Secretary of Defense or
the President that the contingency plan should be made
ready for potential execution. In any event, over 5 months
elapsed after the second seizure and the taking of American
hostages before the Unite