“Cﬁapter 3 - NEW SERVICE'S PLACE IN FCC

Unlike later sponsors of FBIS--War Department
and CIA--FCC was never a primary user of the FBIS
product. TFor FBIS this had certain advantages, but
also certain marked disadvantages. The primary advaﬁ—
tage was that FCC did not seek to shape development of
the newlservice to serve its own purposes. This was
of special significance in the formative years.
Experience during the war showed rather conclusively
that if foreign broadcast monitoring had been under
the direction of OWI it woyld have concentrated on
propaganda broadcasts needed by OWL in establishing
policy and directing its international broadcast program.
Under OWI direction much of the information that provided
valuable intelligence to such agencieées as the War, Navy,
and State Departments, and BEW, would have been slighted.
FBIS would have become merely an arm of OWI. An even
better illustration is the monitoring done undcr direction
of the Psychological Warfare Branch (PWB) in the field.
FBIS trained the first men who set up a monitoring . post

under PWB and even continued to pay salaries of some of
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the men, but when actual direction of operations passed
out of the hands of FBIS, the monitoring became virtually ;

‘valueless to the FBIS headquarters office in Washington. i

It served PWB and PWE alone.
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Under FCC sponsorship FBIS was noi subjected tc
this one-gided growth. It was given freedom to discover
where its services were most useful and so shape its
activities as to give the greatest benefits to all
government agencies. It actually was inaependent
subject only to general ICC administration. When a
pelicy or operation had been decided upon within the
confines of the FBIS administrative office, there was
very little likelihood that FCC would offer any ob-
jections, though its formal approval was required for
every change made in FBIS. On the rare occasion when
an FBIS recommendation was turred down by FCU, it
usually was because in some way it affcected the other
branches of the Commission. A good example is reccrded
in August 1943, Tom Grandin, on a frip to the West
Coast, became convinced that immediate steps should be
taken to investigate the advantages of luédLing a moni-
toring post in Hawail. He asked permission to éo on to
Hawaii, and his petition was backed up by a lctter from
Owen lattimore, in charge cof OWI wurk on the West Coast.
Graves reported to Leigh on 6 August 19423, after taking
the matter up witﬂ Chainma; Fly, that the request had

been "emphatically reljecied." The main reason given was
.that Grandin could learn ne more in HBawaii than RID

enginesrs already Lhere could learn.,




The primary disadvantage to FBIS of having as
sponsor an office with no direct interest in its
-product became painfully apparent in the fall of
1945. When Congress rescinded more than half of
the remaining fiscal year's appropriation for FCC
National Defense Activities, FCC decided that the
money must go to RID, which was "an integral part
of the FCC regulatory activity," and FBIS must be
abandoned, *

Shortcomings in FCC Support

Dr. Leigh praised Chairman Ily as an able man
who "devoted himself primarily to his regulative
and administrative duties rather than to the Com-
mission's relations with Congress,"®* and there 1is
no doubt that he and other ¥FCC personnel who had

direct contact with FBIS did their best to give the

* The FCC statement to the Senate Finance Committee
on 26 October 1945 further explained:. "The moni-
toring of foreign broadcasts, however, is an activity
that FCC took on just prior to the war as a service
tce the cperating agencies of the government., No use
has been made of this monitoring by the Commission,
and now that the war is over it believes that the
activity should be transferred to the State Department,
which is the principal agency interested in the contents
of breoadcasts intercepted, The Commission recognizes
that foreign broadcast menitoring is an important part
of the government's intelligence program, and would
like to continue FEIS until an orderly transfer can
be made to the State Department," FBIS Records,
National Archives,

*% Ypgliticians versus Bureaucrats,” article by Robert D.
Leigh in HARPERS MAGAZINE for January 1945,




service adequate support. However, there were notice-
able shortcomings, most of them traceable to the nature
of FCC. The organization had an efficient legal depart-
ment that was meticuloug in seeing that every expenditure
was within the law as it affected FCC. ﬁany new war
agencies, in the legislation setting them up and in their
appropriations, were free from old restrictions that
applied to established government units. These new
agencies frequently could spend money for benefits denied
te FBIS. Leigh in a memorandum to FCC on 28 September
1842 expressed "shock".at learning that FBIS was likely
to be denied an AP or UP ticker, and that money spent

for newspapers had to be limited to $50 a month. Graves
in another memorandum for FCC on 27 March 1943 noted that
apparent discrepancies between FCC appropriations and
some others were arousing "embarrassing-quéstions" among
FBIS employees, such as why OWI was allowed to pay living
allowance and per diem concurrently, and why 0SS and OWI
could buy uniforms for their employees stationed with the
armed forces while FBIS could not.

FCC had very small staffs located outside Washington,
with personnel transferring back and forth fréquéntly.
All supplies were handled through a central office, and
FCC administrative officials kept careful check. With

wartime transportation difficulties and field office
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personnel inexperienced and unable to anticipate their
needs long in advance, there was considerable delay in
getting needed supplies and much dissatisfaction with
FCC.* At first all hiring had to be done in Washington. -
This caused delay in getting urgently needed personnel
at work. Leigh wrote to Williams on 27 August 1942
saying that RID and FBIS combined had finally persuaded
FCC to except appointment of minor employees, so in the
future chauffeurs, custodians, gudrds, messengers, mimeo-
graph operators, clerks, stenographers, and typists could
be appointed in the field with only the approval of Leigh
and the FCC secretary, which could be obtained within
24 hours, Thompson Moore also wrote.on 10 February 1943
that FCC finally had been convinced that it was losing
money by not allowing purchase of paper and supplies in
the field, and was acting to make this possible.

In London, problems were greater and more varied,
FCC previously had no staff abroad, was not familiar with
problems facing overseas employees, and was not legally
entitled to grant certain benefits-bossible in such

departments as State. The first problem was in the

* Edward Rand wrote to Thompson Moore on 28 February 1943:
"I never cease to be astonished at what appears to be
‘the absolute indifference of those at FCC (not FBIS
necessarily) to the needs of this bureau in the way of
supplies, equipment, and so forth. FRBRIS Records,
National Archives,
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methed of paying the Londen stafif. Finally arrangements
were made through State, and the Embassy in London
advised the three London editors fhat they were entitlec
to per diem, which they accepted. On.12 April 1942 Free .
wired Rhodes that their per diem was illegal and would
have to be refunded. Each of the men had to repay about
$540 over the following year.® Living expenses in London
were high, and FBIS employees felt keenly the fact that
they were not treated as well as most other Americens in
London. Rhodes wrote on 17 February 1342 that the
Embassy had informed him that, with the exception of

FBIS men, all Americans in London working for the U.S,
Government were getting $6 Der day per diem except em-
ployees of COI, who had a-special living allowaHCe.**\_ 
Letters from Londen continued to complain ¢f the relative
pemury T'DIS employees were faorced to‘accept. Finally |

in September 1947 the London staff was notified that rCC

* Replying to the Free wire, Rhodes the next nonth sent
one-yuarter of the repayment and discussed terms for
repaying the balanc2 on installments, Rhodes stated
rather bitterly that he expected something like this
To happen, as "F(CC did rot seem Lo understand the
problems involved in members of its staff working
ahrcad.® FPBIS Records, National Archives.

*%¥ WYriting on 28 June 13842, Rhodes listed payments for
a number of Americans in Londen. Salaries ranged up
to €9,000 a year, all were getting 56 Lo $10 per diem,
and one COI employvee was allowed $200 a year for
entertainrent. IBID,.
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had found it possible legally to pay a living allowance
to overseas emﬁloyees. The amount approved was $750 a
year. 1In 1944 this was raised to 51,500 for a married
man and $1,000 for a single employee. When Charles
Hyneman, the third director of FBIS, visited London
early in 1945, he was surprised to learn that FBIS em-
ployees still were far below other Americans in living
allowances, and succeeded on 1 July 1945 in obtaining
fer them the standard allowances. He insisted that the
full amount be paid, despite the difficult financial
situation FBIS faced at the time,

FCC shortcomings in another area also were revealed
early in 1945, with one FBIS official, Ben Hall, needling
Hyneman to seék improvement. In a memorandum to Hyneman
on 25 May 1945, Hall pointed out that his own promised
promotiﬁn to a CAF-13 had been held up for months in FCC,
along with Porter's promised CAF-14, What was worse,
Hall said, many.monifors who were entitled to promotions
had not received them, job descriptions submitted to FCC
in January still hadlnot been forwarded to CSC and monitors

were growing restless and threatening to resign.®

* Hall urged: "MSeriously, I think it is about time that
we approach some cone pretty high in the Commission opn
the slow service we have been receiving. ...As division
chief I dislike the idea of having to force my people
to continue handling jobs with higher classifications
at their lower grades," Jeob 49-19, CIA Records Center.
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The London staff also had early prcblems in hiring
personnel, As late as 18 March 1942 Rhcdes was seeking
permigsion to hire teletype operators, &end in April his
request that an_American editor in London be employed
was rejected., FEach local employee had to be approved
by FCC, and the delay in recruiting a staff was maddesning.
In the spring of 1842 Rhodes hired two teletypists, after
receiving FCC permissicn, at the British pay rate of $750
a year, When the papers finally came through from
Weshington Lthe employees were listed as CAF-3 withlpay
at $1,620, the standard pay for teletypists in Washington.
It was not until August 1952 that Rhodes finally got
authorization fo hire the clerical staff needed, at
British pay rates, without prior approval on each
individual,*®

Two weeks after U.S. forces landed in North Africa
in 1942, a letter from General Eisenhower's headquarters

asked U,S. and British monitoring units in London to send

% A Moore memorandum for FCC dated 18 August 1943 patiently
explained that an c¢ffice like London could not operate
efficiently unless a certifying officer were given au-
tThority te admircister routine ‘requirements. He asked
that the London Bureau Chief be authoerized to accept bids
in the name of FCC for routine supplies, equipment, and
contractual arrangements; to issue travel ordersy and to
appoint local employees at local salary rates; and that
money be transfeéerred through State from time to time to
meet these expenses., Moore also wrote Rhodes telling
him that an effort was being made to get this authority
for him., Job 49-24, CIA Records Center,
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a qﬁalified man to Algiers to explore possibilities of

setting-up a moniteoring post under direction of PWB.

After London conferences it was decided that I'BLIS should
undertake the survey., Peter Rhodes returned to Washington
for conferences, and upon his return to Londen procéeded
immediately to Algiers, arriving there 18 December 1942,
After Rﬂodes submitted plans, the military requested two
more editors from London. "Dukd' Ellington, one of the
original London editors, and James A. Jones arrived in
Algiers on 7 January 1913, and twe monitors from Washington
were sent to Africa twc weeks la%er. By the end of
January, FBIS had a staff of five in Algiers, including
Rhodes, who had been fhere six weeks. They already were
monitoring and recruiting additional personnel.

(n 5 February 1943 PFCC received an urgent cable from
Eisenhower's hcadquarters saying that the FBIS staff in
North Africa was badly in need of funds and suggesting

steps to ameliorate the situation.® This delay'in getting

* The messagse, signed by Col, R. Cs Jacobs, had the
following pavagraph: "No funds have been provided by
FCC for monitoring group which is performing essential
work under Lkhodes in an excellent maiuer, Refercace our
freguent messages, it is requested that you cable im-
medlalely for credit American Consul Algiers authorization
for $10,000 to be drawn upon by Hazeltine, To date
obligations for personnel and equipment have been met
by personal loars and by borrowing from cibher fuands.,"
FBIS Kecords, Netional Archives
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funds to North Africa was not altdgether the fault of

' FCC, for efforts had been made, but an organization

with more overseas experience probably could have
unraveled the snarl sooner. Another wire addressed

to beigh on 12 February threatened to place FBIS em-
ployees under OWI or some other agency unleces unvouchered
funds were placed in Colonel Hazeltine's hands immediately.
With the help of Army Finsnce, funds soon were made
available, but FBIS employees in North Africa experienced
other support problems. As civilians working with an
Army detachment, all the TBIS persocnnel had to be in
uniform. After repeated requests that they be authorized
to buy uniforms with FCC funds alloited to Colonzl
Fazeltine, the FBIS staff finelly was informed near the
end of February thal FCC had no legal authority to spenc
money for military uniforms. FCC had asked for & ruling
from the Comptroller General on ‘this. question, and tre
ruling, dated 20 February 1813, stated that "in the
abesence of specific Statutory authority therefor," FCC
could not spend money for military uniforms. No specific
statutory authority could be found, so the men in North
Africa had to buy their own uniforms, OWI and 0SS both

had empleyees in the area, all of them civilians and
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some of them working with the FRIS staif. They were
entitled to free uniforms.?®’

 Domestic Foreign Language Program

Because of its position as a working branch of
FCC, FTBIS was for nearly a year éngaged in work other
than monitoring of foreign broadecasts. It was made
responsible for policing dJdomestic foreign language
broadcasts. This work was started by FCC in ZSeptember
lghd, a year and half before FBMS was launched. At
the time there were more than 200 U,S. broadcasting
stations with programs in foreign languages, and with
the war in Europe these programs continually came
under suspicion. TFollowing a growing ficod of com-
plaints, FCC decided to monitor &l1 foreign-language
broadcasts. Under the direction of Eric Dawson, a
Foreign Language Broadcast and Translation Section
vas set up. At one time it employed 24 translators
and a sizeable staff of typists to process the fecordings
deliveraed by ¥CC engineers. FCC anpounced on 2% July 1842

that the entire section had been transferred to FBIS.

——

% ‘As late as 7 November 1915, more than a year and a half
after Rhodes had been trensferred to OWI, he reported
that he had never recelved any living allowance under
FCC., e placedhis claim at $5,175, pointing out that
he had been overseas since )} December 1941, was trans-
ferred to OWI on 15 Marck 1844, Job L9-24, CIA
Records Center,
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At the time of the transfer, approved by FCC following
a recommendation by RID Chief George E. Sterling, Harold
-Graves, and Chief of Counsel for FPCC, the staff included
Eric Dawson, eight translators, and a half dozen steno-
graphers and typists.*®

By the time FBIS took over this work, the number
of foreign language programs had dropped considerably,
with 140 on the alr and only 56 of those considered
sufficiently importantlto bear watching. Two FBIS
analjsts were assigned to analyze the programs processed,
with David Truman in charge. In a report to Dr. Leigh-
on 13 February 1943, Truman outlined work accomplished
by his unit. He said the original plan was to monitor
each of the programs at least once before the end of
the year, but that experience showed it was not worth
while to spend time monitoring unlesgs there was reason
to believe a particular station was not operating
correctly. Therefore, before the end of 1842 there had
been 12 analytical reports prepared, but the unit had
adopted the practice of fully procéssing and analyzing

only when the legal division of FCC or the Office of

* The most complete description of domestic forelgn
language broadcast monitoring is found in the testi-:

mony of Robert D. Leigh before the Special Ceongressional

Committee Investigating FCC, starting om page 3022,
Volume III of the Committee Report, GPO 194k,
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Censorship suggested it. George Sterling was informed
“on 24 May 1943 that FBIS had abandoned the processing
and analysis cof domestic broadcasts. Remaining trans-
laters and clerical employees were transferred to other
work inside PBIé. Leigh made clear to FCC that if the
Legal Department of FCC were t¢ present individual
cases to questicnable domestic foreign language broad-~
casts, either orn its 6wn initiative or on that of
Justice or some other department, FBIS would perform
the desired work with its regular staflf.

There was one development in intra-governmental
relationship worth recording in connection with FBIS
handling of comestic foreign language broadczcts.
Wartime operations of the Office of Censorship encom-
passed possible action against domestic radio stations
broadcasting improper material, and it was assumed
that foreign language programs were most likely to
contain such material. Office of Cemsorship announced
on 22 August 1942 that it Gould institute moniloring
and analysis of these programs to "establish a clearer
understanding"” with broadcasters concerning their war-
time responsibilities, Leigh wrote J. H. Ryan, Assistant
Director of the Office of Censorship, on 25 Aungust 1942
noting these plans, and calling such an operation "need-
less duplication,”" as FBIS was staffed and equipped to
do such monitoring and analysis, and could supply
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Censorship with all the informaticn needed. The
response from the 0ffice of Censorship was not con-
éidered satisfactory, so on 21 September 1942 Leigh
wrote the Bureau of the Budget citing the needless
duplication envi‘sioned by Office of Censorship.

The result was a meeting on 16 October 1942 with
representatives from the Bureau of the Budget, Office
of Censcrship, FBIS, and OWI present. OWI later
withdrew, but FBIS and Censorship reached agreement
with approval of the Bureau of the Budget. Leigh
outlined terns of the agreemznt to FCC in a report
dated 19 October 1842, All monitoring of domestic
forcign language programs would be the responsibility
of FBIS, with nc duplication by Censorship. The O0ffice
of Censorshis wouid be responsible for removing all
violators from the air, and in completing its case
against any broadcaster it would call upon FBIS to
provide information contained in broadcasts,

This marked the second successful attempt by
Director Leigh in three months tc prevent other govern-
ment ageﬁcies from duplicating the work of FBIS, and to
reserve FBIS responsibility for broadcast monitoring.
The Bureau of the Budget had taken OWI out of foreign
‘brecadcast monitering in July, and in October induced

the 0ffice ¢f Censorship to leave domestic foreign




language monitoring to FBIS.

© Problem of Divided ‘Authority

Insofar as operation of FBIS was concerned, there
wés never any question regarding the chain of command.
Final authority was vested in FCC itself; which dele-
gated to the Director of IBIS the day-by-day running
of the monitoring service. Any action involving ex-
penditure of funds, any change in policy which affected
' the product of FBIS or its relations with other govern-
~ment departments, had to have FCC approval. Once he
had that approval, the FBIS Director could depend on
the full support of all divisions of FCC, FBIS field
chiefs were directly fesponsible to the Director for
operaticng outside headquarters. Disputes regarding
authority, and frictions arising from divided interests,
invariably arose at a level below the office of the
Director of FBIS and involved relations between employees
of FBIS and of RID.

FBIS, in a way, was an offshoot of RID, which pro-
vided the technical equipment and récorded foreign

broadcasts even before FBMS was organized to continue

the monitoring operation. A smoothly operating engineering

establishment was essential to any monitoring operatiocon,
‘"and it might well be that those in control of the engi-

neering activity tended to feel a certain sense of




ownership, a pride of preexistence, if not of superi-
ority. During 1841 all phases of monitoring were
referred to as part of the National Defense Activities
(NDA), with the stationery used in all correspondence

‘ bearing that heading. RID was the heart of NDA, and
FBMS still had a rather doubtful identity. William
Carter from Portland wrote on 24 October 1941 that he
had never yet got clear in his mind whether his organi-
zation was FBMS or NDA, It was not until 6 July 1942
that Herocld Graves clariiied this nomenclature in a
memorandum which specified that use of HDA was to be
abandoned. 1In the future the entire service would be
called FBMS, with the RID staff assigned to FBMS desig-
nated as the Broadcast Recording Unit (BRU).

FBMS now was recognized as one of the five divisions .

of FéC. RID was a coordinate division. George E.
Sterling, head of RID, was expected to give needed
support to FBMS in the same way that the Legal Division,
or the Administrative Division, gave support. The major
difference ---and it was an important one -- was that RID
support consisted largely of assigning RID personnel

to work with ?BMS. Engineers were assigned to BRU, but
they still were in RID responsible to Sterling or someone
(designated by him as supervisor. At the same time these_

engineers were expected to provide services demanded by




officials in FBMS, and that intrcduced the problem of
~divided authority. Cooperation between Sterling and
the FBMS Directer's office seems to have been smooth.
PBMS needs at the various stations were presented to
Sterling and he tried to supply them to the best of
his division's ability. Sterling began to delegate
his authority very early, announcing on 25 September
1941 that David Cooper had been named as "Acting
Moniforing Officer in Charge™ at Silver Hill and ﬁas
authorized to sign all correspondence related to
operations of the station. In administration of the
station, supervision of personnel, care of equipment,
and so forth, Cooper was responsible to SBterling. In
actual operations related to monitoring forejgn broad-
casts, he was to follow instructions issued by the
TBMS office in Washingten. Similar instructions were
issued by the RID chief fto every Moniforing Officer in
Charge assigned to an FBMS monitoring station.

Serving two masters 1s never easy, and confusion
was bound to arise. bne of the first operations causing
conflict was the keeping of accurate recofds of fre-
quencies, schedules, and programs. QOriginally this was
entirely the responsibility cof the engineers, but as
" TEMS began to gain experience it was apparent that

monitors in Washingten, Wire Service aprd publications




personnel, were more vitally interested in keeping up
with this information than were the engineers. Early
in 1942 an attenpt was made to transfer the task of
keeping these records and publishing them to the moni-
toring office. Yet much of the work had to be done‘. by
the engineers, so after a few months the responsibility
was transferred back to RID. Finmally, in 1943, a well
organized Program Inforraticn Urit got underway, was
transferred definitely and finally to FBMS, and the
engineers followed a regular routine of reporting to
the Unit. Misunderstandings and friction still exisled,
for the Program Information Unit was forced to ask.
engineers for a great deal of special information,
though the Unit itself in time performed much of the
cruising. Eventually cruising became part of the
regular work of the engineering staff, and major stations
had "cruising monitors" assigned, but by that time the
problem of divided authority already had been resolved.
According to early Sterling instructions, the engineers
were expected to devote their "free time" to cruising.
The difficulty was that most of them never found any
free time.

Friction between monitors and engineers arose early.

"Intef—office memoranda between Hareld Graves and David

Cooper in 19ul1 revzaled short tempzrs and confusion, with
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enginecers convinced that monitors and analysts fﬁiled

to undergtand the problems of recording broadcasts,

‘and monitors insisted that engineers were negligent.

One common complaint of engineers was that after being
instructed to récord certain programs indefinitely,

they would learn thatonly samples of a few days had

been used. On 29 December 1942, Graves in a memorandum
to Leigh described a meeting he had held with key
personnel from the engineering staff and the monitoring
room, and expressed a belief that the "unnecessary
conflict™ between the Lwo units had been eliminated,

He was overly optimistic.® On 26 June 18L3 Graves wrote
ancther report. Alluding iv continucd monitors! oem—
plaints, he exﬁressed the opinion that in addition to

a severe personnel shortage at Silver Hill, the site was
bad, and that an etffort should be m;de tc find a better

monitoring location, perhaps in Hew York,#%

% GBraves reported that John Quinn, Cooper's assistant,
had paid an anheraided visitl to the monitoring room,
inspecting lines being monitored. He explained that
Silver Hill suspected that c¢erlain lipes being fed
were not monitored. Percy Hoel, in chkarge of the
monitorirg room, angrily reszented this acticn, ac-
cusing Quinn of "spying." FBIS Records, National
Archives

%% The idea of relocating the monitoring site on Long
Island was discussed at intervals over a period of
several vears, but evidently never got beyond the
talking stage., IBID




In field stations, with smaller staffs, engineers
- worked much closer with editors and monitofs, sometimes
in the same bui:ding. Normal frictions, enhanced by
divided authority, were further exaggerated by person-
ality conflicts. This situation soon was evident in
Puerto Rico. 1Irn a letter to Free on 18 January 1942,
Edward Rand complaired that RID Chief Archibald would
not send routine administrative messages for him over
the RID Primary transmitter, This remained a sore
point with Rand, an& after the station had its own
telefax system installed in March 1942, the engineer
assigned to BRU, Paul A, Girard, still would not send
such messages ﬁnless permission were received from
Sterling. Permission eventually was granted, but Rand
found other reasons Lo resent the RID position. After
the two buildings to howuse Puerto Rican operations were
completed, Rand requested another small one to store
equipment and supplies. The buildings were the property
of RID, and the RID staff could not construct the third
building without Sterling's approvél,-which he refﬁsed.
A report-on conétructiwn progress made by Girafd on 19
January 1942 shows that the engineers also had found

flaws in Rand.® Frictions continued to develop, and on
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The report contained this paragraph: "Mr, Eand, it was
noted very early, had no knowledge of NDA/FBMS operations,
nor the metheds involved, procedure in handling requisi-
ticas, imvoices, Dbills of Jading, and so» forth. I have
taken over most of this instruction work in order o
relieve Mr, Archibald as much as posgsible. FBIS Records,
"Hdtional Archives .
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26 May 1942 Archibald reported to Sterling his version
of a disagreement with Rand over the phoning of a
message received through the Naval Radio Station,®
Girard and Archibald eventually were transferred, but
friction with Archibeald's successor, Newcomb, was even
worse., Rand complainedin a letter to Grandin on 8
July 1943 that "Newcomb, in our first conversations,
seems to have the idea that not only BRU, but FBIS as
well, in all its details, editorial and otherwise, is ,
within his jurisdiction, lock, stock, and barrel. More
of this if 1t should gét out of hand, which I hope it
will not."™ On 4 October 1943 Rand informed Grandin
that one of his problems was that Newcomb would not
permit new BRU engineers to work longer than eight-
hours, though they were willing. Newcomb had a short
time before, on 23 September 1343, reported to Sterling
that BRU engineer Coston wanted a transfer, adding that
difficulty could be expected for anyone "assigned here
to work with Rand.”

Puerto Rico was not the only field station where

friction was apparent, On 15 April 1842 the RID office

% Archibald explained that he thought the message tco
sensitive to telephone, but Rand, angered at the delay
in receiving it, ordecred that in the future such messages
be phoned to him immediately. Archibald implied that he
would follow these instructions, bhut was not happy about
it, FBIS Records, Natiocnal Archives,




answered a query from Rawls, head of BRU in Kingsville,
-explaining his responsibility. Rawls was told that he
and TBMS personnel were expected "to cooperate fullyin
all matters, inasmuch as a strict demarcation of every
duty and line Df.authority can hardly be made, con-
sidering the nature of the work."* On the other side,
Grandin wrote Xingsville chief Ellict Tarbell on 16
November 1942 calling_his attention to the fact that
“Kingsville engineers belong to a different branch of
FCC, were not under his administration, "but simply
cocoperate with you." Grandin alsc tried to explain
the divided responsibility, though without much success.
One more example of the effects of divided authority
should bLe Sﬁfficient. In the winter of 19%43-44 Norman
Paige was sent to Honolulu to take charge of monitoring
there for FBIS, He was given uée of'RLD facilities at
the Funchbowl in Honolulu. There was no question of
authority over these facilities; it was strictly an RID

station and Paige had nothing but praice for RID

* The text of Rawls' letter is not available, but in it
obviously he was questioning the suthority of the FBMS
station head, for the memovrandum went into great detail
to explain that Rewls was responsible for "technical
decisions," for instance, that a program was unmoni-
torable, but that the FEMS editor had the authority to
tell him exactly what programs he wanted covered, After
all, the memorandum said, "NDA and FBMS personnel are
the same thing," as both are paid from NDA funds.

FBIS Reccrds, Naticnal Archives.,
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cooperation. In February 13844 Waldemar Klima, following
a period of training at Silver Hill, was sent to Hawaii
Ito take charge of BRU for the new FBIS monitoring station
outside the Punchbowl. Then the "old bugaboco®- arose, as
Paige put it in-a letter on 24 July 1944, Paige said he
had asked for clarification of the BRU-FBIS line of
authorify before going to Hawaii, but had not got it,
with the result that one development was "almost a dis-
aster,"” Klima, Paige explained, had been instructed by
RID to investigate teletype and other possible communi-
cations to Kauai. He had gone to the Signal Corps,
"stepping all over the plans I had been trying carefully
to lay out for an over-all communications tieup thatl
would ineclude ﬁot only Xauai but all posts establishea
out farther." Paige insisted that communications cer-
tainly were not within the RID realm of authority.*
Edward Hullinger, Assistant Director of FTBIS, replied

that Klima "did a geood job in nailing down the Kauail

% Klima also had his version of the dispute. In a memor-
andum to Cooper on 12 September 1944 he explained that
in preparing the technical faecilities for a new joint
BRU-FBIS station the BRU head wasS responsible only to
"BRU, and naturally wanted "to make the determinations
himself, or at least be consulted on them! Klima also
mentioned a joint memorandum of 20 June 1944 on BRU
administration signed by Hullinger and Sterling,
FBIS Records, National Archives,




comnunications," and suggested that Paige and Klima
"live a goldfish bowl existence" in the future to
‘avoid diffieulty in BRU-FBIS cooperation.

Elliot Tarbell, sent to the West Coast to succeed
Spencer Williamé, wrote Hullinger on 23 May 1344 asking
if anything had been done regarding the "exact status
of BRU under FBIS." Noting that the matter had been
discussed when he was in Washington, Tarbell expressed
a desirelto see the question of divided authority settled
once and for all.* It was settled, and on 1 July 1944 BRU
was transferred from RID and made an integral part of FBIS.#=
David Cooper was named Chief, Broadcast Receiving Division,
of FBIS. In a letter.bn 17 August 1944 Cooper explained
that he had no% been promoted, that his duties remained the

same, but that "In the reorganization BRU is considered a

division of FBIS, "#&&#%

* In a memorandum to Shepherd on 16 June 1944, Tarbell again
urged that the question of divided authority be resolved.
He reported that in discussing Washington decisions with
BRU Chief Rudesill "he ran into the same thing" he had to
contend with at Kingsville, Rudesill complained that FBIS
was "trying to tear his staff up," and insisted that any
reguest for change would have to come from Sterling Lefore
he would accept it, Job 49-24, CIA Records Center.

%% This date is given in an undated write-up of FBIS found in

f. History of FBI5, RC Job No, 54-27, CIA Records Center,

There seems to be no reason to doubt 1ts accuracy.

%% Farlier, on 20 January 1944, an administrative memorandum

informed that Cooper had been named "Technical Supervisor

of BRU." He still was attached to RID and would confer
with Sterling on matters of policy, but also would act as

a divisional chief in FBIS, reporting to the Director of

FBIS as well as to Sterling. Apparently this effort to

bridge the gap had been of little help, Job 49-24, CIA

Records Center.




