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the: ne-.l Ccntr;!l I!1t~'lli·-ence Group. 

GO:"ins, :'ieholas 2Jld their a~-'oeir:,te::; otJ.::::r. 

la~ti:1C often for an hour and a half. 

:1"1on General Va.l'J.denbcrg and :~i~ Colonels COl;!,,€'], ':,: "':" ',:,,,::.1: 

:;:t was not long hefore Fortier and Jouglass \1cre 

gon'2 an:: others m:;re on their m,~' O'lt or ~ubrnerged. i,i'. 

')ou:la~r:: "ithdrc-: lifter ;-i-. final sr:ryice on the ;:;issic:: to 
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t!1e "'ill. 

?re:::irlentls Directiv,=,. On ,T;:muary 22 the d!"<?ft of a ;-I:,rc~'?r 

),."--

MurptQ' a~,;i;n:·;.:.;nt. 0:1 '",ha 23rd the dr~ft for Cr.:~ .::::'5 -olace'.l i)(-·fCl'::' 

Norstad 
Sberman' dra!'tinc cO!:Lit-,;.ee of General :~or~ta{, :.d.. iiral S::::.r.~n 

J.nd :::r. l·:urp>;y. But it lIas knocked out bccaus..: the i.::::":!.ne 

The Marine 
Corps 
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unon the draft 1:1th ref':.>cct to its ns~-,cholo"'ical annrotlch to 

The affair c4l..!3t.d by Se:1utor '3ria;;e:: a.nd iv.:nresent..,tiv(; 

only r.inor. T:-,at ua::; the, story \·,hich anpt;dred in the lihmch 

pre5~. Hillonkoettcr was in no liay to blal!~. 

that a ~cction be inserted to nalOC Jd.niral Hillcnkoett(~r and 

di~e'..l?!.;ion concern::'n;: the ten,! of' o::':iec, ran:;ing all tho w:'.y 

i~:j1.lre for life. It Has obvious on rcflocticn, of ('our:::.:., 

t::;,t tht:· ';)il'€d,or oj C~ntral Intelli-:::. nee sh0111!'~ ":tay in 
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au"horitic5, but thoy coul::! wait fo!" a 1!1-:ile: lon.;;cr. 

Arran;e:r.:cnts ,\~E.re uell unde:'stood ,·:ith the:: Co;;wtrollcr 

Donovan 

Chasten. 

Gurney 

Independent.
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,. 

3enGral '8onovan did rIot a")7:>E:ar il; ,,:orson before th(; 

Sens.tor Gllrllcy. 

effect the. Group war; f:n.iQ:-i:l~ &ll·inot;.,)cn'...;;nt :.;uri'Iet. T;.€ 
", .';:' ~,;! 

anS:·:-Er ,\-las' ti~t the practice a:;,ou.'1ted to w::at '·:0 ::ave nO',r by 

statutory pro,'ision. Too ApprO?riatio.'1S COlT,nitte: carr.,ark(;;d 

in advance the fWlds llhich the Corr.mit Lec: uished to ;'0 by way 

o:..~ the De?<".rtjrent~ and their allotlll(:.nt to ·the Ar.ency. 

Co~gress determined the defit:n:.tion 0';: the funds bei'or", 

allottirl~ the!'! to t':1: Depart...cnt.::. 

P.forzh(:;inC:'r 

Brown 
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regarding tie duties and responsibUities of the Agency, 

whether or not tie detaUed enabling _asure were included. 

The result was that the Act did not continue the Group as the 

Agency "b7 reference." Instead Section 102 d, e, f, have 

specific clauses. 

Admiral Zacharias was not influential. He kUled himself 

in tie Committee. .Representative Judd was very influential. 

Be supported the establ1slunent of a stronc int.el11gence sys­

tem. Representatives Wadsworth, McCormick and Manasco took 

the lead in supporting the Agency. I asked who was back of 

the talk about a Gestapo. Pforzbe1aer replied that part of :it 

came from V8Ddenberg'8 administration dellberateq in order to 

point out that the new organization would be no such thing. 

)?/)..,.. :'\~ -:r/ ;:1.0 (.1) A sidelight upon the negotiations for the Agency in 

Wadsworth 
and 

Manasco 

Controvers7 
over 

Collection 

Congr~.~ ..was . liven in th~ secret" testimony. Rspresenta~ives
•... ·0 #". • _. >( 

Wadsworth and Manasco were interested to notice that the 

British seemed to be going toward centralhed intelligence at 

the same t:iJlle that representatives from the Army and others 

were trying to bead the American system in the opposite direc­

tion. The chief controverS7 seems to have been over secret 

collection which the supporters of the Agenc7 wished to be its 

exclusive function. The others, of course, in some cases went 

to the extreme of demanding that it shaul.d not engage in col­

lection whatsoever but be a mere correlating and evaluating 
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institutic:m. A great deal of time vas consumed in discussing. 

whether or not the Director of Central Intelligence should be 

a civilian. 

August 1, 19$2 

1: telephoned to inquire about certain features of the 

National Security Act, Section 102. That provision (c) giving 

the Director in his discretion pOifer to terminate tts emp,~oy­

JDent of any officer or empl~e, whenever the Director saw 

tit, went into the Act at the request of Ptorzheim.er with the 

support of Representative Manasco. :In fact, it saneone like 

Manasco had not supported it it might not have been obtained. 

Pforzheimer reca1led that other agencies were rather jealous. 

I then asked it IE could remember why it vas that the 

pcnr.-er of the Director to advise and recommend was in two sepa­. -.. _. 
rate'''PrOVislans. Pforzheimer remembered distinctly that 

Representative Brown bad insisted upon spelling out the £unc­

tions) but ba could not recall wb;y it was that the proviSion 

in the President's Directive (3 b) had been so reworded and 

divided. I offered as a possible theoq that Vandenberg's 

request to have tie Director become advisor of the National 

Security Council with respect to intelligence might have 

caused the framers of the section to distinguish advising in 

genera1 about intelligence activities from recODlllending in 

particular with regard to the coordination of departmental 

intelligence activities. 

http:Ptorzheim.er
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Pforzheimer could not rememer. He said that the draft 

of the provisions was _de in General Horstad1s office. He 

just did not mCM whether Vandenberg's proposSJ. had influence 

or the separation vas made for literary purposes, for clearer 

statements ot the functions. Examined analytically, the func­

tions are distinctj the Director mal" advise the Council with 

regard to intelligence activities ot the Departments and agen­

cies "as thel" relate to national securitl". This advising does 

not requjre "coordination- with the representatives of the 

Departments. When the Director comes to the problem of 

coordinating the several departmental intelligence activities 

he has another advisory power, that of recommendation to the 

Council. The p:"esumption is that the Director will confer 

with the representatives of the Departments. In neither case 

bas ~.he.):~p'ector any authorization to ~oerce. 

April 2, 1953 

I called to inquire 11' the National Securitl" Act of 1947 

established the Central Intelligence Agencl" as an "independent 

agency-. " Pforzheimer stated that it did. The Administrative 

Act of 1949 was not necessar,y to accomplish that purpose. In 

his opinion the argument is unsound that the agency was not an 

independent agency until it had Congressional provision for its 

administrative authorities, the features of the Act of 1949. 

The Act of 1949 simp1l" gave statutory- authorities. Prior to 



that time the intent of Congress had been to make appropria­

tions for tIE Central Intelligence Agency, even though the 

funds went to the Agency by way of the Departments concerned 

as such funds had cone under the agreement among "the 

Secretaries in 1946 and subsequent ,ears. Fram the legal 

. 	 point or view, CIA was an independent agency from 1947, and it 

was so treated by the Comptroller General. 

This led us to talk aboa.t the use or the word "group" in 

the Presidential Directin or January 22, 1946. In his opin­

ion, whatever oUicials in the Bureau of the Budget may have 

Group thought, the wc:rd "group" was pol1tical., used to satis1)r those 
and 

Agency like Souers who were talk:iJlg about the DeW central intelli ­

gence organization as a ·cooperative interdepartmental 

activit,.." Pforzh81l1ler does not think that the,. needed to 

avoid .~~~wo:r:d "ageneT' at that "time tor any legal reason. 
'>...... : -	 • ,< • 

To 	my question why the Enabling Act vae held up i'r0Dl 1947 

untU 1949, Pforzbe:1.mer replied that a_;'embwt the 

House' stopped the bUl on June 21, 1948. Senator Gurney had 
Marcantonio 

Gurney got the measure through the Seoat.e and had reached an under­
Halleck 

standing with Halleck that the Senate's bill would go through 

the House. Representative Karcantonio argued that the lbited 

States should have no sp,. system; he threatened to delay untU 

Delay the end of the session that night. Pforzhe:1mer was up "on the 
in 

1948 hill" until nearly three in the: morning. As this was just 

before the nominating coaventions and Halleck had aspirations, 
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vice presidential according to Pforzheimer, and as there was 

otbar opposition, the enabling measure died right there. It 

bad to be revived and put through in the following :year. 

There was no connection, if he recalled, with tbe Bogota 

affair in 1948. Brown th1"f;atened legislation, but h~ really 

did not mean to do anyt.b.ing about it. His statement 'with 

regard to "no, censorship" vas the result of irritation; be was 
"" 

out on a limb, as he had threatened to put CIA under investi­

gation. Pforzhe1.Der advised Brown that the Agency had a good 

case and that the 1Dvestigation might. prove to be a boanerang. 

I asked it' tre State Department vere angry, as I presumed its 

members vere t'r0ill vhat I b:ld seen elsevrere•. Pforzheimer said 

they vere most certa1D1J' "out to get the Agency." 

I asked it·the final. administrative masure of 1949 was 

what .bp .. ~ted; if the original 'enabling bill of 1946, practi­
'." . ~;. .. . .. '. ' . 

cal.1;r speBking, vas written into law. He replied that the 

Agenc;r got just about everything that it Wanted to have in the 

measure. But, he reiterated, it was onlJ' an administrative 

measure. CIA had been an independent agency since the Act or 

1947 vent into effect on the daJ' Secretary Forrestal took his 

oath" September 17, 1947. 

April 21.. 1953 

I prepared the accanpanying memorandum for Pforzheimer 

with regard to the historical origin of the Director's respon­

sibilitJ' to protect intelligence sources and methods. Later, 
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on July 29" 195), Mr. Dulles asked me to send a memorandum to 

his office on the same subject. It is enclosed here with the 

paper made for Pforzheimer. 

June 26" 1953 

I called this afternoon to asle the authority unq.er which 

President Eisenhower has abandoned the National Security' 

Resources Board. It seemed to me that he might exercise·a 

similar authority with respect to the Central Intelligence 

Agency. Tb:l authorization for the President vas Public Law ), 

8)rd Congress, Februar;r 11, 1953" extending the Reorganization 

Act of 1949. According to this authorization by Congress the 

President may reassign the !\mctions within the Executive 

Branch of. the Government. If the Congress does not disapprove 

within 60 days, the President's plan of reorganhation goes. . ­
~ .., ~::" .. ~'".' . . . 

hlto ef·fect. Pforzheimer explained 'that the way in which this 

vas done was to have a rQsolution of disapproval submitted to 

the proper Committee of Congress. If this resolution of dis­

approval vere not acted upon within the 60 days, then the 

President's action vas validated. 

I asked if there were not some uncertainty fran a consti­

tutional point of view. Could the President" for example, 

reassign the functions of this Agency if he saw fit. 

Pforzheimer replied that the President probably could do so. 

I demurred on the ground that the Agency bad been established 

by the National Security Act with specific statements concerning 
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its :functions. To this Pforzheimer replied that the question 

was what is a statutory :function. He did not answer the ques­

tion but remarked that such Agencies as the National Security 

Resources Board or the Research and Development Board or even 

the Central Intelligence Agency might; be so handled. I stUl 

~rgued that under the Act, Section 102 (d) (5), it looked to 

me as though Congress had specif'icall,. granted a quasi­

legislative function to the National Security CouncU. The 

Council may increase the functions and duties o:f' the Agency 

but not decrease them. It seemed to me arguable that Congress" 

and Congress alone, might alter such a fWldamental arrangement. 

Too answer to rq inquiry probably was that Congress actually 

had done so with its more recent legislation, the Reorganiza­

tionAct of 1949 eXtended last Februar.r in Public Law). 

A~...:~;._tter or practical goVernmental procedure, should .,... '. :- ... . ,.' ~ ­

the President mOV'e to abolish the Central Intell1gence Agency 

according to his authorization in Public Law 3 he would more 

likely meet a resolution of disapproval in Congress and it 

would be acted upon in much les5 than 60 days. 

September 17, 1953 

I telephoned again to ask for his legal opinion with 

regard to the Director of Central Intelligence and the Joint 

Chiefs of Sta:f'f. Did they have equal footing in the law? The 

Director, by the Act of 1941, was made advisor to the Presi:ient 

and the National Security Council with respect to intelligence. 

/ 
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The Joint Chiefs were made advisors to the President and the 

Secretary of Defense bY' the same Act of Congress. Pforzheimer 

warned me at once to notice that the Joint Chiefs of Starf are 

not by Act of Congress advisors to the Council. Therefore 

there is not an exact ~qual1.ty by designation. It is highly 

controversial, he said, whether the Director and the Joint 

Chiefs were generally and in every respect "equal. u 

http:qual1.ty

