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' CORRESPONDENCE RE H.R. 2319 and H.R. 3469
' April 2, 1947.

The Honorable James Forrestal,
Secretary of the Navy,
Washington, D. C.

My dear Mr. Secretary:

You will recall, that on February 27th, in reply to an
inquiry from me, you wired that no orders had been issued
.. to the members of the Navel Service to support the agree-
ment made by yourself and the Secretary of War, relative
to the pattern of merging the military forces of the
nation.. . : . : P s :
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In private convergation with Naval officers, I find that

there is a general feeling of reluctance among them to

speak critically of the proposed plan.. This feeling is

80 genuine that they refuse to express themselves even

in private conversation and certainly will not be criticsal

o+ in any testimony they might give to a Committes of the
-~ Congreaas .on the questicn SRR R )

. .
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I'am aure that you agree with me that any fundamental
reorganization of. our military establishment 1s of so
»-grave. importance that .its implications should be explored
_end. considered thoroughly from all angles before a change
©".le made.. . ;: To-the extent. that career officers of the
- .military services withhold their views on the problen,

.- especially those which may be critical of the proposed
.’ plan, to that same extent full and thorough consideration
is denied. - : : S - -
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’_»Accofdingly; if 1t 1sg the fact that Naval officers are free
-to express their views on the question, I think it highly
desirable for you to make suitable expreseion, either by
way of public statement or reply to this letter for pur-
-poses of pudblication.

bl Rk

With kind regards, I am,

v

Sincerely yours,

(Signed) W. Sterling Cole
M. C.
NAVY review(s) completed.

16 April 1947

The Honorable W. Sterling Cole
House of Representatives
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir:
Thank you for your letter of April 2, 194k7.

I wish to assure you of my whole hearted con-
currence with your thought that all persons in the
military service should be free to express thelr
personal oplnions on the important questions of funda-
mental reorganization of our military establishment.

. In promulgating the agrsement between the War
and Navy Departments which the President anncunced on 16
January, I advised the naval service that the reorganiza~
tion plan wvas deserving of the support of all within the
naval service, In a later letter I expressed the hope
that study and consideration of the plan would lead all
in the naval service to conclude :that 1t degerved their
aupport.
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A S ‘ . As you know, the traditional policy of the Navy
4( - Department is that every person in the naval service is
. at liberty to voice hils professional and personal opinion
on any subJject when testifying before a committee of the
Congress or when engaged in private conversation,

e AT SO R

; : : I assure you that it is not my intention to
b attempt to alter this policy. I know you will agree
with me that the public office which I hold in no vay
empowers me to abridge the constitutional right of free
speech which every American citizen enjoys.

>,I appreciate your interest in clarifying this
matter. .

Sincerely,.

(Signed) Jemes Forrestal

o May 2, 1947
The Honorable;Jamee Forrestal '
'Becratary of the Navy - .-

ggWanhington b Cad v

“‘f My deer Mr. ecretary:

AT L R E

, “ig in" further reference to the gquestion of

... Departmental control over the expresslona of opinion
by naval.officers on the pending proposal to consoli-
- date, unite or merger the armed services.

wIn your reply to me of April 16, 1947, you give
agsurance of your whole hearted concurrence with the

~ thought that all persons in the military service should
feel free to express their personal opinions on the
important question of fundamental reorganization of our
military establishment. Permlt me to sxtend my }
genuine compliments to you for the very falr attitude

which you have taken in this regard.

¢

Now, the problem seems to be one of implementing
your declaration in such fashion that officers who might
be in disagreement with the merger proposal, will freely
voice their thoughts without fear of reprisal, While 1t
may be true that 1t ig the "traditional policy of the
Navy Department that every person 1n the naval service is
at liberty to voice his professional and personal opinion
on any aubJect when testifying before a committee of
Congress", the navy reguletions prohlbit any officer
from applying to Congress or any Committes or Member
thereof for Congressional action of any kind and, further,
they prohibit all remonstrances from any officer to
Congress on any subject of legislation relating to the
Navy or the Marine Corpes except by authority of the
Department, In vidw of thege provisions of the Regula- -
tions and ALNAV #21 which states that the merger plan
"ig deserving of the loyal and wholehearted support of
all vithin the Naval Service", no member of the naval
service feels that he is allowed any latitude of expres-
sion. Certainly, the expressions made in your letter to
me of April 16, laudable though they are in themselvea,
do not provide an official basis for unrestricted self-
expression by navy people on the merger question.

Any legislation, so vital as this, concerning the
military forces of the nation is so important that the
Congress must have professional information freely given

and not glven under pressurs. So far, in the considera-
tion of the propossd legislation, only four professional
naval officers have teatified. These four have been very
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opposed to this legislation in 1ts present form - and
Yet they dare not say so.

I en definitely unwilling to cloak those of the
services who favor the Proposal with a mantle of patrioc-

in treason, selfishness and ignorance. Both groups
nust be credited with the same degree of gincerity of
purpose and capacity of Judgment, To be gqualified to
bass upon this vital matter, the Congress must have the
truth and the truth cannot be had when only one side of
the matter is allowed to be expressged,

It is my present purpose to make inguiry of various
. responsible and prominent officers of the Services in an
elfort to learn their attitude on this guestion.

their minds,  Both you and the Congress owe this much to

vthem and the country.

. The Principles involved in this controversy are so

.. profound -and the issues at gtake sare 80 vital to the
~gecurity of our country that no element of pride, poaition
.Oor ambition of any 1ndividual or 8roup connected with it
© - should be allowed to color either our Judgment or our

‘courage., ‘

The Navy in years gone by has possesged a high prestige
in Congress. Its great achlevements culminating in victory

and of Congress. I do not want to gee thls envimble

" reputatlon lost or marred. It 18, therefore, in this

splrit that I am again writing to you with the hope that
the gane 8pirit will commana your reply.

Very respectfully yours,

(Signed) w. Sterling Cole
M. ¢C.

10 May 19L7

My dear Mr, Cole-

Until I received your letter of May 2, I was under
the impression that it was generally recognized, as I gaid
in my earlier letter to you, that "every person in the
naval gservice 1is at liberty to voice his professional ana
bpersonal opinion on any subJject when testifying before a
Committee of Congress."

I believe that anyone reading the rescent testimony
of Admiral King, Admiral Halsey, Admiral Hart, General
Vandegrift, and General Edson will reach the conclusion
that officers of the Navy and the Marine Corps not only
possess- this liberty but also exercise it.
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©.-+ As regerds private conversations, there has been no
restraint laid upon officers of either the Navy or the
Marine -Corps and no denial of the right % express their
" personal ‘views on this question. It is true that T
issued an ALNAV undsr date of 18 January 1947 saying that
" support of the Bill S. 758 and H. R. 2319 would be the
oefficlal position of the Navy Department and that I
Blnecerely hoped the bills would command the support of
all hands, . By implication this might cause some to be
reluctant to express their views in private conversations.
But realistically, I doubt if this assumption is soundly
based becauss in the cases of those persons. who disagreecd
vith‘the_officially expressed policy of the Navy Depart-
.;-ment'eilenpb.coula be Just as effective an instrument of
© disagreement as speech. In other words, I am aware that
.thergﬂ;s no-way, nor should there be under our form of
government, of denying the right of opinion to anyons be
he -civilian or service individual.

I have tried to dissuade naval personnel from solicit-
ing the time of Members of the House and Senate to express
thedr views on this sub ject because I regard it as inaprro-
priate for members of the Services to seek out Members cf
~Congress in order to present thelr individual opinions.
There is a proper place for the Presentation of such
"..opinions and that 1a in the Committee hearings.

o .To sum-upe Phere is no denial of free speech on thig

©.or ‘any other subJect to officers of the Naval Service or

.. the:Marine Corps, On the other hand, I shall continue to
4o my best. to persuade these men that the proposed legie-

lation constitutes a desirable and imperative improvement

‘in planningxfor“ogr-national security.

i

Sincerely,

(Signed) Jemes Forrestal

May 27, 1947

Dear Admiral Doe:

As you know, the Congress has under conglderation. a bill
(ER 2319) which represents the plan of the War and Navy
Departments relative to the consolidation of the armed
S8ervices, pursuant to the directive of the President.

In my opinion this is the most important measure to comse
before the Congress so far as our national defense and
national security are concerned.

While it is true that the official position of the Navy
Department 1is in support of the plan, substantial critical
. and apprehensive eéxpressions on the subject have come to
me from responsible persons in all of the services. As
& practical matter, it ig impossible for all of those who
are vitally interested in this problem from the standpoint
of national security to appear before an appropriate
committee of the Congress to glve expression to their
views. Accordadngly, my purpose in-writing you is to
seek an expression as to your Judgment and recommendations
with regard to the proposed plan, or an alternative plan.
A copy of H. R. 2319, and also of H. R. 3469, the latter
representing my own personal suggestion of an elternative,
are enclosed.

I am sure that all will agree that some steps should be
taken in order to bring about a closer co-ordination of
army, navy and air force operations. The pattern of this
step is the important factor. Because of your knowledge

) Y
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1yothhe subject and your years of service experience, I am
seeking your sdvice. - :

~Also, gnclosed herewith are coples of communications ex-
changed between the Secretary of the Navy and myself with

. regard to the latitude of expression avallable to members

" of the service. ‘From this exchange, I hope you will find
it possidle to express yourself freely and without hesgita-
~tion, If 1t is your wish, your response will be held by.
me as confidentialj; otherwise, I shall feel frees to release
your expresalon to the Congress.

,rnﬂ#iew of thebfa¢t that actlon may be taken by the Congress
.on--this subject in the near future, I hope that T may have
“. the benefit of your reply at an early date.

. Very truly yours,

(signed) W. Sterling Cole
: M. C.

Pv-8. What is the opinion of the men in the service on this
. question 7 - = : '

-5-
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REPLIES TO COLE LETTER OF INQUIRY

"My personal conclusions are that:

"(a) Much effort and study has been put into obtain-
ing the agreements resulting in H, R, 2319, by men of the
broadest war ang adninistretive experlence, and of the

"(b) More good to the services and to the country 1s
to be gelned by settlement of thig question, as agreed uposn
by our qualified leaders, in stability of organization and
& resultant spirit of Co-operation, than ig to be gained by
re-opening the study of the form such an acknowledged need

for improved Co-operation should take.

"In answer to your question regarding the opinion of

the men of the service, my impression is that we can obtein

nearly as many answers as the number of men questioned.”

- "My experience in the last war indiéates to me that the

";setting up of a lew, separate and distinct Ailr Force, as

proposged- by HR 2319,_?ould,ult1mately aggravate the &isunity

 ?which wscexperisneednr}cm'time to.time'during the last war.
: {althoughgl nust. gay that I believe these instances of dis-

unity. were exaggerated)., It 1s obvious that a Separate A:r

% Force;would‘ccnstituto a third entity which would engaged in
“%a struggle for prominence and authority with the Army and
: ,Navyn T SN Cn T M e EARE DR S

*

R have alvays folt that a good deal of the lack of

unity of command in the fleld could have been avoided if
ic

the practice had been followed or ordering all subordinates

com-duty in a certain area to report to the Ares Commander
dn the roll of subordinates i.e., 1P, for éxample, all

s

Army, Navy ang Mar;ne Corps @fficers in Admira{ Nimitg' ares
had received orders directing them to report to Admirsl
Nimitz for duty ana 1f 1t were clesarly understood that all
such officers were in the same status ang irf all orders fron
washington, intended for these subordinate officers, would
.have come to Admiral Nimitz, I belisve that conditions Woule
have been improved. - t

"Perhaps I am venturing too far in thig belief, but that
is the impression that I obtained from my travels to the
various combat areas. There was too much direct communica-
tion betwegn Washington ang Subordinate Commands in the area.

"I have felt, too, that the organization of a separate
Air Force must inevitably leag to additional éxpense without
eommensurate increage 1in efficiency,"

visions of HR 2319 ag written, or which would extend over
into the field of actual physical "merger" of elements of
the armed forces or of their integral 8upporting services.
I believe that such legislation would dring asbout full
coordination of the functions and operations of the
Separate branches of the armed forces, and insure that all
feasible and Justifiable economies would be realized.

"I would have no objection to any reasonable alternative
b11l which embodies the foregoing principle which T believe
to be basie, i.e., "effective coordination" without features
of merger"merger"."
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"When I have studied H.R.3469, I will make further
reply concerning the Bill.

"With respect to H.R. 2319: I testified before the
Senate Armed Forces Committes on the companion Bill, 5-758,
and expressed ny support of that measure, with certain
regervations; asg Deputy Chief of Naval Ogerations (Logietics)f
my principal concern was with the logistical agpects of any
measure dealing with unification of the efforts of the
armed forces. The views that T expressed were my own, and
I stated that I was not ingtructed, :

"The hearings on S5-758 later convinced me that several
interpretations were being placed on the language of the

maintained without infringement should the Bill, as first
written, be enacted. I understand that S-758 may be modi-

~fled by a preamble and certain sefegunarding language designed

. be gought 1in thesge days of total war ana mags destruction;

however, I also feel convinced that the measures and
technigues which crushed our enemies in 1945 must not bve

_abandoned in favor of untried theories. With those two

ldeas: in ming, T strongly support (a) the theory of effsc-
tive coordination at the policy level, (b) the retention

of such war-tested agencies as the Joint Chiefs of Staff

and the Munitions Board, and (c) the autonomy of the

geveral Servicea within the framework of top-policy coordina-

o tion. My meager political éxperience limits the value of
cany opinion I might have as to what the organization

should be for effecting top-level pollicy coordination, bu-=
I am prepared to state my viewas on logistical implicationa.

"I appreciats your thoughtfulness in offering to hold
Ly response to your letter ag confidential, dbut I do not

"With respect to your final questlion, I am unable %o
make any worthwhile estimate a3 to the cross-section of
Service opinion 1in this matter other than to say thet of
those with whom I have talked there is virtually unanimous
objection to merger, a single department, and the veating
in a gingle Secretary of any power enabling him to
arbltrarily assign or change the roles and misaions of
the Services or their components.,"

plan. I feel that the Marine Corps has been most ably
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.~ #."To me it appears perfectly legitimate for an indi-
vidual to present his views in writing to a Committee or
a member thereof when such action is initiated by the
latter and, for whatever reason, conversations and appear-

ance before the Committee are not posslble nor desirable.

"This feature i1s not covered by.the oorrespondence
enclosed with your letter of 19 May. Does not clarifica-
tion on this point seem to be in order if you are to
obtain the free expression of views which you seek?"

- "As you suggest in your letter, no thinking person
will contest the need for closer coordination of the
elements of national gecurity. The problem confronting
the Nation.today is that of finding an effective, economical,
and democratic method of effecting such coordination. 1In
my opinion H. R. 2319 is not a satisfactory answer to ths
problem. .. .

"It has frequently been claimed in support of H.R.2319
that- coordination of the military departments and the armed
services can come about only through th. establishment of
an office with complete authority over these departments
. and services. +- The.game argument might equally well be
~applied: to.any combination of Government departments which
are required to. closely coordinate their activities. But
I have heard no demands for unification of such other depart-
ments: under. a. supsr-gecretary. The fact is, of course,
that;there is already in existence a common head for all of
the executive departments -~ the President. If the coordina-
tion.of the executive departments exceeds his capabilities,
thenzthe'proper answver would sesem to be to give him the
hecesgary assistants - call them coordinators if you willi -
to do the job. It does not impress me as good managenment
» %o Inject & new echelon of commend to solve every new
" problem of toordination. T

: "I regard the building of super-departments and the
creation of super-secretaries as ynnecesggary, even
undemocratic - a poor solution to a management problem and

a dangerous one. The concentration of power in non-elected
hands is an unsafe road for a domocratic nation to follow,

"The provision for a National Security Council to serve

as the principal advisory body concerned with matters of

national security is basically sound, in my opinion. Tkis
" 1s an age 1n which warfare directly affects every segment
of the population and every element of the national 1life.
The National Security Council should bring together the
diverse viewpolnts of these elements and insure that
gecurlty measures truly reflect the national interests in
the broadest sense, Unfortunately, the composition of the
Council as proposed by H. R. 2319 is not such as to achieve
this purpose. The membership of the Council must be con-
sldera®bly broadened if it is to do so.

"Broadening of the membership of the National Sazcurity
Council would also have the very desirable effect of dimiaish-
ing ite military complexion, Under H. R. 2319 four of the
81x named members of the Council are spokesmen of the mili-
tary departments. I doubt if anyone will be so naive as %o
asgume that their viewpoint would be & civilian viewpoint.

"The Central Intelligence Ageéncy is open to the same
criticism of undue militery influence. Such an agency haas
conslderable capacity for harm unless it 1s under firm
civilian control and its functions clrcumscribed by law.

-8- ;
Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R000100020007-8




- Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R000100020007-8

K o S - "I have no comment to make with respect to the National
(:‘f Security Resources Board and the Munitions Board except to
- state that I have observed considerable difference .of opinion
“ over the relationship between these two bodles. Since this
e relationahip involves the important question of civilien
C ~versus military control of the natlonal economy in time of
‘ war or emergency, a concise . definition of the relationshlp
! : - seems most desirable.

"The provision of H. R. 2319 for a War Council seems
to me to be unnecessary. I can see little purpose in
establishing a War Council so long as a Secretary for
National Defense 1s permitted to exist. If that functionary
were eliminated, on the other hand, the War Council could
serve a most useful purpose as the agency for the coordina--
tion of the military departments. I do not regard the
;coordination of the military departments as a proper funcztion
either for the National Security Council, which has a broader
function, or.for the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

"The proper functions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are
the preparation of strastegic and logistic rlans, the sstab-
lishment of unified field commands, and the strategic direc-
tioh of the field commands. These are purely military
functions, and do not extend to the administration of the
- military departments 1n any way. They are the same functions
“which the Joint Chiefs of Staff performed so ably in the war
" Juet ‘ended. I Tegard i1t as essential that this body and
- these functions be perpetusted.

BT & cannot: subscribe, however, to the need for or ths
~ deslirability of a2 Joint Staff to serve the Joint Chiefs of

- Staff. From ny study of the history of national general
staffs I am convinced that such staffs are an instrument of
-militarism and a menace to democratic governments. I there-
fore, believe that provision for a Joint Staff should be
eliminated from the proposed legislation. A Becretariat
icharged with clerical and administrative duties should
adequately meet the requirements of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for assistance in the performance of its funcitions.

"The perpetuation of the existing Joint Research and
Development Board as the proposed Research and Development
Board is a sound provision, and one which should be incor-
porated 1n any legislation for the coordination of the
armed services,

“Coming now to the armed services themselves, it 1is my
belief that an independent air force should be established
under a separate Department of the Alr Force. The exercise
of strategic ailr power, including the defense of the United
States and its possessions against aerial attack, should no
longer be hampered by treatment as an element of land power
or sea power. It is a dlstinct and separate element of over-
all military power and should be treated as such.

"I cannot subscribe, however, to any philosophy which
would place all military aviation in = asingle air force. To
do s0 would be to flagrantly dlsregard one of the most
important lessons of the recent war - the lesson that the
ground forces and the naval forces must each possess their
own aviation components if they are to operate effectively.
Close support aviation 1s an essential element of land power
and an lnseparable component of an effective ground force.
By the same token naval aviation 1s an essential element
of sea power -- perhaps the most essentlial elemsnt -- and an
inseparable component of an effective naval force. .

"The same philosophy which dictates that the naval
establishment should contain the necessary aviation to meake
it an effective force for the exercise of sea power, alsc
requires that the Marine Corps be maintained as & part of
that establishment. History offers countless instances of
the truth of this statsment. There i3 no evidence that i3
validity will be diminished in the forseeabls Ffuture.
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"Along with many other Marine officers who have had
the opportunity to study the pending unification proposals,
I am greatly concerned over the future combatant role of
the Marine Corps if H, R. 2319 should be enacted in 1its
present form. The vulnerable position in which the Marine
Corps will be placed by enactment of thla b1ll hes been
pointed cut repeatedly in the course of the past few months.
It 1s this position of vulnerabilility, coupled with expres-
sions of intent such as those appearing in the 1478 series
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which arouases the fears of
Merines and their friends throughout the country. These
feoars wlll be set at rest and thelr substance removed only

" when Congress spells out in unmistakable language the future

status and functions of the Corps.

"I can offer no suggestion which would improve the
statement of Marine Corps status and functions which
General Vandegrift, the Commandant of the Marine Corps,
incorporated in the amendment which he submitted to the
Senate and House Committees considering unification. I
think it would be appropriate if Congreas were to enact
similar statements of baslc functions for all the services.
I can think of nothing which would do more to promote
future harmony among the services than legislation marking

. ouk for each service a clear-cut field of endeavor.

“Poaaessing the views which I have outlined herein, I

""would comsider it most unfortunate if H. R. 2319 were to

be enected in its present form. It would require extensive

- alteration. of this bill.to arrive at a real solution for the
=, . problem confronting the Nation today -- that of achieving

" the closer coordination of the elements of national security
. in an effective, economical, and democratic way. I believe
~that the problem is solvable, however, and that a close
~approximation to the ideal solution has been achieved by

Senator Robertson in the b1ll which he recently proposed as
a substitute for S. 758, the Senate counterpart of H.R. 2319.

* I have studied Senator Robertson's bill, S. 1282, and eam
" of the opinion. that -it.1is an admirable 1nstrument for

national security.

"I have also glven careful attention to H.R. 3469
which you have offered as a suggested alternative to H.R.2319,
and I am pleased to observe that your proposal also eliminates
many of the obJjectionable features of H. R. 2319, Inasmuch
as S. 1282 coincides more nearly with my views, however, in
that it provides for a War Councll, establishes a separate
Department of the Air Force, and spelles out the functions
of the armed services in what I bellieve to be the necessary
specific terms, my preference is for S. 1282 rather than
for H. R. 3469.

"In closing, I wish to thank you for the opportunizy
you have accorded me to express ny views on this Important
sub ject. Agein let me say that I have set forth my
personal views ~- that I do not flaunt them, neither do I
have any degsire to conceal them."
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"On a subject of this nature it would bve neceasary
to interview a great many men to obtain a completely
accurate cross section of their views, I will, there-
fore, confine myself to thoase things which I have heard
8pecifically mentioned by men in discussing the possibility
of unification. The majority of them agree that unity of
command 1s absolutely neceggary but the following questlions
invariably arise. (1) Are we Justified 1n changing a systenm
which worked efficiently and won the last war ? (2) Is
this the time to experiment and adopt a system, which, more
or less, was the one uged by the Axis nations and which
proved a failure 7 (3) Will there be any real econonmy
either in personnel or money ? (&) Will it create more

efficiency ? (5) Will ounm national defense and security -
be improved ? ‘ '

- "These are questions which can only bs anawered in
years to come, but you and the other members of Congreses
w111l have to make the decision which 1s so vital to the
gecurity of our country.”

"With VJ day we emerged from the most deveastating
wvar. in the World's history, victorious over the strongest
esnemles, in both an.absolute and relative sense, which

"iﬁ“thd?United'states had sver faced. It gseemed to many of

‘us‘in the Navy that the nation, the homs front, the Armed
Services, and the Navy itself could well be proud of

. this achievement. It seemed to many of us that the war
" making organization of our country had been thoroughly
~tested, and within thelimits of human fallibility, had

8uccessfully passed that test, and therefore required no
radical. change to an untested organizetion, It seemed wo

-meny of us in the Navy that the war had brought a high

measure of appreciation and sympathetic understahding and
abillity to cooperate among every element of the U. 8. war
machine - including the civilian home front, the Army, the

Army Air Force, the Nevy, the Marine Corps, the Coast Guard,

naval aviation, submarines, surface ships, amphibious forces.
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, etc.

“"To our astonishment then, instead of an atmosphere
of mutual congratulation and good will and a determination
to continue the teamwork which had proved 1tself so success-
ful, the Navy found itself the target of an unrestraeined
and intemperate attack, the object of abusive and extrave-~
gant criticism with little regard for facts, logic or
reason in the charges that wers made, emanating chiefly
from a certain element of a sister service which aepparently
had devoted considerable effort, not to say expense,
before V-J day to planning an anti-Navy canpalgn while the
Navy was devoting all its energles to bringing about a
successful conclusion of the war,.

"My only purpose in raking over these dead ashes is to
make the point that it all brought ebout a serious deteriora-
tion in the relations betwsen the services, and thersfore
impaired their ablility %o cooperate, and therefore weakens=d
the total of our military strength in the face of a serious
international situation which required unity and not disssn-
sion in the United States and especlally in the Armed
Services of the United States. And this situation made it
imperative that the wounds be healed, that some sort of
compromise be reached.

"As one who had no direct responsibility and no direct
part in the drafting of what has since become the substance
of HR 2319, it seemed to me that, with minor reservations,
this Dill represented about as good a compromise as could
be hoped for, I don*t like 1i%. I prefer the present
organization (with legislative authority for the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and Cantral Intslligence). I don't lixs
HR 2319, but at least it wag arrived at by "democratic
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process” of give and take, 1t was a compromlse and it gave

promise of restoring the brotherkood-in-arms -of the various
elements of the Armed Services.

"Ae to HR 3469, T prefer that in principle to HR 2319
though my first preference is still the present organiza-
tion (with legislative authority for the Joint Chiefs cof
Staff, Central Intelligence and comparable coordinating
agenciles in other flelds), It is most important, however,
that (a) the breach between the services be healsd and
{b) that a firm decision be reached quickly, The particular
compromise, if any, which will best effect these results 1is
the problem. If 1t were to be declded by a sort of Gallup
poll I should vote for the present orgenization. States-
menship might produce a different solution, possibly
HR 3469 or HR 2319."

"Since my answer to your letter of May 19, I have

-endeavored to study and compare the original Unification

vill, H.R. 2319, with that submitted by you, H.R. 3469,
It 1s my considered opinion that the Bill proposed by you
will, in effect, produce far more economies, and be more
conducive to the national security than the original pro-

posed bill. I feel that the national welfare will be
better served by:close cooperation under a two department

. Bystem, coordinated by a Director of National Defense,

-~ than a virtual:.three department system,"

S "I am 6f the opinion that your bill providea the
only solution to- the national defense problem and that
H,R., 2319 is entirely unacceptable. I have not had

- sufficient time to study your bi1ll to permit detailed

comment. I am, of course, familiar with H.R. 2319,

"I consider that a two department organization as
envisaged by you to be the only logical guarantee for an
air-sea Navy that can fulfill its missions effectively.

I am of the opinion that formation of a third Department
for Air will result in an unbalanced defense organization

‘wherein ground force and Naval requirements will gradually

be neglected to a point that may be catastrophic to our
country. I state this advisedly as the private and
pudblic utterances of Air Forcs leaders leave me with no
illusions as to thelr future intentlions concerning the
Navy and Naval Aviation when autonomy under their own
Secretary 1s achieved."

"Ag much of an examination of the alternative proposel,
H.R. 3469, as .I have been able to make in thelimited time
avallable, indicates that 1t will not accomplish the
Improved efficiency and economy of adminigtration to the
extent intended by the President to regult ‘from the
organization of a National Defenae Establighment administeread
by a Secretary of Nationsal Defense."

~12-
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o "Thétéreatest advantage in H.R. 3469 is its basic con-
cept of a coordinated two department organization. I believe
100% in this concept for a soclution of our problem.

"In the first place, a third department or a third prong
to a corpulent single department cannot be .accepted as re-
presenting economy. It may very well be that closer
‘coordination will produce gradual economies in compariacn
wlth present practice but the overhead of the third depart-
ment will have to be faced. The same ateps of coordination
are bound to produce greater over-all economies if applied
to only two departments or two prongs.

"With respect .to the actual coordination, the mechanical
and mathematical advantage is of the order of 4 to 1 in
favor of attaining success in the two department set-up whers
only "a" and "b" must be pulled together. 1In a three depart-
medt set-up, the following coordination would have to be
effected: ab, bc, ac and finally abe.

. "If we suppose that the need for coordination could be
eliminated in s real single department vherein, as one
example, personnel of all branches would be controlled
and detailed to duty by ons Personnel Division, we would run
contrary to the experience of American big business. I
believe that-a merger of Montgomery Ward and Sears Roebuck
¥as once considered and given up because the reault would
be too corpulent for efficiency.” Our military organization
dvarfs any existing business corporation. Even 1if such a
. huge military organization were manageadble, it would prove
unhealthy by .regimentation and the elimination of competition.
If all automobiles were manufactured by a single concern, I
doudbt .if anyone-in hisas right mind would expect to obtain the
best and cheapest product, Thus the two department military
organization will provide maximum economy compatible with a
healthy fighting machine. o . o - .

"If a separate department of air is set up, I foresee

a real weakening of our futurs military strength. I believe
- that this will come about with the acceptance on the part of

the Congress and the public that such an air department will
be the source of all expert opinlon on the application of
the military airplane in all fields. Competent as the A.A.F.
has proved itself in its own field, 1t does not understend
(seo postecript) or believe in naval alr power whereas our
alr power is the Sunday punch of the Fleet today. It would
be a National tragedy if naval air power were relegated to
an accessory role., The Navy would be crippled and as the
weak link determines the strength of a chain so would awealk
Navy weaken.the whole organization, Neither the Army or the
Navy can be very effective today without air power and for
obvious reasons in order to exert maximum striking force the
alr power should belong to the using service. To those who
demand coequal status for Alr along with the Army and Navy,
I say that they are on the right track but they have not
gone far enough. What the country needs now is two servicean:
a Navy which is largely = seagoing air force but complate
with all necessary supporting and other components; and an
Army which hag its heaviest striking power concentrated in a
land based air force but augmented by the necessary supporting
end other components. Each of two such services represents
& Bpecliality and each is broad enough to abaorb one's full
career. Thus Air would achieve more than a coesqual status
or 33 1/3%; 1t would be the backbone of sach gorvice. i
Military history supports the sbove position since victory
has been attained by the side which employs the dominant
weapon of the times most effectively. Today the dominant
weapon has proved to be the airplane. Tomorrow it may be
the long range guided missile. A two department organize-
tion retains gufficient flexibility to adjust to future
requirements. ‘ - o

. “13=
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"I"It seems to me that setting up a single air Adspartment

.- would prove faulty in two other respects. First, such a

department would be built around a weapon -- 1P this had
occurred in the old days a department of horse, archera or
Bpsar-bearers might have been the result. The history of
all weapons is transitory and the airplene can expect to
be superseded in time by the long range guided missile.

"Second, and in the meantime, the Air Force can be expected

to duplicate every function of the Ground Forces. The Alr
Force will require its own engineers (to build fields, roads,
buildings), Artillery (AA defense of air fields), quarter-
masters, etec., plus airborne troops ~- 1t will have to
develop tanks and artillery transportable by air plus the
personnel to man these tools. It will also have to develop
capsuled food and condensed fuels for air delivery. A
reexamination of the problem within ten Jears will pose

the question, "In view of the duplication why do we have
the Ground Forces?" Thence if the Ground Forces are turned
over to the Air Forces, we return to a two department
pattern but I contend that this is the hard way to do it,

-"P,S. There are many examples of incomplste understanding
on the part of the A.A.F, with respect to naval air power as
reflected by public statements of Generals, a few:

:,'The‘Havj needs. carrier aircraft for the
' defense of the Fleet.' " I

"Agfﬁ matter of fact these planes are the Navy's big ofransivg

‘‘power - thsee planes, their flying "fields” and logistic

support all move together and they can strike some areas

--long before-land based bombers can get there.

~ 'The time ham come to admit that the Army and Navy
are only service forces for the A.AP.!

o "However, Navy fighters from carriers cleared the air over

Japan for A.A.F. bombers -- no other type of fighters could
be brought to bear.

'We will let the Navy keep its carrier aircraft
for the time being.'

"A ¢lear forecast that the A.A.F intends to go after naval
air power."

"Referring to your letter of 16 May l9h7, I heartily
endorse your Bill HR-3L69 ag being the plan best suited %>
glving the country the best National Security of any
proposal, as regards to the armed services, that I have
Yot ameeon, .

"To my mind, your bill does %two outstanding things:

1., It prevents a Super-secretary from having too
much power, ’

2, It safeguards the interestes of the Navy, Naval
Aviation, and the Marine Corps by mailntaining
& two-department system.

"I believe that a Coordinator is all that is needed
at the higher levels. To have an all-powerful Secretary
would offer an opportunity for a strong man to become a
dictator,

"I belleve that your bill gives the present Army Air
Forces all the independence they need. It permits them
to fight a war in any fashion they choose, and yet leavss
them under the Secretary of War who can order them to
support the ground forces when the ground forces need air
support.

‘ -1h-
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f&Ve Heard a 800d many arguments pro and con out

the Vice President being the Coordinator of Netional Defenas.
I strongly favor this because he is an officer endorsed by
the electorate. It has been sald that hig duties as Presi-
dent of the Senate might interfere, but the fact that we
have not had a Vice President for two years would lead me

to the opinion that 1f we had one, he could spare enough
time to coordinate the armed services.

"I believe membership of your National Defense Council
might well be reduced. The more people who are in on high
level planning, the more difficult 1t becomes to maintain
necessary secrecy of planned operations.

"I heartily agree that the Marine Corps ashould bde
included in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and I prefer that
the Coordinator of the National Defense be a member ag listed
in your bill.

"A1l the obJections I have to your bill I consider of a
mninor nature.

"If we are to have a Navy, it should be a fighting Navy.
I recognize the predominant role of air bower - which includes

“guided missiles - in a future war. I do not g8es how the Navy

can expect to malntaln a Naval Alr Force to fight with, if a
separate Alr Department &s esteblished. L

“ "Most of the naval officers with whonm I have talked are
heartily in favor of maintaining a two-department aystem,
and those who have studied your bill are favorably disposed
to it in ‘the main." '

"There can be no question that modern war between -
great Powers, such ass the United States now 1s, requires
the closest co-ordination between all branches of the Armed
Forces and a close co~ordination of the military effort
with the civilian effort on which the military effort is
based. I believe all of the proposals for legislation have

" these ends in vievw.

‘“Ingofar as the Navy is concerned, I am certain that &
Navy without efficient naval aviation ig of little value in
modern war and that our Marine Corps is an asset of tremen-
dous value to both the Navy and the country. In any law
to co-ordinate the Armed Forces, I thinl there should be
included & sufficient description of the functions of sach
Service to ensure the future status of naval aviation ané
of the Marine Corps. From what I have read recently in
the dally press, this appears %o be in process of accomplish-
ment by amendment to the bill, Such a description of the
functions of each Service should be broad enough to prevent
any attempts to whittle awvay or practically to take over the
functions of amy one Service by the others, and at the same
time not be so restrictive in ita terms as to prevent
necessary adjustments between the Services being made fronm
time to timse. I think a Declaration of Policy, such as ia
contained in your H. R. 3469 and in Senator Robertson's
S. 1282, 18 a valuable addition to any legislation on this
subJject,

"Whether or not the Army Alr Corps should be continued
under the War Department as the United States Air Force eas
in your bill, or be established asm a separate Department
of the Alr Force as in H. R, 2319 and S. 1282, ig a
question on which my personal opinion favors your stand.

I believe that both sea fighting and land fighting require
the closemt integration with their respective air efforts.
If in the coming reorganization the Navy Department con-
tinues to have its naval and marine avliation- components,
while the Department of the Army has to depend on the

: -15- '
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Department of the Air Force for itsg aviation, as in H.R. 2319
there is no consigtent principle followed in this matter,
If, on ths other hand, the Department of the Army is to have
its own aviation as in S. 1282, then we met up strategic
bombing as the Principal offensive function of the new
Department of the Alr Force; and we would have the aviation
used in major land fighting placed under two separate Dspart-
ments,

"The position of the pregent Army Air Corps in the future
military establishment is, however, something which 1g of
Primary concern to the Army, provided that the efficiency
of neval aviation aund of the Navy is in no way impaired by
wvhat 18 done in this respect. While I, bersonally, believe
that we would have & sounder organization with the present
two Departments and with Army aviation closely integrated
with the War Department, I am inclined to think that the
setting up of a Separate Department of the Air Force has
such backing both in the Congress ang throughout the country
that 1t will be accepted. Any organization will work if we
get it gtafrfed by able men who will pull together.

"Whether we have a8 Co-ordinator of National Defense asg
in H.R. 3469 ena s. 1282, or n Secretary of National Defsnse
ags 1n H. R, 2319, 18 a 8ub Ject on which I have no very
decided opinion, There 1s an important Job to be done 1n
¢o~ordinating -- for .the President a8 Commander-in-Chief --
the Army and Navy, provided the Prealdent wishes to delegate
thisg authority. Se long as the new position remains one of
co-ordination and of laying down policy and does not grow
into -one of administration of the separate Departments, T
believe the new official will serve a very useful functicen

sufftlent assistance to onable him to act effectively, but

"I am in full accord with your statement that cloger
coordination of Army, Navy and Air Forces should be affected.
As you point out, the pattern of the steps taken in this
direction is the important factor. However, I am in firm .
opposition to certain bProposals on these matters which arec
being entertained in the Congress today,

"It 1e my view, Mr. Cole, that an important factor in
bringing the 80-called Merger to the forefront of public
discussion wag the highly voluble support given by the Arny
Alir Forces. The reason for this is not difficult to under-
stand since the Alp Forces would revert to their original
status, under the Army Chief of Staff, unless some remedial
legislation wers enacted. Tho Air Forces wanted a completely
autonomous position: their interest in closer coordination
with the Army Ground Forces or the Navy is today what it has
been for meny years pest, very limited indeed,.

"For reasons set forth hereafter, I believe that the
Army Air Forces should be developed into 8 closely integrased
part of the United States Army in Very much the same relation
that Naval Aviation bears to the forces afloat.

"Tho first point I would present is that of cost, eince
it is evident that for some years to come the Congress ney
be expected to be decidedly economy-minded so far as concerns
the Armed Services. The establishment of g third service must
obviously entail 8reatly increaseqd costas, which at no tlme in
the future can Possibly show economy over the two-service
8ystem for a national defonsge e8tablishment of equal atrength,
Statements of oxpected economies in future Yoars, presented
by various witnesses, apply to coordinated efforta which are
applicadble to elther the two or the three Armed Forces arrange-

menta, though less readily affected under the lattsr, Bagi-:nld~r
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therefore, it 1s apparent that the taxpayer will gét less
for his defense dollar with the formation of a third Armed
Service.

"So far as integration of Air with Army Ground Forces
is concerned, I cannot conceive of any effective Combat Ground
Forces in this day and age operating without an appropriate
Alr component. The usual explanation is that the meparate
Air Force will furnish this awpport. Laecking interest,
lacking common understanding, lacking integrated planning and
direction, I cannot believe that the separate Alr Force can
or will give intelligent and adequate supporst. In this
connectlon I invite your attention to the Alr Arm of the Royal
- Navy, which was provided by the Royal Air Force between World
War I and II. The efficiency and effectiveness of that ser-
vice was of such low order, when its state compelled return to
the Navy in 1939, that it was late 1n the war before reaching
an acceptable standard, largely with American equipment. I
feel sure that air support given our own Army by a separate
Alr Force can be properly compared with that given the Royal
Navy by the Royal Air Force. .

‘"It soems evident to me that a modern Army heving con-
tinuous and major requirements for air transport and supply,
a8 woll as direct support when in combat, will soon demand
that these components be directly attached to the Ground
, Command. - In such .case it would seem imposgsible to avoid
direct duplication of large numbers of aircraft at greatly
added cost, or alternatively, reduction in strength of the
other services. !

"There has been much ballyhoo the last year or two
about mtrategic bombing, with the suggestion that ultra long-
range super aircraft will soon be able to attack any spot
on the cdarth from bases in the homeland. The fact 1is, however,
that senior Air Force Commanders are agreed that strategic
bombing in the pattern of the last war is finished. The
common availability to all nations of the proximity fuze is
the major cause of this, and the condition will become more
unfavorable with the early introduction of ground-to-gir
-target-seeking rocket missiles.

: "In this day of the atomic bomb 1t would aeppear that the
major air offensive power of the United States should consist
of a modest number of maximum performance aircraft especially
adaptable to "A" bomb delivery, together with the fighters
required to escort such bombers; both types necesserily of
moderate range. The bulk of our Air Forces, however, should
be closely integrated with the Naval and Ground elements,

and largely devoted to their support in capturing and holiding
forwvard bases close to the cnemiss’ borders, This means
amphibious operations much in the pattern with which we closed
the last war, And from all present indications we will fight
alone, in the manner of the Zacific Wear, rather than from
bases held for us by Allied, as was the case in Europe."

"Since the discuassion of the nerger of the Armed Forces
was 1nitiated, there have been new developments which, in my
opinion, further strengthen our position that we must no rusk
in precipitately to change the basic organlization of our
security forces, The development of guided misasiles, planes
and projectiles with supersonic speeds, exploslves of gresat
power, bacteriological and virus varfare, probable development
of radloactive materials which can be dispersed by guided

missiles, etc. ~- all point %o the desirability of building
on what we have rather than tearing down any part of our
existing organization, In other words, my thought is thet,

for the time being at lcast, and until we have & much more
clear picture of the function that will be played by aviation,
a8 we knew 1t in the recent war, we should not place all cf
our eggs in the "aviation basket,” but should reserve decision
untill we expand out knowledgo.
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"After careful consideration, I have come to the coa-
clusion that we should stand on our original pesition - that
a completely integrated naval force, with supporting service
functions, including an adequate Alr-arm, 1s essential for
the National Security. The character and scope of the Naval
Air-arm should be determined by strategists and tacticians,
not by legislators, nor as a result of a "deal” between <he
Army and Navy."

- g e e e e e

"Desplte the assurances glven in the letters enclosed
from Mr. Forrestal, you will probably find that very foew, if
any, active officers in the Navy will wish to have their
views held other than confidential., The officers who have
testified before Congress, mentioned in the Secretary's
letter of 10 May, are, with the possible exception of
Goneral Edson, not in a position to suffer by any displezsure
which might be incurred through such remarks. None of thenm
have any future to worry about.

- "Personally, I have been strongly against the so-called
merger of the Armed Services right from the start. I remember
when a Board, headed by Admiral Richardson, came through the
Paciflic early in 1945 and questioned all senior cofficers
available. The situation confronted us unexpectedly, md I
had little time to give it thought, but spoke against it then.
Basically, 1t is my opinion that no one person can take over

- such a tremendous ‘Job as 1s envisioned in H.R. 2319 and be

anything other than. a hindrance or g figurehead. To couple
with this the control of about half of our national budget
would strike a severo blow at our democratic form of govern-
ment. This Secrotary would in effect, combine four Cabinet
positions in himself. The Secretaries of the Armed Services
would bo clphers. I have felt all along that Congress would
never permit such a set-up to be made into law. Deaplte all
of the forebodings of my service and civilian friends, I have
had a sense of security in the good Judgment of the House and
the Scnate in this matter and have not worried too much about
it,

"Now, 1f we do not make a Secretary of the National
Dofense as envisioned in H. R. 2319, there 1s no urgent neced
to do much of anything ina big way, except perhaps to set up
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on a little more secure basis than
at present. The President can always fortify and implement
the Joilnt Chiefs of Staff himself, and he has done so up %o
the present time. This may be sufficient, However, there is
the danger that the civilian Secretaries might get into the
Joint Chlefs of Staff plcture in wartime and cramp their
8tyle, Right now anything that comes out of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff is accepted as gospel by everyone and obeyed without
question. Getting back to the Secretary of National Defense,
Section 103 is very dangerous if you do not wish a big military
staff set-up. What would you have but a military staff wkere
the Secretary of National Defense has four Special Assistants
and the power to detall as many Army, Navy, and Air Force
officers to duty in his office as ho desires ? - In order for
such & Secretary to really function he must have a bilg staff

-and will, in my opinion, absolutely dominate all other

military activities, Even the Joint Chiefa of Staff,
Section 111, are under his control, and would merely form a
part of his Staff.

"In regard to unity of command, which is really what this
is all about on a rather high level, I have had four years
of experience with it during the recent war. Therels nothing
new about unity of command, and it has alwvays been provided, and
known by the Army and Navy that the President may order it
wvhenever and wherever he sees fit, and this has been done at
varlous times, extending clear back to tho Mexican War. It
has been my experience that whenever tho President or the
Joint Chiefa of Staff ordersed unity of command in 2 cartein
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. theater or for a certain campaign or operation, 1t worked
(”‘ excellently when clearly stated and backed up. Regular
officers In the Army and Navy know hLow to obey orders and
they do 80 without quidbbling.

‘ "In regard to your own Bill, H. R, 3469, 1t has many
excellent points, Concerning your Co-ordinator for
National Defense, he is really a Chief of Staff to the
President, and you heve him properly lined up under the
doint Chiefs of Staff, and in the National Defense Council.
I would expect you not to limit his selection to that of a-
civilian, It would seem the man himself is the thing vanted
regardless of his previous status.

"I am also with you in thinking that the Army Air Forces
should remain under the War Department, though it is .hard
for me to visualize the Secretary of War having practically
two separate departments under him, He practicaelly has
this now, and, as you know, there 1s considerable Jjealousy
and bad feeling. Perhaps 1n separating them by law we will
achleve more harmony and better results. I have always
felt that this Army and Air Corps trouble could, at any time,
be straightened out by the President.”

- e w wm w e oW

"As Vice Chief of Naval Operations, I have maintained
" close touch with all aspects of the unification issued. I
am in full accord with the views on this question expressed
by the Chlef of Navel Operations before committees of
Congress. - While I personally support E. R. 2319, whick
reflects the agreements reached by the Secretary of War and
the Secretary of the Navy, I have besn conscious of uncer-
tainty in the minds of certain officers regarding the
adequate protection of the interests of the Marine Corpe
and Naval Aviation under the original language of the bill.

"This legislation is of such far-reaching importance
that no effort should be spared to devise language that
"will impart confidence and a sense of security to those whoae
interests are directly affected. If the proposed new
National Defense organization is to be a success, it must
have the endorsement and whole-hearted support of all
implementing agencles and branches. For the above reason,
I favor amendments relating to the Marine Corps and Naval
Aviation recently made by the Senate Armed Services
Committee which, I believe, will accomplish the purpoae
degired."”

"Subject to the above gqualifying remarks, I like your
bill better than I do H. R. 2319. My principal reason for
this is that your bill makes fewer changes in the existing
two department setup, which after all, haa Just carried us
through to victory in the greatest war in history. Perhaps
this is a somewhat smug point of view, but I believe that
you should not break up a winning team while it is still
winning., I do not belleve in burning down the bara to get
rid of rats."

SR "I consider that the Commandant of the Marine Corpsa,
P General A, A, Vandegrift, has very ably presented my obJec~
tions to the legislation in question, Any comments which
I might make about it would be, therefore, merely a remtition
of facts which are already available to you.
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' 'ﬁaturally, H.R. 3469 appeals to me because of my
firm conviction that the two services, Army and Navy with
their respective air and Marine components, are necessary
and sufficlent. On the other hand, the National Defense
Council, as described in H.R. 3469, appears to be unnecea-
sarily inclusive and unwieldy and I would prefer that 1t
be constituted as 1s the National Security Council in

H.,R. 2319."

- e = e e = e

"I believe that the organization structure as set forth
in H.R. 3469 more nearly meets the objections that have been
ralsed against 5.758 and H.R., 2319. It provides a more
effective integration of ALL departments and agencies of
the government concerned with the national defense, and
closer collaboration between the fighting services.

"The creation of this third Department under S.758 and
HE.R. 2319 is absolutely contrary to any step lsading to
closer coordination between the armed services and is
believed to be a fatal defect in these bills. Once all
connections with the Army are severed, it 1is logical to
believe that the Alr Force will attsin a status like that
of the Royal Air Force, with similar uniforms and ranka.
In this connection, it is not understood as to why the Air
Force requires more autonomy thanm 4t is now accorded in
order to exercise 1its functions. :

""The Air Force has conducted an extremely effective

.publicity campaign through the newspapers with the result

that the public has been led to belleve that the present

‘compromise bills are strongly desired by all services and

any delesy in their enactment into law can only showv a
callous disregard for the future security of this country.
Those of ue who have lived with the "merger" legislation
during the past l% years know that nothing is farther
from the truth. E

"I strongly believe that no Department of National
Defonse should in essence be built around any specific
weapon. If we should proceed contrary to this principle,
we should be equally Justified in =a Depeartment of Sub=~
marines, Field Artillery, Guided Missgiles, etc. While
the airplane isg unquestionably one of our most dominant
weapons today, there 1s no reason to belteve that it will
not be replaced with a more effective weapon in the near
future.

"Such controversial items as the creation of the office
of a Super or over-all Secretary or a Coordinator of National
Defense and the powers to be vested in such individuals
should be the subject of separate legielation in order that
the pros and cons of each ma jor change may be thoroughly
and deliberately explored before their enactment into law,"

- wm e e e = e

"In the final analysis the success of any plan for
coordination of the military establishment.will depend
on the whole~hearted acceptance of the plan by the per-
sonnel concerned, on the spirit of mutual trust, confidence
and sincere cooperation exhibited in 1ts implementation,
and on the preservation of the morale and integrity of .
the component forces. I feel sure that this favorable
result can be attained within the framework of H. R. 2319."

-2

Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R000100020007-8



st ey

| "App'rbvc!d ffor Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-006'19RA_(5J'(.)Q:1 0002000'7{

"I ad an officer of long. and rather varied Naval
experlencs. My specialty is aviation and my experience
in thd speclalty is extensive, During the recent war =
served in the Navy Department and overseas. I had ample

‘opportunity both to obgerve and participate in the planning

behind the war offort, particularly as related to Joint
‘Plane and Operations. Summarizing, I have had an oppcr-
tunity to observe the workings of the Armed Services under
pre-war conditions, war conditions under the changes made
under War Powers Acts, and I am familiar.with most of pro-
posals for Post-war reorganization.

“I'am~f1rmly of the opinion that the current statutory
organization of Armed Services must be changed, but I am

" most seriously concerned over the manner in which the pre-

sent move for change has developed, and the results therefrom.
The manner has been loud outcries from officers of the Army,
particularly the Army Air Forces, against the conduct of war
and demands for an immediate reorganization along certein
daflnite'lines, all without impartisl examination of the
criticisms or careful unbissed examination of the proposed
changes. For example, so far ag I can ascertain, the

B demand. by most of the officers in responsible positions in

the ‘Army Alr Forces for & separate co~equal Department of
the Air has been accepted, almost blindly, by the najority
of the public, the press, affd I believe the Congress as a

‘]fundameutélV:equiaite.to-any reorganization, without any

regl‘unbiééed‘exaningtipn of the subject.,  The validity

of the demand cannot be supported by war experience, if

;’Actnailyfthig'démaﬁ&,atéma back many years. It 1s generally
‘admitted that naval aviation belongs as it now is integrated

“wilth the Navy as 'a whole. I see ho reeson why this thought
. does not'apply'equally well with regard to Arnmy Air and the
Army, except the Army Air Force Officers 4o not want it that

way. - Their lea¢ers,dec1ded that back 1in the early 20%'s..

vThere.hasrdeveloged,progreaeively an estrangement between

the Aruy ground forces and air forces as a result of this
attitude., I know for a fact that this is the reason the
proposal for a Separate Alr Department hes considerable

"Army ‘ground force support. The ground force is fod up

with the family ergument, " They know that separation is
not'scupd, but<regard it as the lesser of two evils.

"My assumption is that the primary purpose of sll of
the bills under consideration 1s to improve the efficiency
of-the military gervices in order to ehhance the security
of our country. The closest posaibdle coordination is esgen--
tial to efficiency, Three Departments will be four times
a8 difficult to coordinate as two. (Call~the‘departmente
"a", "b" and "¢". With two you only have to coordinate
"a" with "b"., With three it becomes "a" with "d", "a" with
"c¢", "b" with "c¢", and "a", "b" and "c¢" together). It is
my firm belief that = Separate Department of the Air is
unnecessary, will not strengthen the National Defense, will
add materially to the National financial burden and will
make .coordination much more difficult. I concur with the
proposal in Section 301 of your bill,

"In considering H.R. 2319 it should be recognized that
1t 1s & compronmisgs bill. ‘It was drafted after a long series
of arguments and 1n many cases without any real reconcllietion
of ideas. It appears to me dbut natural that the language

Wwere parties to the drafting of the bill. This 1s borne ocut
by a great deal of the testimony presented before the
Congressional Committess, I had no part in the drafting

of the bill. "To me the language 18 clear and unmistakabdble. .
Referring to Section 102 {(a), it appears entirely clear

to me that the language gives to the Secretary of the
National Defense complete authority and control over the
Departments of the Natlonal Defensgs establiahments, subJect
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only to such curbs as the President may apply by Executive
Order or otherwise, which curbs of course may be modified
at any time. The language of this section appears to me
potentially to destroy the integrity of the Departments
and to reduce thelr respective Secretaries to the level of
Administrative Assistants. I regard that as dangerous and
wholly unsatisfactory, It is my undorstanding that thia
Bection 1s being re-drafted in Senate Armed Services

_ Committee but I have no first-hand knowledge of the revised

language.

"It is my opinion that the Secretaries of the Departments

. of the Natlonal Defense Establishments should retein their

"Cabinet level", I consider it in the National interests
that the President and the other members of his cabinet get
first-hand information regarding those Departments and aleo
have available the advice and counsel of those Secretaries

on any other mettérs directly or indirectly affecting those
Departments, There is no language in H. R. 2319 deeling
specifically with this subJect but there have been statements,
presumably authoritative, that the Secretaries of the Depart-
.ments will not be members of Cabinet.

: "I favor the establishment as provided in H.R. 2319 of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Munitions Board Security Council,
Central Intelligence Asency and Beaources Board.

& "H.. R. 3&69 (yonr bill) provides =a “Coordinator of

: 'National Defense" and with certein rather minor exceptions

“leaves 1t to the President to determine his duties. It
‘appears to be the intont of H.R. 3469 to reduce the importanace
“and authority of- -the Coordinator well below that of the
“S8ecretary of National Defense provided in H. R. 2319, If
~such 18 the case; I egree with the idea of reducing the
authority 1in order better to safeguard the integrity of the
 Nevy Department; but it appears that under H. R. 3469 tkhe
President could delegate to the Coordinator any or all of

the authority he holds under the Constitution and Statutes.

"Section 102 establishes a National Defense Council with
& very widely spread membership. I guestion the need for, and
usefulness of, such a Council and specifically I guestion the
appropriateness of Members of Congress being included. The
National Defense Councll eppears to be in place of the War
Councill and the National Security Council provided for in
H.R. 2319. As stated in paragraph 7 above, I favor the
provision of the boards; councils, etc., set up in H.R. 2319
and much prefer them to the provisions of H. R. 3469,

"I am heartily in favor of Section 301 of EH.R. 3k6¢
which creates the Army Alr Forces as part of the Military
Establishmont of the United States within the Department of
Wear. This subject was discussed in detail in paragraphs 3
and 4 above.

"The postacript of your letter inquired as to my views
regarding service opinion on the question of reorganization.
I believe I am safe in saying that a majority of %he
respongible officers would heartily endorse any measures
which would bring about a better coordination between the
Army Scrvices, but want to be asmsured in advance that such
measures would accomplish that purpose without Jeopardizing
the integrity of the Navy including its Aviation and the
Marine Corps. They have grave doubts as to whether H.R.231%
has sincerity of purpose behind it or whether 1t 1s intended
es a Tirst step in gaining a control over the Navy towards
the end of depriving it of 1ts Aviation and the Marine Corps
and eventually reducing 1t to a point where it could play
but a minor role in the National Defense. Their concern
in this matter appears to me to be Jjustified by past and
continuing statements of officers in responsible positions
in the Army and particularly in the Army Air Forces. Thsy
ars extremely bliter ovor the methods cmployed by taocse
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officers to drive through their plens. I telieve navel
cofficers in general are fearful both of the future defense
of tHppcounitigr Reshse 2004 0/22 1 LEA-RDPAGD06 HARNDNE0002000758 of
the likelihood of the provisiona; of E. R. 2319 in its

- present form becoming law., ' I am reliadbly informed that

a congiderable percentage -of naval aviators have reached
the concluslon that if & separate Department of Air 1s
created, naval aviation 1s doomed, and have convinoed
themaelves that thelxr individual intercats best would bs
served by transferring to the Army Alr Forces and that

the best interests of the country would be also served by
such transfer, supporting this conclusion with t+he argument
that 1f the country's military aviation ias to come wholly
into the hands of the Army Alr Forces it 13 essential that
that organization have within 1t as moon as possidble a
sizeable elemont that understande the application of air
power to naval warfare. The very serious effect of ths
loss of this exparienced personnel from Naval Aviation is
obvious." . v )

"You may gather from the foregoing that I do not concur
in either H.R. 2319 or H.R. 3469 as presently drafted, Of
the two I prefer H.R. 3469 although there are many changes
necessary to make it suitable from the standpoint of ths
country, the Army and the Navy."

: 1"In view of the controverey that has been going on
between the ‘Army’and Navy over the subj)ect of the consolida-
tion of the two sorvices and the bitter feelings that have

" been aroused, it -is.-my firm belief. that no. legislation to that .
end ehould be enacted at the present time.
: "CQnaolidation or rather co—ordination, is a matter of
education, a long step in this direction has been made

.- through the establishment of Joint schools, such as the

- National War College at Washington and the Armed Forces Staff
College at% Norfolk. Officers from other services attemnd

the speclal Army and Navy echools. It will be & matter of
geveral years before the officers who have passed through
these achools arrive at positions of high suthority.

"It will take time to dispel the ill feeling. that xas
arisen between the two services. This has been due in nart
to two causes: : .

"(a) The efforts of the Army Ailr Force to hamper and re-
etrlict the expansion of Naval Aviation slnce the days of
General Mibchell, Naval Aviation has always been an integral
part of the Navy. Ailrcraft carriers are now the "backbone
of the fleet" but they are still Navy.

"The Army Air Force has been working for its indepnndence
since the First World Wer. That has beon thelr primary mis-
slon. At times thelr loyalty to the Army has been dubiouas.

“(b) The Army's dislike of the U.S. Merine Corps end itse
increased power to reduce Marine Corps strength and sfficiency
under a Unifled Department.

"In case some leglislation is considered necessary at the
present time, I prefer H.R. 3469 to E.R. 2319, It produces
the least disruption of the present organization.. It provides
a Natlonal Defense Council on which the appropriate Comnittees
of Congreoss are represented by theilr Chairmen, a most eseential
~provision,

"It leaves the Army Air Force as a partvof the Army,
where 1t belongs.” :

-23-
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to the separate "Air Force" proposed in that b1ll. The
very name is & misnomer, for approzimateiy»one-third of
the alr forces of the United States ars now and will re-
main in the Navy., But the important points are: first,
that the difficulty of coordinating three armed services
and their parent departments will not Just be fifty per-
cent greater than two, but three times as great, for three
main links of cooperation or coordination must be forged
instead of one; second, that the additional expense of »
the new independent Department of the Alr Force will offaset
many of the alleged economies which the proponents claim
for 1t. ° I am confident that the Air Force would insist
upon 1lts own supporting corps and services, duplicating
some of those in the Army, such as the Ordnance Corpas and
the Signal Corps, for instance.

, " "While cooperation, or the lack of it, between Army
Ground and Army (or indepéndent) air forces is principally
their concnern, and not the Navy's, I cannot refrain from
remarking that there seem to be two major activities of
growing lImportance in modern warfare which involve both
these types of forces, and which, 1t seems to0 me, will be
accomplished more efficiently by their remalning in one
service than by separating. These functions are: (a2), the
. antiaircraft defense, by a combination of air and ground
weapons, of both fixed and mobile ground positions, and (b)),
theqalr-ground. operation: of airborne troops. I think these
important activities dictate an even closer bond between our
air and. ground forcee, rather than a separation of one fronm
the other..: The same thing 18 true of tactical air support
‘of .ground force combat operations. In fact, 1t seems to
e that. the only posaible excuse for a separate air forcse
is: strategiec: air power. Numerous aviators believe stratsgic
bombing By manned airplanes is obsolescent. GCeneral of +he
Army H.. H. -Arnold, Commanding General of the Army Air Forcese
in World War II, has expressed this thought by saying that
: the recent war was the "last war of the pllets". If that ie
©'so, and strategic bombing is to be aucceeded by guided missile
bombardment, surely no new and separate aermed service 1s
necessary, since the latter type of arm will be esgentially
nothing more than a glorified Fform of artillery.

"I view the creation of a complete new secretaryship

of National Defense, as proposed in H. R. 2319, with con-
slderable appreohension, In the first place, the positiorn

- will surely lessen the prestige of the present Secretaries
‘of War and the Navy, and may render difficult the procure-
ment of men of stature to occupy those posts.  Then thers
willl be a constant tendency to overdo the consolidation Job,
to search out dissimilarities and duplicatione in materisl
or procedures in the various armed services, and arbitrarily
eliminate them, when in some cases, for best efficiency,
they should not be eliminated, leat each service enarge wilth
some weapon or procedure which is a reasonably good comproniase,
but not quite good enough for meximum efficiency for any
one service. And in wer, "almost-good-enough" veapons or
tactics usually have the same velue 88 second-best poker hand.

"There is ‘also the danger of losing time in having ta
refer too many matters to the suyper-secretary for decisgion.
Even such matters aa are really of Joint concern should often
be left to direct negotiation betwsen the two organizations
for settlement; Army and Navy Ordnance settled many such pro-
blems between them smoothly and expeditiously in World War IT.
But that method probably would not satisfy some of the strong-
minded officers who would inevitably be drawn to the BUpeT-
secretary as his assistants. Too often, they might feel the
necesslty of persuading the Secretary of National Defense to
exert his powers of coordination to effect some economy of
material or manpower, and thus incur delay, whereas the thirad
element of war strength, time, might be the most impdrtant.
In other words, proper decentralization of effort and
authority becomes more difficult 1f the top management beocomes
too ponderous,

] -2k
Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R000100020007-8



‘ {

R MR&°?§J$&?'?§8&9&§’32’2%0%RPPPQ@QS&"W"%%”&Q%%M:; of

T o the new secretaryship, undoubtedly some would eventually be
‘achleved. Whether they would offset the additional expoense
of the separate Department of the Air Force, and the new
superimposed administrative echelon, only time would tell.
In peace, with the volume of purchasing greatly reduced, I
have serious doubte as to any net gain. .

"Your alternative b1ll, HE. R. 3469, seems to correct
most of the defects in H, R 2319 which I have notsed adove.
I like the "Coordinator of National Defense" better than
the "Secretary of National Defense", as it describes betiter
the only functiona which I belleve this adminiatrative
echelon should perform.

"Sunming up, I believe the Army Air Forces have, in
the recent war, demonstrated their great value to the
national security, and have earned the right to complets
parity with the Army Ground Forces, instead of remaining
a mere supporting corps. But I see no need for a completely
separate alr service. I fully believe it will be more
"expensive, and no more efficient, than the present (not
“'the prewar). organization. Also, I would prefer a Coordinator
* of National Defense, with limited authority, to a new super-
" gecretary with complete supervision over the armed services
departments. . ‘ ‘ )

'This ia in reply to your letter of May the gixteenth
in which you asked my comment on H.R. 3h69., Before making
that comment I nmust state that ever since I first heard of
tlhe so-called "merger" of the armed services, I have been
alarmed at ‘the possible impacts of a merger on effsctive
national security. ~-I can visualize no effective national
i nor:international security that will be effective without
- a highly mobile, -closely integrated Nevy fabricated to

. exercise. alr-sea power against any enemy. I become appre-
hensive, therefore, when under a merger the Navy appeers
to be consldored entirely of shipe, and air power seems _
to be defined as all-inclusive of. every means of bringing
-Aviation to bear against the enemy. A modern Navy nust

be largely an Air Navy and 1t nust have every faclility it
requires to aupport that Air Navy and to use it for its
‘designed purpoase; that is, initially as a spearhead (and a
sustained spearhead at that) against the enemy; and later
as the on-the-gpot mobile pounding force which enahles
amphibious forcea to do thelr Jobs.

"To repeat my unease about the merger was occasioned
by my belief that undor amerger Naval Aviatidn would dia—
. appear and with 1t the Navy would disappear..

"The past war, hcwever, demonatrated very clearly that
there nust be closer coordination of the various armed
services to obtain the greatest impact in the shortest time
against an enemy. There must be closer planning for war
including, not only strategic plans, but also logistic
plans; there must be closer coordination of training and
training methods, dut that coordination should not be exer-
clgsed to the point where individual armed sgservices become
weakened to the point of impotence. '

"I have been apprehensive over the formation of a third
executive department to be known as the Department of the Air
Force because throughout the years of my service in Naval
Aviation the proponents of "Single Alr Force* have sharp-
shot at Naval avietion, belittling it and statling as early
as 1925 that the carrier was obsolesacent. And even now
there is too much talk of restricting the functions of
Neval Aviation's shore based alrcraft to patrol the sealanes,
to anti-subnarine warfare and to the protection of shipping.
The Navy should heve the bombers to hit, at once, the
menaces to the mea lanes that the mearchers and patrollers

-25-.
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" find. In World War II the Navy patrol-bombers did Just

_that and there was no question, that I know of, as to their
right and duty to attack.

"Certainly no one with my long associstion with eviation
caen be other than an enthusiast for air power but, on the
other hand, my experience convinces me that ground forcas

“and Naval surface forces and aviation are mutually dependent
upon each other to the extent that no armed service should
be deprived of that air power which 1s required to impoae
its will on the eneny.

"I like the declaration policy in H. R. 3469, It aseems
to assure to the elementa of the military structure the
balanced forces necessary for the exercise of their reavonsi-
bilities. Furthermore, the declaration policy provides for
a suffilclently autonomous strategic air force to permit the
proper development of that air force without having it enguif
everything that flles to the detriment of other armed forces.

"If the concept of future warfare envisages air borne
armios largely supported by air, 1t seems entirely proper
that the proper integration and cooperation between the
Army and the Air Force will be assured by placing both of
them under the Secretary of War without strangulating effect
on elther one.“.However, I cannot see that a single promotion
list for the Air Force will have any healthful unifying

effect within the War Department.

- “Regarding the Coordinator of National Defense, I _ike
the description of his duties with the restrictions imposed
~on his activities. ’ :

" "rhe National Defense Council appears to be large and

' may be unwieldy when quick decisions must be made. I like

the 1dea of bringing representatives of the Congress into
the Council, but 1t might be edvisable to reduce the total

" membershlp of the Council to provide for a smaller organiza-
tion. ’ o

"Summarizing: H. R. 3469, for the present, seems to
spell out the functions of the Armed Services in more
dependable form than does H. R. 2319."

"Regarding H. R. 2319, I am in agreement with Secrctary
Forrestal and Admiral Nimitz, providing that this b1ll is
not a foot in the door for future emesculation of Naval
aviation or the Marine Corps for the Navy or for tanks
for the Army or for strateglc air forces for the Air
component,"

"I shall try to be brief. I feel that I am expressing
the thought of many officers, in that many of us fear that
the Navy and the Marine Corps may lose that complete autonomy
in the conduct of i1te own affairs which we feel necessary
in the best interests of national defense, We feel thet any
unification bill which may allow one man control of the
destinies of the armed forces may be to the detriment of
the Navy in the inner councils where two or more opinions
or votes (one for the Army and one for the Alr Force) might
obtain against one for the Navy.

. "We of the Navy hold the tradition that our service is
the strongest instrument by which our nation's policlies may
Pe upheld throughout the world. We are trained and are
accuatomed to sall to the farthest reaches of the earth
and stay there in support of these policies. We view with
approhengion the tondency on the part of some of our peopls
to bellieve the doctrines currently advanced by the Air Forces
that they may take over this traditional rols of the Navy

-26-
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o Q»;~aﬁd fly ‘to the uttermost reaches of the earth to enforce our
R policies with a show of force. We know this prenise 1a
~unsound -- Jjust as unsound as many of the other radical
- 1deas propounded in our public prints by the rabid advocates
of.air power, who would carry on all wars from the air alone.
.We are not unmindful of the fact that a majority of our citi-
-zens were ready to believe the pronouncements of deSeversky
in 1942, and though these pronmouncements have now been
thoroughly discredited, that many of the generals of our
“Army Alr Corps are making similar statements for public
conspunption today -- with just as little factual senge --
but with the obvious obJective of influencing pudblic opinion
in favor of unification of the armed gervices.

"Of late in the testimony of Admiral King, General
Vandegrift, General Merritt Edson and others there can be
.- no .doubt that in the opinion of many the provigions of this
b1ll might possibly allow the Army and the Air Corps tocgether
to overslaugh the Navy to the detriment of the best interest
of our natlonal armed strength. Personally, I feel the same
wvay about 1t. .

Frle LT . "Sclence is undoubtedly pointing the way toward "push
S button" developments, If unification of the services 1s to

: : lead us to. a position whereby the Army Air Corps is to push
.".all the buttons -- as stated publicly by some of the Air Corps®
<" ‘more extreme spokesmen -~ we shall be led to a position
detrimental.to our national security. Unification legisla-
tion muat. definitely ensure that therse be no such single
control," . T ' o

S

7ol "The question ariges as- touwhether the Army and the Navy

should be tied together at the top adminlatrative level of thc

“armed forces through the medium of a single Secretary of

- Armed Forces or wvhether, below the President and the Suprens

- elvil coordinating agencles mentigned above, the Army and the

- Navy should each have its top civilian administrative officiel,
with inter-agency bddics to insure cooperative functioning.

: "Based on an experience of 16 years. in Washington, during
which I have had many contacts with the varlous Departmonts

of the Executive and Legislative Branches of our Government,

I am firm in my opinilon that if we are to have the best Army
and the best Navy within the limitations of our financial
resources, they must be kept separate administratively.

"This conclusion i1s founded on ny conviction that with
one Secretary of the Armed Forces, whether he be, in fact,
the adminigtrative head of those forces or whether he be
‘somevhet of a figurehead, as proposed by the so-called
Collins War Department Plan, he will inevitably be dominated
by one or the other branch of the Armed Forces and, depending
upon the limitations of his authority, that branch will be
more or less favored at the expense of the other. The two
(or three) branches (three if wec have a completely separate
Strateglc Air Force) will be in a2 continuous struggle for the
favor of +the Secretary. I hope that this does not souné too
derogatory with respect to the independence of thought of
the prospective Secretary of the Armod Forces, I know, from
experience, that it will work out that vay.

."The principle reason for my conclusion, however, is that,
with soparate civilian Secretaries having administrative con-
trol of the separate branches of the Armed Forces, each
Secretary reporting to aeparate Comnmittees of Congress end
making his needs known to those Committees ecach service will
have greater opportunities to make known 1ts requirements
and thus to overcome to some extent, at least, the proverbial
opposition to the development of the Armed Forces in time of
_peaco, In other words, we will come closer to obtaining the
essential support for each branch of the armed forces, 1if
they plead their cages %o Congress gevarately.
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"While the Army and Navy are basically military orgeniza-
tions, they.are also huge business enterpriges, In tims of
var WippyovssichorReldnse 2003/d6/221 CH-ROPHOHI6HARN040002080%8e wor1d.
In time of peace they must be organized for rapid and effi-
¢ient expension to thelr war magnitudes. One of the chief
advantages cleimed by the advocates of merger has to do with
the conduct of 'the Army and Navy as business entérprises and
particularly with the procurement of goods and services.

"In thle area, it 1s claimed that the proposed merger
would result in lowered costs and greater officiency by
recagon of elimination of duplication and reduction of overhecad
Staffs in such matters as : o '

- Production, procurement and inspection.
Storage, packeging and issue.
Transportation and distribution.
Congtruction of facilities.
Mobilization and training.

Housing cof troops and workers.

Medical facilities.

Disbursing, accounting and suditing.
Communications.

Internal Security. .
Real estate acquisitions and disposals.

- Research and development. C
Administration and management.
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“In an effort to avold pure speculation, I have studled
" the experiences of geveral of our large industrial organiza-
tions, where the claimed advantages would accrue if the

.- reasoning of the advocates of merger is correct.

- "The: two greatest business organizations in Americe,
groater in magnitude of operations in time of peace than the
Army and the Navy are the U. S. Steel Corporation end tkhe
General Motors Corporation. For the years between wars,
the Corporations spent more money and did more purchasing
than the Army and Navy, Therefore, since the corporaticna
occupy an intermediate position between Army-Nzvy peace tinme
and wartime activities, it is reasonadbls to agsume that pro-
curement policies of these highly successful buasiness enter-
prises will give us something of a guide for proper Army-
Navy procurement organization.

"It may surprise you to learn that neither U. S. Steel
nor General Motors operate consolidated procurement services.
U. 8. Steel 1s made up of 34 companies each of which purchases
its own requirements in competition with the others as well
es with outside purchasers. Each subsidiary company operatses
almost entiroly independently, its president having practically
& free hand. If he fails to make a profit, some one elae
gots his Job; but the parent corporation gives him no ready-
made allbis for failure by imposing restrictions on hig
freedon of thought and action.

"Consoclidatlon in the case of these great 1ndustrial
organizations brings very definite geins in such top policy
matters as labor relations, financial resources, selling
practices, and bueiness contacts, But great care is taken
to leave wlth the responsible officers of eech subaidisry
complete freedom to exercise their ingenulty and individual
talents.,

"Private enterprise has learned through hard oxperisnce,
that mere size does not in itself promote efficiency and
that the absence of competition within a large orgsnizatlon
may be the cause rather than the preventative of waste.

"The Armny and the Navy 1is, each individually too laraze
for efficient consolidation in procurement. For this reason
both Departiments have largely decentralized their prdcuroments
functions to the component organizations within their own
structures. In the Navy, procurement has actually been dis-
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rersed so that the varlous Materiel Bureaus are now to a

~considerable degree thelr own procurement agenciles for

their own specialized technical equipment. Adeguate
coordination is provided by the Material Division of
the Assistant Secretary's Offices.

"This decentralization of procurement has contribused
notadbly to the specd and effectiveness with which the fleets

..and thelr supporting activities have been sorved. It has

concentrated the responsibility for echieving an end objec-
tive in & particular Bureau and it has given that Bureau
all of the authority necessary to accomplish its mission.
If a Bureau wore dependent upon someone else for the per-
formance of one or more of ita vital functiocna, it would
be helpless in the case of failures of the other party %o
make delivery. :

"We must recogﬁize that efficient procurement in itself

" does not necessarily mean efficient end performance. We mey

have an aggregation of very efficicnt components without an
efficlent end obJective., To illustrate: we tried out in

the Navy Department at one time a system of centralized
stenographic gervicea. An executive who wanted a stenograpker
would touch a button and a stenographer wvould arrive from

. the central pool. It was not long before we learned that

vhila W vere saving money on stenographic services, we were
wastias the:time of -our top level administrative and exccu-

"~ tivetpersonnel becauss of the unfamiliarity of the stenc-

graphers with the epecialized requirements. of thoae they

N were aervins.

"It is claimed that merger will eliminate competition.

" While that is true, in a sense, I cannot concede that this

is necessarily an ‘unmixed bleseing. Conmpetition is the

:'very foundation stone of American enterprise. Monopolies

tend to become stagnant, unresponsive, and stultified. Cn

the- other hend, competition within healthy limits leads to
greater. alertness progressiveness, and efflciency; and
frequently contributes to new developments, technical advances,
and groater over-all erfectivaness.

"Competition between the services resulted in the
developnent of the dive-bomber by the Navy. . It has been
claimed 2t various times during this war that the Merines
vere in competition with the Army and the Seabecs in competi-
tlon with the Army Engineers. Our war experiences has proved
conclusively that both Marines and Seabees have their
specialized functions to perform and both have amply Justified
their existence. .

"Competition 1s the life blood of progress. To
deliberately stifle 1t by consolidation would be a wanton
waste of one of our greatest American assets.. Domination
of the thinking of either service by officers who do not
have the "feel" of that service would have ruinous effect.

" Much point has beon made of the so-called "duplication"
of facilities between Army and Navy. Before entering upon a
discusgsion of this matter, we should define just what we
mean by "duplication."” What we ere reelly seeking to avoid
iy waste resulting from the construction of excess or surplus
facilities.

"Whether this exceses or surplus results from the unnecee-

" sary duplication by one service of facilities built by the

other or 1s the result of excessive bduilding within a service
is not slgnificant, since all of the money comes out of Uncle

- San's pocket. If one of the services dullds two hospitals

when only one 1s needed, the sin is Just as grievous as if
each service built a hospital when one hospital would heve
been gufficient for both. B
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‘exceds ‘building within a service which appears superficially

to be more flagrantly wasteful than the so-called "duplica-
tion” of facilities. .

e

"There has been, I believe, a disposition to speak of
"duplication" of facilities in such manner as to give the
impression that there wes a vast amount of excess conatrgction
by both Army and Nevy. While excess or surplus construction
by elther service may be indicetive of poor planning by that
‘8ervice, conmolidaticn of construction under one service would
certainly not have preventead such poor planning; on the con-
trary, the poor planning if 1t existed would have been
aggravated because of the increase in the work load.

"In summary, I believe:

‘ "{a) That the proposal for amalgamation of Army and
Navy procurement and other service functions 1s based on 8
fallacious concept which emphasizes the efficliency of the
meana rather than the efficient acconplishment of the.
migsion, The advocates of Derger erronscusly agsumg that

- Breat gize 1ig automatically conducive to efficiency; and,

.~ therefom, advocate a concentration of administrative control

~. &t the expenae of command authority in the hends of those
responsidble for end results. - S : -

B P T

: Bl & araliel.foparaﬁions in. the varicus phases
of pr d- other Service functions are not per se
unwarranted. and inefficient duplication, but may well be

conducive to. great. mprovements in equipment“and¢methodaﬁ

. i"(e). That complete integration of the service funct:ons
I have listed above does not necessarily insure reductions

in overhead, gavings in cost, reduction. in the necessity

for coordination,- or increase. in efficiency, but on the

other hand, may easily lead to worss conflicts of Jurisdic-
tien, internal difficulties and confuaion, and loss of

direct contact and decisive action, co

“"and (&) That the efficiency of our combat forces would
not be improved by consolidation of procurenment and other
service functions along the linegs Proposed.

"Organizations are made up of human beings, not of small
rectangles outlined-on a Plece of paper. ' Almost any organiza-
tion will work sffsctively, provided the peocple who compoga
it are imbuead withventhusiasm, pride of organization, and the
will to win by working together, Therefore, that organigza-
tion which is most conducive to the development of such
8pirit and enthusiasm 1s the organigation which sBhould work
best,

"The American temperament 1ig stimulated by competition
and by independencs of thought and action. 1In practice,
these are achieved by centralization of the determination
of policy but decontralization oF the execution of That —
policy. . :

"In congidering the organization of cur military forces,
We must give ‘great wéight to econony but we must not pernit
econonmy to bs'the-controlling factor, Expenditures for the
military services ares productive only to the degree that thoy
contribute to the efficiency of those services in time of
war. Expenditures for functions in the Army esnd Navy which
appear to be and are, in fact, duplications may well be very
productive by stimulating competition in development of
bPersonnel angd material, and by instilling a pride of organiza-
tion which will "pay ofe" in times of great gtress.

"The most effective savings which we can make in financing
our military services is to 80 equip them that they are strong
enough to prevent wars and, if war does come, they can Tight
it to & succesaful conclusion,"
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- (# . "(a) From the beginning of consideration of the merger
: T of the Armed Services I have been opposed to the thesis that
merger 1e necessary simply because people who want the merger
say it 1s necessary as distinguished from serious study and
5 , consideration of the pros and cons, I think we are all
! ' agreed that better coordination cen be sffected in sone
: : fields than existed during the war. As you must know, much
hes been accomplished along this line since the war. To
accept, without critical examination, the views of high
ranking Arnmy officers, who are not the best qualified to
pass on naval matters, that the military forces must he merged
i to reject past experience, particularly that of .Germany in
. World War II wherein many of its internal problems wvere cleariy
attributable to domination of the Navy by the Army.

. "(b) I consider that H.R. 3469 as introduced by you on
14 May 1947 represents a satisfactory approach to elution of
the problem. I consider also that the statement of Fleet
Admlral E. J King before the Senate Committee on Armed Ser-
vices, 8. 758 ~ National Security Act of 1947, and other
testimony he has given as to nerger, should be given carsful
conglderation, It was my privilege to serve on Admiral King'e
staff on three separate occasions immedlately before and during
the war, If the lucid and intellecturally honest position he
takes in this matter is not given due consideration, we shall
have falled to welgh evidence that is of the best,

0 "(e) . You undoubtedly recall, perhaps some six months ago,
an article op the subJect of nerger by George Filelding Ellot.

© Hle thesis was that a few years of patient and honest examina-
“tion of what 1g needed 1is preferable to enactment of a hastily
; dravn bill which the Nation might live to regret. I bellieve

well be considered., With these views I also agree., , . . . .

"(e) As to the opinton of the men of the service on this
: gquestion, I have yet to talk to a naval officer who favors the
* merger in its present form. I am convinced that thisg oppoai-
tion does not stem from the Ffact that the Army is the principal
proponent of the scheme but rather from a conviction - the
need for merger not having been demonstrated - that the Navy's
obligations to the Country are far mors important, and should
be more convincing, than pressure, unsupported by logical
presentation, constantly being exerted by proponents of merger,
Put in other words, I feel - and have reason to believe that
many others are of the same mind - that immediate merger as
advocated would likely Jeopardize rather than inprove overall
defense and security, I also have the impression that if the
proponents of merger would devote the energles they are now
expending in attempting to force 1t down the throet of the
Nation to an all out effort towards better coordination of
the machinery presently available, the need for merger would
then not appear to be so great.," ‘

"Adnittedly, there is need for more coordination, and
cooperation, 1if you will permit me, My sinple opinion is .
that & start in that direction should be mads now by enacting
legislation to provide departments and agencies concerning
which there is full agreement on all but details of member-
ship. Further study on controversiasl issues seens Justified
in view of sincere doubt as to their real benefit."
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o (f% appearsa clear ta me that wvhatever solution is made
that there are two basic matters that nuet be egtablished by
statute: . B e

: --"(ag Alr Power made the predominant Po¥ce.
"(b) The series of Boards, Councils .and Agencles to
- coordinate and supervise the inter-relation of
the State Department, Armed Forces and the
clvilian economy of the country to be activated.

) “"In regard to (a) above it isg ny conviction that it can
be best accomplished by establishing a three department
organization headed by a "Coordinastor" ag outlined in Secticn

- 101 of your dill, However, all military and naval aircraft
end ‘corresponding personnel must be a part of the Air Force;
‘in eny operation involving aircraft as the nejor offensive
or defensive agent that the command be veated in the senior
"Alr Force officer present. This is inevitable in time of

«--war and therefore should be established as soon as possible
~80 that the rough spots (and there will be plenty of then)

- can be worked out at leisure while the stakes are low.

Further, this 1s the real long range intent of the Army Alr

Force, ia my opinion, and the public opinion which gained
them autonomy will compel a later re-work of the current
problem 1if & partial solution 18 now effected."

v T e e e o m om e

.

.~ "While strongly concurring in the purpose of both HR 2319
and ER 3469, I am convinced that if HR 2319 becomes law, there
- will be a wider separation of the various arma of the National
- Defense, less cooperation in command and administration and
-~ greater cost for a less effective, more cumbersome, military
~organization.. The bill should be termed a "Separation” bill
rather than a "Merger" bill. An additional and even more
- alarming probable result of this bill will be the gradual
“ reduction of both the Marine Corps and Naval Aviation to
" impotent forces. * This will result even though the mission
- -of elther or both of these services 1s written into the bill
“~in general terms or in detaill. It will be asccomplished

+  simply through the powers of the Secretary of National Defense
R, 11 "finally‘ggtqpm;ne the budget estimates of the National

Defense Establipghment -~ and control the budget program.”

. "I believe that a"Secretary of National Defmnse" with
spocifically defined authority would be more effective than
a "Coordinator". The concept of a eingle military "Establish-
ment", headed by a Secretary dealing with broad policy,
‘assisted by department Secretaries to handle the adninisgtra-
tion of the departments, seems to me to provide a sound
framework of authority, regponsibility and adminigtrative
machinery,"” o

"The 1dee of keeping the Army Air Force within the War
Department by the method proposed in H.R. 3469 appeals tc me.
. In fect, my personal opinilon is that close integration of
“all Army Air with othsr Army olements, as has been done in
- the Navy, would be sven better for our nilitary efficiency
if an amicable partnership could be established."

-32- :
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(“ - .. . "As for a true merger (vhere 8ll the services combine to

"+ - & degree even comparable with the present merger of the aes,
ground, and alr arms now existing within the Navy) I am an
uncompromising opponent, The degree of bureaucracy invclved
alone would spell disaster. But aside from such bureaucracy,
the necessary "merger of thinking" does not exist and nc head
(civilian or otherwise) could eliminate the schisms which
would exist within such a super-department. - Furthermorse,
even 1f we assume a cloge meeting of all military minds and

- the absence of bursaucracy, the screening, channelizing and

“r vital funotions. The President and the Congress must con-
“.ttinue to-guide and direct us. Clemanceau had good reason

-~ for his famous statoment that: "War is too important to be
left to the Generald. - e :

o o "As for the 8o-called autonomy of the Air Force as
’ "represented by HR2319, I again find myself in opposition.
- Inevitably a separation into three departments will be more
. *"- expensive, regardless of the many theoretical savings claimed,
- -But of even more vital interest to our national security is PR
the fatal blow this will deal to Naval Aviation. Inevitebly e
every Alr-Force man.would grow to look upon every dollar N
~appropriated for Naval Aviation as a dollar ocut of his pocket.
~-This would put Naval Avigtion in a position of being an
s 'activity within a department which is fighting the fuil =~

" strength of another depaitment,,-, R

s Ve e e
PRy S 5

S A T S IRt R
wiios "Forsthe -foregoing reasons I am convinced that any move
taway”from;therpresent(two—departmental adminigtration of our
.-armed forces will be. & step backwards not forward,  The Army
.~ Alr Forces have Just fought a war under this syetem and 1t is
i# i an.understatenent to sey that its performance compares
- -favorably with the strategic bombing operations of other

countries, PR ey :

"I recognize the deep schism sexisting between the ground
and air arms of the Army but I cannot see how this schism can
be .cured by further soparation (the three-departmental system)
or integration (the one-departmental system). Only patience,
education and the fact that Air Power has cone of age can
rectify the mistakes of the rast, I believe the bill that
you have introduced follows this sound method of approach,"

"It 1s my personal view that the Navy, as organigzed
today, 1s well balanced and equipped to carry out its essen-
tial mission, that of control of the seaways vital to the
defengse of this country, Any law which might disrupt this
balance, nor or possibdly in the future, I would consider as
Jeopardizing the National Security. I, of courase, realize
that closer co-operation between the Army and the Nevy
represents increaged efficiency and econony; but I believe
the vital role that our Navy has played in the United States
higory, and the vital role the British Navy has, in the past,
played in world history should not be lost sight of."

- ke e e o e e

"I will say, howvever, that I fully realize the need
for such coordination of the Armed Services as will o
adequately provide for team work between the Services both
in peace .and in war." V )

- M em w s = o o

"In view of the wide divergence of views concerning the
congolidation of the arned ssrvices and the neceasity fTor
reallstic compromises, I cannot, in the time availabls off-r
a sound recommendation,"
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""At the risk of over simplification bnia-very conpli-
cated and controversial sudject, it 1s my firm comviction

" - that 1f there is created a separate Department of Alr,
- Naval Aviation will be subjected to ultimate and inevitable

stranguletion, a similar trend will develop with regard to
the Marine Corps, end organizetional barriers will exist
whilch will prevent the full realization of possible tac<ical
alr support for the Army Ground Forces. . '

"I believo that these possibilities are so real as to
offer a threat to national security which will far outweigh
the advantages of a three Department system. I am therefore
definitely opposed to HR 2319 and favor HR 3469 in 1ts stead.

“Regaidlesa of the final bill wvhich may be passed, your

" efforts to obtain and svaluate the views of responslible per-

sonnel on & broad basis are of ineatimable value to the
nation. So few peopls. appreciate the fact that our national
exlstence may be determined by the work that you are doing

at this time." :

- o e w = e

"It is'a bit diffionlt to put down my specific objec-

"~ “tions to this conception of a National Security Organization,
<~ but I Jupt don't like it. It gives too much power into
“the hande of a non-elective official, It arould permit

changes in composition and organization without sufficient

knowledge of resultant effectiveness or ineffectiveness.

It reduces the prestige of both Army and Nevy, and thus

“also tends to lower morale and "esprit de. corps”, both of

©*I am in full agreémentlnot to ae£ up a'separﬁte air

: department. Such & separate department will be sure to
- ilncrease the expense of the military requirements, for thers

is sure to be developed an organization asg large as the
War or Navy Departments. .

"May you have succeas in your efforts to arrive at an
effective national security structure for I believe you are
on the right track, and more power to you,” .

"I believe that the organization struction as set forth
in HR 3469 more nearly meets the objections which have been
raised against HR 2319, I feel your dill provides a mors
effective integration of all departments and agencles con-
cerned with national defense. I prefer the title of Coordina-
tor of National Defense, which I believe to be more accurately
descriptive of the functions contemplated for this high
office, to the title of Secretary of National Defense. In
ny opinion the coordinator should not be the head of the
Joint Chilefs of Staff. I feel i1t is unsound to make a
civilien the head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or give him
membershlp since most all of the functions ars strictly
military, One of the greatest advantages of your bill
(HR 3469) 1is its basic concept of & coordinated two depart-
ment organization which 18 more sound than = three department
organlzation. I believe in this concept 100% Tor the answer
of our national defenss problems. . o

"In diagraming your bill (HR 3469) in comparison with
the organlzational pattern of HR 2319, I think that in
general the top of the pattern {composition of membership
and flow of responsibility) 1s better in your bill HR 3L4€9
with respect to the Coordinator for National Defense Council,
National Defense Council, Nationsl Defense Resources Board, -
Central Intelligence Agency, Munitions Board, Research and
Development Board, than in Bill' HR 2319. I strongly feel
that there should be a two department organization, Army and
¥avy with Alr predominant in both by statute, with the ground
forces and surface forces (exceptin aubmarinea) &#ggiﬁg
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roles. From the lessons we have learned from World War II
it is shown that air will become increasingly predominant
in the years to come. 8o I say to give it the place it so

. rightly deserves in the nation's militery structure now.

It has been said that no department of national defensse
should be 1in essence dbuillt around any specific weapon
(airplane). I disagree as the airplane is not a specific
weapon but iIs a carrier of many weapons,"

R R

"I believe, therefore, that there is no more need for
a separate Army Alr Force than there is for a separate Navy
Air Force, Each has its mission closely coordinated with
that of the Army and Navy respectively, and their separation
from those services would, to my mind, only tend to make
coordination in time of war more difficult.

"My final reconmendations are as follows:

" "Makeé no change in present organization of War and Navy

‘Departments with regard to merging seame;

ﬂ*"Strengthen present coordination of activities of War

:,aﬁdTNavy'Department by the Joint Chiefs of Staff}

"*Add one more naval member to the present Joint Chiefs

‘of Staff, this member to be the senilor naval aviator on duty

in the Navy Department; and

"Initiate a comprehensive study of- aupply problems of

i both Departments with a view %o unification of control of
- gertain features of their supply buresus."

"In regard to the Secretary of National Defense, I
would much prefer that his dutiea of coordination be
effected by a "Coordinator" or "Assistant President”" or
a "Deputy President" and that the Secrestaries of the
three services remain in the President!s Cabine., It 1s
baslc and fundamental In our country that the nilitary
be subordinate to the civil -authority. Therefore, it is
highly desirable that the civilian head of each of the
armed Bervices be in a position strongly to present the
requirements of each service without having to by-pass
a Secretary for National Defense,.

"It is my belief that the Alr Force should be an
integrated part of the Army (as in H. R. 3469). However,
the Alr Force has succeeded In breaking eaway from the
Ground Forces and has convinced the vast mejority of the
citizens of our country that its importance warrants =a
separate Department. Therefore, the separate Air Force
is -acceptable to me and I have every bellef that, ones
established it will ccoperate with the other armed ser-
vices." :

R

. "On the other hand the bpill H. R. 2319 seems to. me to
have certain outstanding merits, which are the War Council,
the provisions for the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint
Staff, the Munitlions Board, the Research and Development
Board and the three agenciles for the coordination of
national security, that is, the National Security Councll,
the Central Intelligence Agency, and the National Security
Resources Boaerd, In summary, I would be relatively hapoy
with H.R, 2319 were the Secretary of National Defense to be
replaced by a Coordinator, leaving the three departmental
secretaries &s Cabinet members, or, if the Cabinet were
gnlarged by two, that is, the Sscretary of National Def-nsg-
and the Secretary of the Alir Force."”
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"I consider that your bill H.R. 3469, provides a
sound plan for national defenss for the reason that it retaias
the two-department organization of the services.

" "I am opposed to the establishment of a third derart-
ment because I believs it 1g only natural that a separate
alr force or department will develop along lines of inde-
pendent ailr action to the detriment of real coeordination
or cooperation between the army, navy and air elements of
our armed forces. To me, it was apparsnt that the British
RAF had developed on the concept that the alr force would
fight separately and independently of other forces and
little interest was shown in the requirements of the army
and navy for air support or in the development of suitabls
equlpnent for the execution of these vital functiona. This
was particularly apparent in the lack of development of
carrier aircraft, or for that matter, of carrieras themselves."

"I know the purpose of your letter was to elicit a
perfectly frank statement from me on this subject and
belleve, as between the two plens, H.R. 2319 will be pro-
ductive of better results than your plan as contained in

© "I do not believe that the central coordinating
agency should bte in the form of a SBecretary of Nationel

Defense as set forth in H. R. 2319. This belief ia not
-~based on the fear of lodging too much power in one indivi-

"dual. It is based on the belief that no one individusl

:.has the capacity to absord the mess of data that must be

congldered before 2 vital decision affecting the Nstional
Security can be made. It 1s ny bellef that such vital
decisions should be made only by the President after
congultation with a group of experts who have made a

~complete study of the problen.

"In my opinion the Organizational Outline under -
Titles I and II of E, R. 3496 1s more appropriate, in
establishing the coordination and control required, than
is 'H. R, 2319, BE. R, 2319 gives the Seoretary of Defenae
power of decisions in the War Council. g, R. 3496 places
the power of decision in the President. :

"I sincerely believe that no appreclable savings in
funds will be realized from the establishments of a separsate
Air Force or by combining the Marines with the Army. The
rarticular Job to be done will require the mane funds,
materlal and personnsl in accomplishment, regardless of
the Organization e@ssligned to perform the mission, Certain
speclalized equipment and bersonnel will be required for
special (or different) types of warfare."

"Present legislation before the Congress to unify the
Armed Services (H.R. 2319) fails in its purpose for several
reaaons. In the first place, it 1s anachronistic to approsch
unification by creating a third department, namely the
Department of the Air Forces. At e time when integration
and coordination should be the result which ¥e are seeking,
the initial step 1s a decentralization followed by a super-
imposing of an all-powerful secretary over the two present
dopartments and the new third department. Organizetionally
this process is unsound, Another feature which should make
this b11l undesirable 1s the falilure to provide safeguards
for the Marine Corps and Naval Aviation at a time when
senlor officers of the Army and the Air Forces have committed
themselves in writing as to their concept of the future
roles of both of thess Naval branches, But even 17 “hia
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* safeguard weré written in, there is atill the Possidbility of

& future change. Take for instance the cage of Naval Avia-
tion. 'Should g Beparate Air Force be established, it 1s

out to Congress in future budget hearings that two air forces
are expensive, that the Air Force can perform all the missicre
of Naval Aviation and ‘that there is no longer a necessity

for that branch. Today's Navy without its integral erm,
Naval'Aviation, is no longer an effective weapon in moiern
wvarfare, Consequently, the logical conclusion to be reached
1s the final relegation of the entire Navy from a Tighting
force to g Seagoing service force supporting the overseas
movements of the Army Ground Forces ang the Alr Force.

"In conversation with officers of various rank in the
Arny Air Forces, their one Obsession 1s to get free of the
Army Ground Forcesa. They feel that through the yoars the
best interests of the Air Forces have not been served ty the
Army, which I am forced to admit 1s true. However, as much
as I sympathize with their views, and as much ag I realize
that their ambitiong will be realized in an autonomous Air

- 1in the bVest interasta_cf the National Security. Today we
.. have two well-functioning departments with Neval Aviation
- a8 an integral part of the Navy. The game should be true

of the Army Air Force and the Army. And to those of ths Air
Force who believe that air would not be properly recognizead,

"I say that. 1t ig inevitable that thoge officera schooled in
air-warfare, Bea warfars and land warfare will by necessity
- 8ravitate to the high command of the Services. When that

occurs, we will have then the most efficient fighting force

. in the world, a conplete Army and a complete Navy, thoroughly

indoctrinated in the principles of all kindsg of modern war-
fare. And the quickest, most efficient way to accompliah

this is within & twvo-department defense Bysten, coordinated

as indicated in your bili, I might add that to quiet the

" few of those who fear the power of non-electoral coordinator,

the duties of that office might well evolve upon the Vice
Presgident.” ) o

"Originally, being somewhat in doubt a8 to whether +these

' mattera were really settled by the proposed legislation

(H.R. 2319), I was uncertain 88 to whether or not it was a
good enough answer to the Problen,. Finally, however, I
concluded that the neegd for definite action of Bome sort was
80 great, and that H. R, 2319 came so close to being the best
that could bve hoped for in the way of failr handling of the
digagreements that have militated against unity, that it
ought to receive early and favorabls legislative action,"

"I am oppomed to the bill for a verliety of reasons, My
main obJection, howaver, is basedqd upon the fact that history
1s replete with exanples of nations that have adopted a
8ingle, or unified, air force with disastrous results. The
Naval component of that force hag invariably been relegated
to & secondary Position; assigned officers, men, and materiel
of such inferior quality and in such limited numbers that
the result has been that i1t has been reduced to impotence.

"Ags noted above, the foregoing is my major obJection to
the bill, Additionally, I do not understand how the proponents
of this bill can claim economy as one of its accomplishments;

I am not a student of Government, but I do not see how the
passage of the bill can fail to do anything but add tremendously
to the cost of the Nation's armed eptablishment,"”

=37- )
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*_ heve given & lot of thought to the problem of son.

- solidation of the v DP90-006 7eR0081GE0200%E many
,peopﬁf’é’r‘i‘!?dt'%er %ei%aéx@g%;?gz'gﬁare familiar with the subJject.
I am opposed to the plan proposed in H, R, 2319, Practically
every person with whom I have discussed the question 1is
unalterably opposed to this plan, Although I must say in
falrness that there are undoubtedly some in the naval service
wvho think that H. R, 2319 is an acceptable Plan, I do not
personally know of anyone who favorg it except the top
adninistration of the Navy Department. I algo feel sure tkas
there are many Deople in the Army who are opposed to the
Present plan but, in view of the edminigtrationts suppcrt

I think it would be very difficult to get them to express
thelr views in other than an off the record marner.

"The fundamental faults of H.R. 2319 are: (1) a unifica-
tlon or merger into a single establishment in fact; (2) a.
single 8uper-secretary of practically unlimited powera; (3)
relogation of the aservice departnents to a secondary place
in the Natilonal Defenge Establishment; and (4) the creation
of a separate Air Force. To so radically change the organiza-
tion of our Armed Forces at the present time is not only
unnecessary, but algo ig actuaelly dangerous to our National
Security.. Certainly creating a third department will nst
promote economy. o

- "Bather than go in to a lengthy discussion of H, R. 2319
. I.sm enclosing 4. copy of a study on an organization for

v -natlonal security, together with the draft of a bill to

;_implement,it, that is I believe sound. It, incidentally, is
..Very similar to your bill H, R, 3469." - :

AN e e S e e w e e e -

"coordinating the efforts of the various branches of the Armed
-+ Forcea. The najor defects of H. R. 2319, in ny opinion, are
a8 follows: : v . .

"(a) The Sécre{afy of National'Defdnée appesrs torhave
too much bower, particularly over the budget.

."(P) The functions of the Services are not defined in
the B1l1. - :

. "Personally, as Previously stated, I see no go0d reason
for separating the Army Air Force from the Army. But thig
appears to have been accomplished, practically, already, and
it 18 in accord with the general trend throughout the world.
My principal objections *o thle step are the reduction of
the Naval weight in the counclls of our national defense from

g, the greater difficulty of effecting real
unity of command, and the danger of attempted interference
by Arny Alb with the Naval Air and its proper function.

"I further regret to see the Sec}etary of Navy (and War)
lose cabinet status. .

"To.summariZe, I believe that H.R. 2319, aa amended 1in
accordance with the aforementioned TIMES article and amended
further to include the definition of the functions of the
Armed Services, as contained in the proposed Executivse Order
submitted with the Joint War-Navy Agreement of January 16,
will afford a satisfactory solution of the problem of
coordinating the Armed Services, I believe further that this
opinion 1s probably shared by the majority of other naval
officers. The greatest apprehension has been the fear that
the Army might appropriate functions which properly belongz
to the Nevy, that the Arny Air Force nmight attempt doing away
with or greatly decrease the Naval Air Force, and that the
Marine Corps might be abolished or reduced to relative impotence.
I believe that the Bill, modified asg stated, would provide
adequate protection against these possibilitieg."

-38-
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v’gf; "I am in favor of the merger bill now under consideration

: by the Congress (HR2319)., ‘I have only slight misgivings rela-
tive to the power given the Secretary of National Deferse be-
cause I have confidence that the man appointed to that
important office, assisted by his War Council, would irmpar-
tially utllize all of the armed Services in the best interesta
of our country., I believe the proposed structura can te
effective, efficlent, and economical.f

"One very simple approach to reducing the effectiveness. .

of any particular service is through the Budget. It is better .
- to have someone connected with the services establish an over-

all budget and a budget for each service than to have the
. present national Budget Officer state that there will be a
‘certain percentage cut across the board ,. regardless of the
needs of any particular service. A "Secretary of National
Securi+ty" can serve a very useful purpose in this regard as
~well as in the broad policy field."

- - w m w® = »

;"Militarily there - i8 no need for either an over-all
Secratary of the Armed Forces or for a aseparate air force.
 Economy alone speaks forocidly ageinst the establishment of
additional. bureaus, departments or agenciles within the armed
forces organization, eapecially when they add nothing to ths
national security, but, on-the other hand tend. to weaken the
,military”eatablishnent¢;-Ourgexperience has clearly demon-
strated the necessity of :integrating the air power of dboth
the+ Army and the Navy within those services. . Econony and
coordination between and within the services -can be accom-
“plished by Joint committees without the additional overhead
" of an administrative organization with a secretary to exercise
~control over and direct-the military services."

"My personal opinion as to the merits of H.R. 2319 happer
to coincide with the opinions so ably presented by General
Vandegrift at your committee hearings. I see no obJjection
to some form of a merger of the Armed Services, provided such
a merger will affect the economy and efficlency of operation.
I am concerned as a Marine Officer 1n seeing that my Corps
does not lose 1ts identity nhor have its itraditonal functions
curtaliled or completely elimineted by this proposed legislaticn,
The suggested change in language proposed by General Vandegrift,

“which I have Just read in the current Army-Navy Register, would,
if enacted, insure againgt any such possibility.”

"Referring to guestion 1(b), the sultability of H.R., 2319
to sccomplish the purposes outlined above, I doubt 1t. Doudt-
less 1t could be amended to accomplish the purposes epecified
in paragraph 3(b), (c) and (d), relative to Marlne Corps and
Naval Aviation in particular. Probadbly, it could be amsnded
‘to define more specificelly powers for the Secretary of
Netinnal Defense. Admiral Nimitz 1s reported to have stated
that if Congress feels H. R. 2319 should be 80 amended, "he
certainly would have no obJection ..

"Regarding question 1(c), suitability of your alternats
b111, H.R. 3469, in my personal view it would be preferable
although certain amendments might be desirabls. ObJections tc
it have been raised that it does not provide: (a) a War Council;
(b) & Single Secretary with adequate power of decision; (c)
definite provision for integrating appropriations .for all ser-
vices; (4) inclusion of military membership in National Defonse
Resources Board; (e) a separate Air Force, .

-39~
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. "In my opinion, the netural and inevitable result of the
establishment of a third department within the single depart-
ment of National Defense will be the eventual elimination of
Naval Aviation and the U. S. Marine Corps. If the Public and
the Congress believe thie will better provide for National
Security 1t is their prerogative and duty to decide and act
accordingly. I submit that the Public should not be deceived
as to what 1s taking place however. Nor, in my opinion should
the issue be confused by claims regarding econony. The
criterion here is the effectiveneas as a National Security
measure.," : : :

<

"If it has nov been determined by the Congress that the
- President’s Cabinet, for whetever reasons, is incapable of
coordinating effectively the departments of the Government
including the Military Services, and therefore find it essen-
tial through legislation such as H.B. 2319 or H.R. 3469, to
insure coordination not only of the Military Services, but
of this country's entire economic and manpower potential for
atomic warfare, then I favor, at least for the foreseeable
" future, a bill such as H. R, 3469 rather than H.R. 2319.

"I do not subscribe to the creation of e separate auto-
. nomous United States Alr Force. Human nature being what 1t 1s,
I Yellisve that this would inevitably spell the doom of Naval
and Marine Aviation under the guise of "economy" and "elimina-
tion: of duplication”. These two catch by lines have & great
appeal during peace, and are used to railroad through measures
vhich would take the tools from the hands of persons responsible
for missions in war." : . G -

Sn ey "What I fear, however, is that passage of H. R. 2312 would
.. result eventually in a weakened naval establishment lacking
.~ naval air units to conduct anti-gubmarine warfare and protect
" naval task forces, with no comparable Air Force units capable
of performing these missions. The present Army Air Force has
little conception of the problems connected with operations
involving close coordination with naval task forces, and is not
likely to exert sufficient effort, time, and funds to prepare
units for these specialized assignments."” :
"With regard to EH, R. 3469, I concur in general with the
provisions of the bill, but I believe the choics of the %itle
"Coordlnator of National Defense" was unfortunate. In many ,
quarters there is a certain onus attached to the term "Coordi-
nator". I can see no need for any title other than "Chairmen,
National Dofense Council"™, There are many who believe the
dutles of the office should be assigned to the Vice Pres-dent
when we have one. I think that 1s a good idea, but might
require a constitutional amendment."”

"In the various comments which I have seen, I have heen
mogt Ilmpressed by the testimony of Fleet Admiral King ané Mr.
Ferdinand Eberstadt, and I definitely recommend that most

- serious consideration be given to their testimony and recommenda-
tlons, particularly that testimony recently given before the
Senate Committee." ’ .

- =ho-
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A"}? R Po?’ﬁ@ea%@%é%o_/&nem-Rb‘memsmorcmemae'. set-up,
heén J{ %ava ust fought the greatest war in.the history .of the
world successfully with a8 set-up which has been the :sub ject of .
argument, experiment and improvement since the birth of this
nation. And now, of all times, we are trying to chango a
proven system in such & manner that ouzr national security may

be very seriously Jeopardized. For at least 5. years, and more
likely, 10 years,wvhat we know about warfare and. the tools we

use therein will be very similar to World Wer II. Crea< changes
are lnevitable and we have the machinery now to ensure their
efficlent usage, coordination and development, We should main-
tain that system until another system is proven better. I say
that we have no right, no basis, for such change now though
definitely, I do bellevé that certaln changes are in order,
Those changes, however, are in general agreement among all
services and are bamed on war experlence. They deal primarily

with the majority of organizational changes envisioned in the
National Security Act of 1947, most people:heartily agree tc.
Therefore, let’s adopt these changes forthwith, Let's function

" under.these changes for a couple of years, at least. Tten, ’
let’s see where we stand." :

ey have been &eéblj_concernéd-b#ei the piépbsed.unifica~
" tlon ever since it came to my notice in the fall. of 1945, I
am still apprehensive over the resultsato the Navy and the

.-Nation. . I am opposed to the H.R. 2319 for the following
. principal reasons: e :

"(a) I believe that the political ana nilitary

# powers accruing to am office of such magnitude

4. are. too great for any non-elected official of the
government. . - .. o ST

"(b) I consider that too much is left to chance in
that the-authority of . the proposed Secretary aver
>:: the various Departments iz not clearly_defineq;

ey

_ "Regarding H. R. 3469 I favor this or a similar bili
except that I believe the Coordinator of National Defense
should not be included in the membership of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, but in his stead the Chief of Staff to the Preaident
- as 1is the present practice."

f1n responae to your letter of May 27, 1947, I nust say
that your proposed bill, H. R. 3469, comes nearer to ny idea
of the 'merger' or *unification' than anything asg Yot .suggested,

_ "I like the two-department idea with - autonomy for the
" 'Army Alr Force.' I'm fearful lest under EH., R. 2319, irre-
spective of the safeguards for Naval Avietion, that our
country might be deprived of-what I consgider its mobile weapon
nanely, the aircraft carrier capable of launching long-range
. bomers, or guided missiles from-any of the.waters of .the earth
into the heartland of our prospective enemy. '

"I believe I can state that practically all contemporaries

of mine are very apprehensive about the pending merger lagis-
lation, and hold .views similar to mine."

"Ag for my gemeral comment on the proposed consolidation,
I am peraonally in agreenent with the official position of the
Nevy Dapartmentf" :

Cihla
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"In general, I believe that I am accurate in etating =hat
nogst of the experienced naval officers, who have had no res-
ponslbility for the drafting of the consolidation plen,
believe that it will do the Navy and the National Defense
irreparable harm. This belief stems from the following:

"1. There is too much power vested in the Secretary
for National Defense.

"2, While the overhead in connection with the Office
of the Secretary of National Defense, as drafted in

H, R. 2319, is modest, in a bureaucracy, the functions
of an office have a habit of growing beyond all belief.
"3. The duties and functions of the various armed

. Bervices are not definitely drafted and delimited

in the plan. : :
"k, The duties and responsibilities as well as the
strateglc employment of the Navy, if not directly
controlled, will be too strongly influenced by the
military.

"Other than the above comment 1t would appear that
H. B. 3469 1s a much more practical plen to achisesve coordina-
tion than H. R. 2319."

'“;"Thdt what I may say may not be constructive is to be

'-.regrettad; since 1t 1s s0 ea8y to find flaws in any positive

courge of action yet so difficult to put forward something
better. In this case, however, the issue 1s so important I
feel entirely unsympathetic to the apparent wildespread belief

';that any course 1s better than none. The safety of the

country 1s dependent on the decision in this issuwe. It 1s
disturbing to me that a precipitant’ course is to be
followed when there are such divergent views on the matter
held by the services who in the end must implement any
declsion that may be adopted.

" A merger at the top with the establishment of arother
autonomous arm will not in my mind result in economy. We may
not spend more but I doubt we will spend leas., The handling
of budgets will essentially be unchanged since they at present
are channelled through an executive office responsible to the
President.

"Ag for H. R. 2319 and H. R. 3469, I consider your bill
much the preferable of the two since I believe some of the
thoughts above are already incorporated therein."

"If I recollect correctly, and I believe I do, the
original basis for all this discussion, so far as the public
was concerned, was unification wherever overlapping functions
exlsted 1in order to effect economies in our national defsense
and to provide for unified command in Washington. As I have
followed this matter through the press and the reports of
the hearings, it seems to me that the current proposed
leglslation has drifted quite far afield from the original
concept. Economies will not be effected by the super control
agencies which are proposed and in securing a so-called
unified command in Weshington we will establish a General
Staff system, the danger of which 1s very apparent 1if one
studies German military history."”

"I am going to state in the beginning that I like the
two-department system, outlined in your HR 3&69, and have
never cared for the three-depdrtment setup of HR 2319. I make
this statement based on what I have seen.

“ho-
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"I realize that I have been rather critical of the forma-
tion of a third independent department, that of Air, in thie
country., - My remarks are not intended to be criticel of our
preaent Army Alr Force. While I am product of the Navy-Marine
Corpa system, I had the opportunity of attending the Army Air
Corpe' tactical school at Langley Field in 1930. Thers I
becane friendly with many of the leaders of the Army Air Force
today. Also I served with, under and over units of the Army
Alr Force in the Sputh Pacific during the past war, I never
saw an Army Air Force Officer that I didn't like personally;
they are the same as anybody else, However, I do not believe
that their case fof'independence, as outlined in HR 2319, is
Justified or for the best of this country. I believe that
their future activities are amply protected in your HR 3469."

"I consider HR 3469 as far more deslrable than HR 2316,
HR 3469 maintains the two-department system and, in my opinion,
fully provides for the Air Corps by giving it autonomy within
the War Department. While there is asome doudt that the office
of the Coordinator of National Defense, which would be estab-
lished by HR 3469, would have satisfactory standing snd pres-
tige in dealing with the various Cabinet members and others in

-the proposed National Defense Council, it is believed that this

organization would be far superior, and would insure better
coordination of the Services, than the three~department organiza=-
tion under a single Secretary of National Defense.

- :.."There appears to be.a widespread faar; in which I share,
that if HR 2319 1s enacted, the other services will be reduced
to minor proportions and status by budgetary action once the

- alr force haa been established ag a separate department. While
- this undoubtedly ariges partially from self-preservation ana

the fear of officers in the services that their carsers will

" arbitrarily be cut short, it .also arises from a real fear for

national security. Nothing has been presented, other than
extravagant statements, to prove that the merger will result

in & better and more economical organization of national
defense, while there are indications, based on war experiencs,
that it actually will be inferior because of expected domina-
tion of one service over the others. Nothing that has appear=d
in reports of testimony at hearings held on HR 2319 have servad
to dispel this fear which hag become aggravatéd by the public
statements during the rest year of warious Army Air Force
officers. '

"I know persopally no officer who does not subscribe to the
views expresgsed above." '

- e mn e e e e

"Despite the fact that the present uncertainty regarding
the merger of the armed forces ls adversely affecting the
general morale of the services, 1t is believed that the
Congress must not rush this matter through unti1l it receives
more Information from operational personnel, Therefore, it is
strongly recommended that experienced naval aviators, general
line, and staff corps afficers of the rank of commander and
above be summoned fresh from operational units of the Flset
outside the Washington area to testify before the pertinent
committees of the Congress, Cross examination is the age old
method of obtaining the truth and in ny opinion it 1s the
best,

L I A . S
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roy e whole unification set-up.

"The remarks of many Air Corps officers to the effect thet
it was only a question of tims before they would take over
Naval Aviation; the plans the Army has for the Marine Corps
which have besn so ably brought out by Gemeral Vandegrift;
and such reports as the Kirk rlan which recently came out in
which the Army made clear its intent to combine all msdical
services under them and the Lutes! roport on logistica, all
tend to make the Navy very suspicious of their Army compatriots,”

"I Qo not like the power placed in the hands of the
Secretary of Netional Defense by H. R, 2319, particularly as
regards control of the budget and power of decision in the War
Council., "I doudbt 1if our country is ready to place this much

Power in the hands of one individual other than the president.

The difficulty of finding a man competent to handle this job
properly will be very great.

:"As 40 the Army Air Forces, I see no particular obJjection
in setting up the Strategic Alr Forces as an independent
agency, in view of the fact that this force operated as an
independent agency ‘during the last war. I fesl that the Aray

° should keep its ground support aviation under Army control,
reimilar to Navy aviation. However, the Army, as far as I

know,. dcea not appear to be interested in this matter as I
have not seen or heard any diacussion:pf\ith_ks; -

. ‘- R e R S
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#i4:"Many Naval officers feel that the repreasentatives of
the Navy Dopartmentwho finally acceded to the Bill (H.R. 2319)

"did so because they felt that some sort of a unification bili
.would bve forced upon the Navy, and that the propoaed Bill was
the best compromige obtainable. I believe that the Navy repre-
- sentatives do not think that Bill (H.R. 2319) contains the

best possible provisions for the security of the United States,

but that they think this 1s the bost that can be done, consider-

‘ing Army Air'sg attitude and the effect of the prolific publicity

which Army Air inapired, Everybody in theo Navy realizes the
very bad effects that these inter-service fights have on the
morale of the personnsl of the Navy, and probably of the Army
too. It may be better to accept a decision which is not quite
right and raise the morale, than it would bo to continue to
struggle with the ensuing demoralization of our combdat
personnel.

"Also, Navael officers do not understand why, if unifica-
tion is so desirable, that autonomy of the Air Forces is
necessary. The two 1ideas are conflicting.

"I believe that H. R. 3469 is 'a better alternative than
H.R. 2319, but I would 1ike to reiterate that legislation alone
will not restore the Nevy's former high regard for the inten-
tions for Army Air, This can be doné only by the future actions
of Army Air."

- e e = e e - o

"If the powers of the proposed Secretary of National
Defense were properly circumscribed and the necessary protec-
tion for the Marine Corps written in, I would not oppose its
passage, Your proposed alternative, H.R., 3469, seems to have
taken care of my first objection very wvell, but I was dis-

.appointed to mee that it did not include a statutory delirea-

tion of the functions of the Marine Corps."
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"The offects of H. R. 2319 and its companion measure S.758,
-1f enacted into law, will'be most profound; and I anm puersonally
apprehensive that some of the results will not benefit the Navy.
I believe with Jou that it ig the most important measure to
come before tho Congress, with respect to our National Security,
and 1t should receive such serious consideration that the
language of any law passed will in 0o measure impair the con-
fidence ana interests of tho Navy.

"I most certainly agree that the closest coordination
between operations of the Army, Navy and Air Forces should be
Provided for; but I am not aure that unification, even by law,
1s a magic word that will bridge all difficulties. I do not
Yelieve 1in & single Secretary for National Security, except
in the role of Coordinator ana Asslstant to the Presideat for
National Security Matters. T 4o not believe that he requires
cabinet status and I 8m personally opposed to eny loss of
cablinet status by the Secretary of the Navy and the Sccretery
of the Army,

"I will not comment upon the propriety of setting up
the Arnmy Air Forces as a Boparate Alr Dopartment, co-squal
with the Army ana Navy, beyond the statemont that unificetion
should begin at home and the creation of a soparate Alr
Dopartment soems to me a poor solution for failure to integrato
~the. Army Air Forces into tho Army. IR
S . addition, I am impressed that the original move for
merger of the Armed Services, with creation of Alr Departament,
- ¥as generated almost entirely from War Department sources.

“the necessity of the eteps proposed to obtain unification and

"I am efraid that unification in the form proposed will
lead to an Army-dominated Navy and Marine Corps. I shudder at
that thought when I think of the army dominated navies of
Germany and Jepan, and even of Russia and France, I am told
that I discount the morale and spirit in tho Navy and Marine

- Corps when I express the fear of Army domination; but my reply

to a set-up that even roquires efforts and thought t© prevent
Army control and development of naval services.

Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, and the
Secrotary of the Air Force, if e separate Ailr Departm?nt ‘s
created, should all be Cabinet officers, 4 Civilian Coordi-

Pregident in hig Constitutional rols a8 Commander-in-ghicf
after obtaining rocommendations from the Joint Chiefs of Starff
- through the W » Council; the Joint Chigfs of Staff, the
Munitions Board, and tho Research and Development Board should
be retained with suitable steffs and Becretaries, Further, for

Council, a National Security Resources Board, and a Central

. "The ébove broposals aro little differont from your
measurc H. R. 3469, and I believe it could be modificd cagily
to assure the features montioned, Personally, I rather favor

- 1"5- . . .
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your idea of 8lving autonomy to the Army Air Forcea, dut under
the Army organization, gimilar to our Marine Corpa 1n the

Navy set~up. Naval aviation ghould be kept integrated with

the Navy, and the Marine Corps organization should be maintained.
The War Dopartment should be changed to the Department of +the
Armyvgnd ite Sccretary dosignated as the Secretary of the

Army."

- = wm w e e o=

_ "chcver, in regard to H., R. 2319, I note that the
Secretary of Naetional Dofonge ig glven the authority to
"establigh policies and programs”, and, 'to exercise diroction,
authority ang control', Thogse Povers are extensive. It Bcoma
to me that with this bill, the question is - how is 1t to be
interpreted and administered 2 It would be the nany rulings’
based upon such legislation which might lesscen the effective~
ness of one Service. Such interpretations nade by the Single

. Secretary woula have tho effect of law in so far ag the Ser-
vices are concerned. A policy, program, ruling or interprota-
tion effected by the Secretary over the obJoctions of one
Service would be difficultcfcorrection,’and muchherm could he
done, particularly, before such action could be overtaken ty
rcorrective moasures taken by the Congress or by Executive
action, - Functions coula be traneferred, onc by one, from

one’ Service to another, leaving the former impotent., On tho -
other hand, I believe the dutiocs laid down for the 'Coordinetor’,
a8 presented in your proposed bill, EH. R, 3469, would accom-
_Plish the rosults desired as to coordination, effectivencss
and economy and at the same time, prevont the bPossidbility of
arbitrary action by one man, to the dotriment of the National
Security, .~ . ' ' ST

-~ "Aa for the Army Air Force, everyone agrees that thoy dig
a fine Job in thoir contridbution to the winning of the roscent
war, However, I 4o not beliove that they would have been more
effective had thoy beon organizod under a separatc Deparinent.

of warfare, conditions of warfare will continue to change.
Guided missilos can bo launched from tho ground, from ghips
and from aircrafi, The introduction of tho guided missile
and othor implemonts of warfare, will, in the future, terd to

fincluding the Strategic Air Force) as it now cxists. I believs
that tho War ang Navy Department structures Proposed in BH.R.3LkE9
would promoto desirable coordination ana further, that the
rosults would be moro offective.  On the othor hand, I do not
belleve that it would be cconomiceal to provide for a Beparato
Ailr Force."

"Briefly, I favor (1) the continuance of the two Depart-
ments, with coordinating agencies, and without the addition
of & third Department of the Air; and (2) each with 1ts air
component becoming increasingly Predominant as the parent
departmenttyg other components become sublimated, in accordance
(a) with lessons of the past war, ana (b) with predictions
88 to future methods of warfars., Such an orgsasnizetion of two
departments can more effectively, more econonically and with
greater facility perform the functions spelled out for three
department organizations.

"Hagty perusal of Jour proposed bill, H. R, 3469, indicates
that you entertain gimilep ldeaps and I heartily endorse its
basic principles.

"Aslde from the obvious military disadvantagas in attsmpt-
ing to coordinate and correlate the activities of three sepErate
departments as compared with two departments, I am unable +o
visualize the economies to be effected by organizing a thirg
depar‘bment, that of air, =8 proposed in H.R. 2319, It appears
to me to beo en expensive horsge-trade move: The Air Force gets

Lt 1“2@’32523 For Roleass B8GR5 A1 SRS S 0064BROET 100020003 Bo . 6
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Vgeﬁ perpetuation of their waning organization. The Nevy--

an innocent bystander--gets temporary guarantees of no
dismemberment of itg Naval Aviation by one horse-trader and

" no dismemberment of its Marine Corps by the other trader.

"There are those who argue that organization of a Depert-~
ment of Alr 1s due recognitlion of the distinguished services
of our Ailr Forces during the recent war. With no thought of
be-littling their splendid performance, I consider appropriate
recognition of the magnificent services of the Air Forces 1is
obtainable, at less cost and without sacrifice of natioral
securlity, by suitable reorganization within the War Department,
granting the air component the Prodominating position therein
to which 1t is entitled," -

- e o w ww w oe

S & fully.agree with you that sone éteps should be taken

“4n: order to bring about a closer coordination of army, nasvy

and air Porce operations., After s detailed study of the

-question I am 8incerely of the opinion that the pattern of

this step as expressed in s. 758 as amended and as reported to
the Senate, represents & sound ‘solution, the best that could be
made to work -- in fact the moat practicable which has been
dovigod to date. T freely and fully support .that bill as
amended." " ; . ’ S

+ "The remaining provisions of the bill, establishing the
three military departments and the Secretary of National Defensge
are far more controversial, - For many years I have opposed the
l1deas of either a geparate or a united air force or air dspart-

ment, as bteing both unnscegsary for and detrimental to our over-

it must be accompanied by clearly defined safeguards to prevent
fatal weakening of the army and the navy, and the overall nilitary
effectiveness, H. R. 2319, as originally introduced, does not
include these safeguards, I understand that certain amendments
along this line have been introduced by the Armed Forces Committae
of the Senate; but, since I have not geen them, I am unable to
comment on themn,

"However, 1t seema to me that the over-riding consideration
is to adopt some plan which will attract the loyal support of all
the services. Without such support, no organization can produce
the unity of effort which we must achieve, - Because of the atrong
and gincere convictions on both 8ides of this Question, i1t appears
that the three-department Plan provided in H. R, 2319 ig the only
one which can attract this vital support. I believe that two
departments, each with it'sown air element, a sounder organizstion
from a nilitary standpoint; but an inferior plan, loyally gupportad
is preferable to a better plan which would produce continuing
friction and conflict between the services. TFor this reascn,
it appears wisest to adopt H. R. 2319, which has the Bupport of
all responsible pfficials of both departments, provided 1t is
amended to definse clearly the functions of each department."”

L .
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em & captain in the United States Naval Reserve on

. &ctlve duty. It is not in that capacity that I volunteer thig

letter dbut as a professional civilian, a newepapermen of guffi-
cient Washington seniority to have becoms (for 1llustration)
one of the elders of the Gridiron, and who was before the war
head of a gubstantial news bureau in this city.

"My opposition to the Senate and House Committse versiona
of the Armed Services Unification legislation - Senate 758 and
House 2319 - 1ig therefors frop the viewpoint of an informea
civilian, Thers are not many of ue, even in the Congress or
in Journaliam, and outside thage two categories the public is
dangerously uninformed and, editorially, dengerously misin-
formed, of the threat to the national defense and indeed to
the republican form of government inherent in thesge bills.

For the public's ignorance I blame my colleagues of the press.

.. "You have tried to remedy the gravest danger by substitu-
ting ‘a co-ordinator of the military departments for the
fantastically empowered single Secretary delineated in the
committee billg, TI?F your amendment could be advertised and
explained to the public I believe 1t would produce such
popular support that that revision woula be forced upon
Congress. ’ . '

+"What the committes bills propose 1is to delegate to one
man almoat.autocratic Powveras over the military establishments
of the nation.  The powers. to be conferred upon him exceed
those .suggested by the Secretaries of War and the Navy, and
their mnilitary advisara, A

- "This legislation ig not being written for the day, or
the next five years. It can not be gaged by the personal
statures of any likely candidate for the office this yoar or
in 1949, It ias to be the basic law for the administration of
the national security structure for as far as we can see into
the future. ’ - ‘ .

"Who 1s thig autocrat of our safety to be? He will be a
man rewarded with the office for his assistance in winning the
election for an adninistration. He will come to Washington
charged with the-responsibility net only of maintaining the
nation's gsecurity but, to great extent, the bPeace of the worid.
The chences are 8ood that he will be an earnest, zealous,
loyal and ambitious public servant. The chances also are,
by statistical evldence, that he will ‘relinquish the office
a8 soon as 1t interferes with his personal affairs. And the
odds are that he will be &8s familiar with the enormous dutles
with which thig Congress is preparing to charge him as T am
about abdominal surgery or atomic energy.

"The inevitable result will be the domination of the
composite department by the professionally military, in
violation of the 8pirit of the Constitution, however the
Propdmed law 1is adjusted to the letter of the charter.

"No one can Plead, except speciously, that the same
criticism applies to the President ag commander in chief, or
that the Pregidentts ultimate authority remainsg intact. The
President 1g agp elected servant of the-peOPle, a politically
appointed Secretary is not. - Under the existing sytem, the
Presidenttg administration of the national defensge 1is delegated
to two Cabinet:officera, thus halving the likelihood of mal-
feasance.. The broposed law would doubls 1%, besides creating
a aelf—perpetuating military staff in Pact, although it may
not 80 be called in name, as the mentor of the innocent in
nominal charge., Will ¥ not have a nili#ary bureaucracy,
concealed from the public and beyond reach of the Congressg?

"Without going into too infinite doteil, I believe that
the proposed unification == which containg many desirable
and necessary improvements on the existing defenss structure --
contains all the 8ormg of a militarigtic organism which when

-48-
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implanted in the body politic can cancerously overcome it.
The law is belng propelled to enactment by an hysteria pro-
duced by distorted images of approaching war. I can believse
that the b1ll, if made law, might even hasten conflict and
by the topheaviness of its cregtion, meke that war costly
eand difficult to win,

"Reverting to the letter of the Constitution, what con-
slderation has been given to the articles forblidding arpro-
priations to the Army for more than two FYear? Will the
entire dofonse budget under unification have to be placed under
that time 1imit? The Conatitution alsoc says there shall de
an Army and a Novy. Will not then the creation of a co-equal
Alr Force be technically unconstitutional? Is not your re-
definition of the Army Air Force as analogous to the Marine
Corps unconstitutionally compulsive?

"These are practical Questions, not rhetorical onea, and
the answers can not be svaded.

"The necessity of such integrating agencles as the
National Security Council, the Joint Chiefs and Central
Intelligence, are in any event above debate, and can easily
be established forthwith by non~-controversial legilslation.
Their establishment by law is all the nation now needs for
its coordinsted security, until a completely obJjective,
unhurried, scientific study of truly integrable defense can
be accomplished. : :

o o Sincerely,
(signed) Wulter Karig"

- e, ® - .- e e e e

"I have not had the time to analyse the various pro-.
visions in the two bills, also I have been out of touch with
naval developments in recent Years. However, I like the

. declaration of policy in H.R. 3469. The detailed proviaions .
of H.R. 3469 appear to conform to the declaration of policy
and should provide for the coordination of the armed services
without disrupting any of the orgenizations which have proved
their effectiveness.”

) "I agree with you that close coordination of land, sea end
alr operations 1s absolutely necessary. In obtaining tkris
coordination through the decisions of one man, I think the
command of a theatre 1s the highest limit which can be expected
of a human being even when adviged by a well rounded Jjoint
ataff, For this reason I am uneasy concerning the interests

of the Navy when one man in Washington has the power to reduce
the activities and functions of the Navy by means of adjust-
ments within the overall security budget, History has repeatedly
shown that few men other than those with Naval training under-
stand the importance of control of the sea and Jjust what is
involved in the way of means and operations required to gecure
and exercise this control. The reports of the Fushrer con-
ferences now being published by the Navy Department are
excellent examples of what happens to a Navy when under the
overall directlion of gomeone who does not understand control

of the sea by sea-air power."

"Fleet Admiral King in his statement before the Armsd
Services Committee of the Senate on May &, 1947 seid, "I feeol
that in the controversies and discussions that have aso far
taken place (in relation to an improved organization for
national gecurity) the emphasis has been wrongly placed; thet,
80 to speak, the cart has been put before the horse".

To me this is the essence of the present gituation. Befors
the country, the Congree or the services had time to evaliluate
properly the results of the last war or the prosgpects of

49
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the future insofar as both pertain to a proper organization
for national securlty, wo were plunged into a discussion of
detailed organization which largely missed the main point.

It 18 not so important to change the departmentel organiza-
tion of the military services themselves as it is to seot ur
bermanently and gquickly the machinery which will enable this
country to wage efflciently the total war of the future if

it ever becomss necessary to do so., Fronm a national security

of government which have to do vith the political, the
military, the economic, end the industrial Pfactors involved
in the "common defense,

"As to the roorganization of the military departments
themselves, it 1s my feeling that by a proceas of evolution
and real inter-gervice education a truly single service might
become a probability within a generation. Any such solution
will of necessity have %o awvalt the errival in command ranks
of military and naval men who are now starting their careers
and who, properly trained, can assess each others problems
with an understanding which is most certainly not existent
at the present time,

. "As an interm organization I am unalterably opposed to

-thefpropoaal for three military departments containod in

H.R. 2319.. It is organizationally unsound from s military:
standpoint because 1t would freeze the services into the
pattern of World War II.. At -a time when every prospoct of the
future indicates a necesslty for a simplified and economical

- 8tructure, it establishes an organizetion which multiplies,

complicates and one which will strain the financial reacurces
of this country to maintain., Money badly neeoded for real
military needs will be used for a greatliy cnlarged departmontal
structure and ovorhead. ’

"The crux of the matter in this respect is of courss the
demand of the Army Air Forces for autonomy. Without this
demand, we could proceed with an orderly coordination of
the two services on an economical basis and ultimately to e
single service.

"There 1is nothing, military or otherwise, that cannot
better dbe accomplished by two departments, as against three.
In so far as air 1s concerned, and I conslder myself gqualified
to specak, I feel that at the moment, as of today, the Air
Forcea of the Army and Navy are the moast essential offensive
and defensive components of our military strength. Nothing
should be done to weaken them in any way and "ailr mindednecss"
musgt continue to be a requisite in all military and naval
planning end thinking. However, 1f the Army Air Forcea attain
separate departmental status, it is my belief that they will
tend to become frozen in an outmoded pattern duc to lack of
competition, They will goon become the only Air Forces of tke
Unlted States for I am cerein that the Naval Air Forces cannot
long maintain their present status and efficiency vis a vis
& separate Alr Department. Without alr, the ground army and
the surface navy, still able to exert tremendous influence,
will tend to becoms completely reactionary in their efforts
to maintain their own size and prestige,

many of the same arguments to back up their contentions. Had
they haed their way then, there would havo been no Naval Alr
Forces in this war, This however is history, certain details

of which will become more generally appreclatcd as better
histories of World War IT become avaeilable., What concerns us

a8 & nation now ia the future. What of the future of military
Alr? No one knows exactly, but in this connection I invi<e

your attention to Dr., J. C. Hunsaker's letter transmitting the
32nd Annual report of the NACA to the President, dated January 12,
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. g 1947 wherein he says - 'The close'of tho war-markod the end

'”-( . 'of one whole phase of development of the airplane as conceived

by the Wright brothers. Tho airplane in its pregent form 1is
no longer a sound basis for future planning for the naticnal
dofense’. 1his does not meen that the strategic bomber is
obsokte as of today but it does mean it is obsoleacent as &
type. It also moans that air warfare of the future will bear
1ittle or no resemblance to the air warfare of World War II.

"My personal recommendation for an immediate solution to
the problems involved in improving our organization for nationax
gsecurity would be a coordinated two department establishment
with adequate and positive safe guards for the air forces of
each department. Such en organization could be rolatlvely
simple and -economical. What is more important, it could be .
. made to lead to the eventual and ideal establishment of =
‘aingle service. It would also have the major advantage cf .
‘maintaeining within the ground army end the surface navy the .
alr mindedness which is so essentliel to each at this timec.

"H, R. 3469 more nesarly approaches my ideas than any bill
‘“ T have seen. It contains certain provisgions which I would like
“to see changed but I would take 1t 'as is! 1f 1%t could be
substituted for H.R. 2319 bocause I consider the latter so
complotely undosirable in its major features.”

‘ "However, the crux of the problem 1s whether or not to
have one overall head, such as the Secrstary of National De- -
 fense.of H. R, 2319. This I consider would be inadvisable i
~and unnecessary. I consider that not only is the proposed Co
~position too much of a tesk for one man, but also, and what T
.71s more important, 1t gives too much power to one man. [ much an
“ prefer a continuation of the system of the Jolnt Chief of Staffs,
“which was employed. during the war, with its checks and balances

. imposed by the fact that all decisions had to be unanimous.

"Ag for the opinion of the men in the service, I caa sp=ek

only in general of my contemporarieas with wvhom I have had contecte
_mostly officers of my rank, The opinion is egainst any unifice-
tion, as we know 1t, i.e., with one supreme head over all the
services., I believe that most everybody feels that progress

can be made towards closer relationships between the services

and that some functions can be consolidated, dut that these
questions should be a matter of evolution and not revolution.”

- e e me e e e

. "I agree fully with you 'that some steps should be taken
‘in order to bring about a cloaser coordination of army, navy
and alr force operations' However, after consideration of
your alternative plan as represented by H. R, 3469, it 1s my
opinion that it will not accomplish the desired cocordination
as well as the plan contained in H.R. 2319, or 1ts companion
Senate Bill S. 758, with asmendments as recently reported. This
latter plan. as amsnded will I believe provide a sound workable
plan under which the several services can-operste.”

"I firmly believe that a three departmental system for tke

Armed Services 1s the worst measure we can teke to improve our
e Netional Security. Further, it is my considered belief that
retention of the two Department system administered by the
agencies proposed by Mr. Eberstadt, and eliminating separation
of the Army Air Force, can be made a workable, efficient instru-
nent of National .Policy. - A single Department i1s far more tc be
" desired than three.”

_ _ -51= G
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; ' "0f tho.throo neans for promoting national security exex-
( : plified by H. R. 3469, H. R. 2319, and S-20k4, which vas con-
sldered by the last Congress, I prefer the type or organization
: : proposed in H. R. 3469, I prefer it because 1t provides a
b National Defense Council which is the most important deficiency
! in the present security structure, because it continues the
basic structurs of the Armed Services which has proven success-
ful in war, and because it provides additionalmans for rein-
forcing that structure by coordinating action."

"To. sum up briefly, it is my opinion that 1f it is
necessary at this time to change the present military setup,
it should be done with extreme caution. The Secretary of the
Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations have assured us that
the bill, as proposed by the War and Navy Departments ade-
quately protects the Navy's integrity, including the Marine
Corps and Alr Force. I accept their appraisal of the bill
with the provisos as set forth in the preceding paragrapa.”

- e s e ae =

: "If a consolidation of the services is effected under the
 provisions of H. R. 2319, I am convinced that such action will
s lead: 0. the: eventual ‘destruction of Naval aviation as it exists
i~ today.. .In doing so the Congress would be destroying one of the
most potent weapons of the recent war. The integration of Naval
- ... aviation in the Navy had been accomplished over a periocd of
i yeara prior to the wvar, and I beliwe its record during the war
. speaks as complete Justification for ita continued existonce.
. The fast carrier task force, as an example, was a development
. of.integrated Naval aviation and its value as a powerful weapon
. cannot be questioned." : : :

-

"It 18 my opinion that the present plan, as supported by
the Navy Department, has been thoroughly and intelligently
conaidered from all angles by the various commititees of the
Navy Department." : .

"I am strongly opposed to the provisions of H. R. 2319
establishing a separete Alr Force. The experiences of Great
Britain and Germany along such lines have so fully demonstrated
the futility of the Air fighting an independent and uncoor-
dinated war that I dread the possibility of such a policy being
adopted by this country. If the amendments to HE.R. 2319 pro-
tect us from such a danger, and protect the future operation
and development of naval aviation, (ship and shore based) some
of the disadvantages of HR, 2319 will have been overcome."

"Militarily there is no need for either an over-all Secrstary

-of the Armed Forces or for a seprate alr force. Economy alona
speaks forcibly againast the establishment of additional bureaus,
departments or agencies within the armed forces organization,
especially when they add nothing to the national security, dut,
on the other hand tend to wesken the military establishment.
Our experience has clearly demonstrated the neceassity of
integrating the alr power of both the Army and the Navy within
those services., Economy and coordination between and within
.the services can be accomplished by Joint committees without

. the additional overhead of an administrative organization with

. & secretary to exercise control over and direct the military
gervices. :

-51- 1
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. “g am unalteradly oppoged to 'E. R, 2319 and the revised
8. 758 as recently reported out ‘of Committee, and ny ideas
are covered by some of the pointe included in your sugges-
tions embodied in H. R. 3469,

"With regard to your question of opinion of men in the
service, on the gubject of Merger, Unification, ete., I am
golng to testify that from conversations with officers ia the
Naval Service over = long period, I can say that 99% of these
were opposed to it, Just recently, I had the opportunity to
take a poll of about two hundred officers assembled and of
that number only two were in favor of it. This maintainas my
previous estimate of 99%,"

- "In conciusion I should like to say that your plan
appears to me to be much superior to the other. It leaves
to each service the determination of wha it needs whether
1t 1s in the alr, ground or on the gesa, It also retains
for the Army its air arm which I think is necessary,.
Perhaps the best solution would be one ‘such as we have with

"the Marines in the Navy; they are 20% of the size of the
entire Navy, Perhaps 'air! in each service could operate
‘on & fixed bercentege in a gimilar manner,"

- . e = W w e

3469 contains intereéting and novel

vfediures, I prefer S?58~chiefly because I am of .the opinion

that the latter dill would stand a better chence of receiv-

5:'ing'tha loyal ‘support of the Armed Services, T am sure you
- will) agree thet without thia'support, coordination and unity
.0f effort will de impossible.

-;?"With>regérd to your inquiry concerning the opinion of

’ﬁfthe enlisted men in the Navy on unification, I believe that

"I have given the matter consideradble thought and it is
my belief that, under exlgting conditions, the latest draft
of ‘the b1l1l which the departments are now supporting is the
more favorable, It should provide both the required cecordina-
tion and necessary safeguards. T believe that 1t would be a
decided improvement over the existing situation,"

- - w @ e e -

"It is ny opinion that 2 third military department, as
provided for in H, R, 2319, stems largely from the Arny Air
Force's desire for autonomy and should be more carsfully
studied for its effoct upon the efficlency and effectiveness
of our national defeonse system. T find it difficult to see
how a third department with its necessarily large departmental
organization and overhead can be maintained without a nerna-
nent increase in cost over that required for a’ two-department
syatem. ' Furthermore, if a United States Air Force is estab-
lished as a thirad department, it is reasonable to expect that
this force, with 1ts Chie? of Staff holding relative rank and
position with +the Chief of Staff of the United States Army
and the Chief of Naval Operations and sitting as & member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, will not only speak through the
Secretary of the Air Force for all Aviation dbut be generally
recognized as the principle advisor and final authority on the
development,‘procurement, maintenance and operation of all the
Alr rescources of the United States, rarticularly so in the
integration of the Aviation Budget. - The inevitable result
w1ll be the relegation of Naval Aviation to o secondary or
minor role without regard for the records of World War II
in which ths Navy, with an integrated air arm as 1ts nmogt
powsrful weapon, not only established and maintained control
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of the sea but provided air as well &as gunfire support for
troops that were fighting beyond the range of Army tactical
air support., It will be difficult to impoge restrictions
on a United States Air Force to protect Naval Avietion that
may not later be removed as theory replaces war experience
as the basis for military organization. E

"The majority of officers with whom T have discussed
the subJect of reorganization belleve that the best interests
of the United States would be served by & two-department
aystem with Air soundly integrated and playing a dominan%
role 1n each department, It is difficult to reconcile an
indpendent United Stetes Alr Force which excludes Naval
Aviation." ‘

-> = a e w m =

-"In your letter you asked also what I considered the
opinion was of the men in the Navy regarding H. R, 2319.
During the last several months I have talked with & great

~many officers of the Navy, both regular and reserve. I have
. been surprised to find 80 many of these men well informed
"on the: eubject of 'merger’ or ‘unification’,; and many of

them are quite well acquainted with the details of the pPro-

' , rosed legislation in H, R, 2319. All of the officers I Lave

talked with are opposed to this legislation with the exception

~.0f two. I believe it can be saild at least 90% of the naval

~officers are sincerely opposed to this propeosed legislation.
“Included, of course, are the regular and reserve officere of
-~ the Marilne . Corps.

:"H, R, 3469 vhich you inguired adbout in your letter, I

""bellieve is an improvement over H. R. 2319 1if in fact there

must be an overall law reforming and recasting our military
organization, Personally, however, I nmush prefer to use

- great caution and consideration of all of the factore involved

before remoulding and reorganizing the whole military and

natlional security structure. It seems to me that it is much
better to congider improvements on a step~by-step basis. In
any organization so large as our military establishment, the
necessity for improvement always is apparent, These should

'be made forthwith as they arise. At the present time, I do

not see any reason or urgency for wide~sweeping reform
legislation, To avoid disaster, caution must be controlling.”
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'With regard to HR-2319, I believe 'that this bill does
not properly solve the questions involved but rather accen-
tuates them. It does not seem reasonabls to me that
required integration is to be obtained by separation of
Army Air Forces from Army Ground Forces. On the gontrary

- 1t appears rather evident that experience during the past

wvar indlcates strongly the need for closger integration,

"rather then separation of these elements. As to the guas=

tion of political expedlency, I can only say that 1f this
be a prime factor then the safe-guarding of the National

".Interest 1is indeed in jJeopardy.

"I view with consideradle apprehension the creation of
the proposed office of the Secretary of National Defense.

It seems to me that, unless proper and adequate safeguards

are written in the law, this office would tend toward such
powera ag would be Improper for any single individual short
of the President, and therefore 1s not a proper appointive
office. Since this point has been raised many times no
further elaboration is required here. A further point which
I believe important is that the office would tend to
channelize all new developments and to eliminate all traces
of duplication, whereas a reasonable amount of competition
and duplication 1s not only healthy but sound practice for

" prevention of stagnation,"

- e e e e wm -

"I am ‘strongly opposed to the enactment into law of the

National Sscurity Act of 1947 for two basic reasons. First,

I believe that this bill will set up an administrative struc-
ture out of which will evolve a-military policy which will

‘. 'not meet the peculiar military situation of the United Stateas.
""Next, I oppose the National Security Act of 1947 on the

grounds that it 1s conducive to the establishment of a degree

“of mllitary control over the Government of the United States
" which 18 not compatible with our democratic, constitutional

fTorm of Government.

"In ny opinion the establishment of administrative parity

 of the Army Alr Forces and the Army Ground Forces with the

Navy of the United States will lead to a situation where the
exponents of land, surface and asir power will outweigh the
‘exponents of naval, surface and air power in a ration of 2 - 1.
A logical outgrowth of this condition will lead to & Bituation

- where the seapower of the United States, including the air

Over those soas, i1s subordinate to its land power, including
the ailr over that land. The realities of global geography
make it clear that the control of the seas and of the air
over the seas, which can only be exercised by naval forces,

is now and will continue to be ths primary factor in the
defenslve or offensive war which we will be required to con-
duct against our most likely enemy. If we control those seas
and the air over them we will be able to interpose 1insuperable
barriers against an attack through 80 per cent of the circls

" which we must defend. Adnittedly, 20 per cent of that circle,

that 1is the Polar route, may be defended by the Army Alr Forces.
If we control those seas and the air over them we will imposa

" & declsive offensgive threat against our most likely enemy

through 80 per cent of the circle which .she must defend.
Admittedly, herc again the Army Air Forces can impose a threat,
though at much longer range, through 20 per cent of the circle.

"High powered propaganda has advanced the -absurd theory
that we no longer require a Navy because our most likely enemy
has none. The enactment of this bill will create the adminis-
trative structure which may dictate a military policy unéer

‘which the United States will cease to have that naval power.

This propaganda has grown to auch proportions that this ration

-1s now considering the abandonment of sea power and air power

over the seas as our first line of defensas., It -would have made
a8 much sense for England to cease to be & sea power despilte
her dependence upon the seas, or for Switzerland to undertake
to become a“dea power desplte:  her lack of access to the ssasg.
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"With regard to my opposition to the National Security Act
"of 1947 on the grounds of its incompatibility with our demo~
cratic form of government, I am concerned with the extent to
which that act places tremendous Powers 1in the hands of an

"All Americane have an instinctive distrust of the con~
centration of commang of total land and naval power in a single )
man. I share thig distruat, in spite of the fact that I have '{
been in the naval service since I was sixteen yeara old.

Such power is too heady a wine for any man, no matter how
competent and well intentioned,

"In times of beace the professional goldier and sailor
must fight to avoid stagnation ana solidification of his
.. thinking in established grooves, Healthy competition and
<. divergence of thought between 8ervices during these periods
can:help avold this,:. For example, beforse the present war,
‘there was a difference in opinion between the Army and Navy
Alr Forces concerning liquid cooled and alr coocled engines,
It 1s fortunate that this divergence occurred., Another

a healthy ons, 1s the marked difference between the Navel
‘ROTC and the Army ROTC.,  If the integretion of the Army and
4Nevy'had‘been 80 Plrm asg to require sach Bervice toc use the

‘confident of 1tg continued success. Howvever, even 1f it should
prove wrong, I belleve the fact that this method hes besn
“tried cannot do other than make for better officer training
‘for both Army and Navy in the long-run picture."
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