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Foreword

The Centar for Cryptologic History (CCH) is proud to publish the first title under its
own imprint, Thomas L. Burns's The Origins of NSA.

In recent years, the N8A history program has published & number of volumes dealin
with exciting and even controversial subjects: t.hul . I
and a new look at the Pearl Harbor attack, to cite just three. Tom Burns's study of the
creation of N8 is & different kind of history from the former, It is a masterfully researched
and doeumented aecount of the evolution of & national SIGINT effort following World War
11, beginning with the fragile trends toward unification of the military ssrvices as they
sought to cope with & greatly changed environment following the war, and continuing
through the unsatisfactory experience under the Armed Forces Security Agency. Mr.
Burns also makes an especially important contribution by helping us to understand the
role of the civilian agencies in foreing the creation of NSA and the bureaucratic infighting
by which they were able to achieve that end.

At first glance, one might think thet this organizetional history would be far from
"best seller” material. In fact, the opposite is the case. It is essential reading for the
serious SIGINT professional, both civilian and military. Mr. Burns has identified most of
the major themes which have contributed to the development of the institutions which
characterize our profession: the struggle between centralized and decentralized control of
BIGINT, interservice and interagency rivalries, budget problems, tactical versus national
strategic requirements, the difficulties of mechanization of processes, and the rise of a
strong bureaucracy. These factors, which we recognize as still powerful and in large
measure still shaping operational and institutional development, are the same ones that
brought about the birth of N8A.

The hiatory ataff would also like to acknowledge a debt owed to our predecessors, Dr.
Ceorge F. Howe and his associates, who produced & manuseript entitled The Narrative
History of AFSA/NEBA. Dr. Howe's study takes a different course from the present
publication and is complementary to it, detailing the internal organization and
operational activities of AF8A; and serves as an invaluable reference about that period.
The Howe manuscript is available to interested researchers in the CCH; we hope to publish
it in the near future.

It remains for each reader to take what Tom Burns has presented in the way of
historical fact and correlate it to his'her experience. This exercise should prove most
interesting and illominating,

Henry F. Schorreck
NBA Historian
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Introduction
The Struggle to Control a Unique Resource

A half century has passed since the outbreak of World War II. During that war, a
small number of organizations provided the total intelligence gathering activities of the
United States government, Army and Navy eathorities played a preeminent role in the
production of this intelligence. Since 1945 a great number of organizetional changes have
ocgurred -in the management and direetion of U.8. intelligence activities, and the
intelligence community has greatly expanded. There is now a National SBecurity Council
{wac), Central Intelligence Agency (CiA), Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), National
Fareign Intelligence Board (NFIB), and National Security Agency (NSA), as well as the
military services, Department of State, Federal Bureau of Investigation (#81), Department
of Energy, Department of the Treasury, and Commerce Department. All are involved in
intelligence activities, and all rely on or have access to communications intelligence
(COMINT). COMINT is & unigue, extremely valuable intelligence source. This study traces
the evolution of the military structures from the early 19308 to the establishment of a
unique agency to deal with COMINT - the National Security Agency - in 1952,

In the late 19308, the major COMINT issue among the services related to the coverage of
foreign diplomatic targets, Regardless of duplication, each service insisted on holding onto
whatever diplomatic targeta it could intercept. The realities of World War I, however,
finglly foreed the services to work out an agreement on wartime cryptanalytic tasks. The
Navy, because of its limited resources and its almost total preoccupation with Japanese
and German naval traffie, ultimately softened ita position and asked the Army to take over
the entire diplomatic problem for the duration of the war. Based on an informal
agreement by the Army and the Navy, the Army assumed responaibility for all targets in
tha diplomatic field, as well as its own commitments in the military field.

As late as 1942, however, the Army and Navy still resisted the introduction of any
major changes in their relationship and sought to maintain their traditionally separate
cryptanalytic roles. Each service worked independently and exclusively on its assigned
cryptanalytic tasks, as was agreed upon previously, and later endorsed by President
Franklin D. Roosevelt. The services not only continued to demonatrate little anthusiasm
toward closer cooperation in COMINT matters, but maintsined their traditional hoatility
towards proposals for merger, or even towards opening up new dialogue on operational
problemes. Consequently, their interaction on COMINT matiers was minimal.

Nevertheless, out of the disaster at Pearl Harbor came persistent demands for the
establishment of & truly centralized, permanent intelligence agency. As early as 1943,
proposals for the establishment of a single United States intalligence agency became the
routine topic for discussion in the various intelligence forums of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
At the same time, the military COMINT authorities foresaw their vulnershility to
congressional eriticism and future reductions in resources since they condoeted their
COMINT operations oo & fractionated and sometimes duplicatory basis. Racognizing these
threats to & continuation of their separate existence, the services, after two years of
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superficial coordination, sstablished closer technical cooperation among their COMINT
organizations,

During the war, the independent Army and Navy organizations accomplished a great
number of spectacular intelligence successes in support of the Allied war effort. These
included eryptanalytic breakthroughs sgainst the communications of German
submarines, German and Japanese ermed forces, and the diplomatic communications of
the Axis countries of both the European and Pacific theaters. The victory at Midway and
the submarine war in the Atlantic are but two examples of how intelligence derived from
gnemy sommunications contributed to the success of the 1.8, war effort. Ironically, these
successes later becames the measuring rod for criticiem of the postwar military COMINT
organizations.

By the end of World War II, many policymakers had a new respect for COMINT.
However, there were also major questions eoncerning the managemant and control of this
valuable resource. In 1951 President Truman established a Presidential Commission
under the chairmanship of George A. Brownell to study the communieations intelligenca
affort and to make recommendations concerning the management of the effort. From the
Brownell Report grew the managerial foundation of the organization now known as the
National Security Agency.

This study documents the origine of the National Becurity Agency. Itis an attempt to
set before the reader the "what happened” in terms of the issues and conflicts that led to
Truman's decision to establish a centralized COMINT agency. It traces the evolution of the
military COMINT organizations from the 1930s to the establishment of the National
Becurity Agency on 4 November 1358.

While the lineal origins of the National Security Agency are clearly traceable to the
military COMINT structures and represent a fairly simple audit trail of organizations, there
is more to the origin of NSA than 8 mere chronology of organizations. The political
struggles and operational considerations that led to the establishment of N8A are complex.
The National Seeurity Act of 1947, the expanding intelligence regquirements of the
growing intelligence eommunity, and the continuing controversy between the military
and civilian agencies over the control of intelligence became prominent factors in the move
to reorganize the nation's eryptologic structurs,

This account seeks to highlight the main events, policies, and leaders of the early
years. Ité major emphasis Is directed towsrd communications intelligence and its
identification as a unique source of intelligence information. One theme persists
throughout: the jurisdictional struggle between the military and civilian authorities over
the control and direction of the COMINT resources of the United States. Special attention is
algo directed toward consumer relationships, intefligence directives, and consumer needs -
particularly when those considerations may have influenced the shaping and formation of
thie cryptologic structure,

The communications security (COMSEC) role of NSA is addressed only in the bread
context of representing a basic responsibility of the new agency. The development of
national COMSEC policies did not take place until after the establishment of NBA, which ia
outside the scope of this report. As directed by President Truman on 24 October 1962, the
solutions to national COMSEC problems and the formulation of those solutions in directives

—FOPSECRET— 2
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becamie the responaibility of a specia]l committee of the National Security Counecil for
COMSEC matters. The beginnings of an expanded COMBEC role for N8A did not oceur until
the mid-1950s, following the issuance of a preliminary report (NSC 168) on 20 Oectober
1953; which provided the basis for a later clarification of COMSEC roles and responsibilities
within the government:

The study is organized basically in a chronological approach with chapters reflecting
the prewar period, the war years, and the immediate postwar era. Mgajor events or policy
actions are reflected within this chronology. The early chapters address the evolution of
the Army and Navy COMINT relationships from 1930 through the war years and later the
eatablishment of a third cryptologic service, the Air Force Security Service (AFsa), in 1948.
Next, smphasis is placed on the three-year period from 1848 to 1949, which marked the
passage of the National Security Act of 1947 and the beginning of high-level efforts to
centralize UU.5. intelligence responsibilities. This section traces the organisation of the
COMINT structure as military authorities moved in the direction of a joint Army and Navy
Communications Intelligence Board (ANCIB) and eloser cooperation. This period of
experimentation included the establishment of the Jeint Army and Navy Operating Plan
in 19468 and of the Armed Forces Seeurity Agency (AFsA) in 1949, Both structures
encountered great difficulties, with APSA receiving continuing eriticism from the consumer
community for its performance during the Korean War. Finally, as the prologue to the
sstablishment of N8A, there is an extensive discussion of the Brownell Committee,
including the reasons for ita establishment and the nature of its deliberations. The study
concludes with an overall review of the organizational changes and a suggestion that
struggle for control of this unique resource is far from over.
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The coverage of diplomatic links always ranked as a top priority for both the Army and
Navy, as it represented the only intelligence of real interest to nonmilitary consumers,
namely, the Department of State and the White House.! Recognizing the need for
budgetary support from these influential customers, each service sought to retain a
posture of maximum coverage on diplomatie targets. Consequently, the Army and Navy,
operating under an unwritten and loose agresment, shared the responsibility for the
intercept and processing of diplomatic traffic, with each service making its own
determination concerning what diplomatic coverage it would undertake.?

Despite the increasingly apparent need for cooperation, neither service, because of
strong mutual distrust, pressed very hard for a cooperative agreement. The nearest that
the services came to concluding an agreement during the 18308 occcurred in April 1933,
The oceasion was a planning conference of representatives of the War Plans and Training
Section of the Army and representatives of the Code and Signal Section of the Navy.? The
agenda for the conferance was very broad, including items on both communications
seeurity and radio intelligence matters. The conferees reached & very limited informal
agreement on a delineation of the areas of paramount interest to each service.* Although
formal implementation of the agreement never took place, the confarence iteslf was &
significant mileatone. Por the first time in the modern era, the services had agreed, at
least in principle, on the need for & joint Army-Navy dialogue on COMINT matters.

From 1833 to 1940, little change took place in this relationship. Eaech service
continued to go its own way, working gensrally on whatever traffic was available to it. In
the fall of 1839, Genersal Joseph A. Mauborgne, Chief Signal Officer, U.8. Army, and Rear
Admiral Leigh Noyes, Director of Naval Communications, attempted an informal
sgreement concerning diplomatic traffic® They agreed that diplomatic traffic would be
divided between the two services on the basis of nationality. This agreement, like the one
in 1033, however, was never implemented. The Army Signal Corps; on erders from its
General Btaff, worked on German, [talian, and Mexican diplomatic systems, thareby

Geonersl Joseph A. Mauborgne Heopr Admirdl Lelgh Noyes

Chief Signal Officer, US. Army Director of Naval Communications
—ORSEERET— 8



Colonel Bponcer B. Akin Commander Lavrance F. Safford

duplicating the Navy's efforts in this area. This effort completely nullified the sarlier
agreement negotisted by Mauborgne and Noyes.®

By the summer of 1940, the war in Europe, coupled with the Incressingly warlike
posture of the Japanese in the Pacific, brought renewed preasures for closer Army-Navy
cooperation. In addition, changes oceurred in some foreign eryptographic systems that
foretold the beginning of new technical challenges for both services. Despite the strong
service antagonisms, the inevitability of closer cooperation and pooling of COMINT
resources in some manoer became apparent to many Army and Navy officials.

In mid-1940, & new round of formal Army-Navy discussions took place concerning
"Coordination of Intercept and Decrypting Activities.” The services established a Joint
Army-Navy Committee, under the chairmanship of Colonel Spencer B. Akin and

Commander Laurance F'. Safford, to develop a method of dividing intercept traffic betweean
them.”

The Army and Navy planners had no problem in reaching agreement on the division of
responsibility for the coverage of counterpart targets. They simply opted for the status quo
in the intercept coverage of military and naval targets. Thus, the Army retained the sole
reaponsibility for the intercept and analysis of all foreign military traffic, and the Nevy
eoncentrated on the intercept and analysis of all foreign naval radio traffic.®

The discussions, however, failed to generate a solution to the issue of diplomatic
coverage. HEach serviee presented a number of proposals and counterproposals, but neither
would yield any of its responsibility for coverage of diplomatic traffie.’ The primary
diplomatic targets under discussion at this time were German, Italian, Mexican, South
American, Japanese, and Soviet.

Given the attitodes of the two services, there seemed little likelihood of achieving any
agreements on diplomatic targets. The Army, having canceled the earlier 1539

T —FOPRSECRET—
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understanding with the Navy, continued to work on German, Italian, and Mexican
diplomatic systems, as well as on a number of machine problems of interest to the Navy.
By 1840, the Navy, because of ils heavy commitment to operational naval problems,
stopped working on the German, Italian, and Mexican diplomatic targets. As s matter of
prineiple, however, the Navy refused to concur on the exclusive assignment of these
diplomatic targets to the Army on a permanent basis.' Another even mere contentious
item arose at the conference concerning the coverage of Japanese diplomatic traffic. Japan
had become a prime intelligence target whose diplomatie communications were obviously
of paramount interest and importance to each service - as well as to civilian U.B, officials.
Neither service would relinquish any coverage of Japanese diplomatic communications.

In ehort, the joint conference resolved little. Since each service COMINT organization
viewed its survival as being contingent upon the production of diplomatic intelligence,
neither consentad to giving up diplomatic coverage on a permanent basis. Colonel Akin
and Commeander Safford finally opted to refer the matter to their superiors - General
Mauborgne and Admiral Noyes - for a decision on how to divide the Japanese COMINT

problam.

As a last resort, Mauborgne, attemnpting a Bolomonie approach, suggested that the
Army and Navy simply alternate daily in their diplomatic coverage of certain functions
such as deeryption and trenslation duties. Adopting this suggestion as the way out of their
dilemma, Mauborgne and Noyes informally concluded an agreement in August 1940,
which became known as the "odd-even day” agreement. The agreement establishad the
immediate prewar basis for the division of labor on all Japanese intercepts and delineated
the responsibilities for decryption, translation, and reporting of Japanese diplomatic
traffic.*!

Under the terms of the agreement, the Army sssumed reeponsibility for decoding and
tranalating the intercepts of the Japanese Diplomatic and Consular Bervice on the even
days of the month. The Navy became responsible for translating the messages of the
Japanese Diplomatic and Consular Service on the odd days of the month. The agreement
aleo included & restatement of the COMINT responsibilities for the intercept of Japanesa
military and naval traffic. The Army retained its responsibility for decoding and
translating intercepts of the Japanese Army {including military attachés). The Navy
continued to have the exclusive responsibility for the intercept and translation of the
Japanese Navy targets (including military attachés).”®

As a corollary to the informal odd-even arrangement, Mauborgne and Noyes ratified a
supplemental technical agreement on 3 October 1940 concerning the division of
intercept.” Colonel Akin and Commander Safford countersigned this agreement for the
Army and Navy COMINT organizstions, The agreement essentially represented a joint
analysis of the existing intereept facilities and their capabilities. It reiterated the need for
closer Army-Navy ecoperation in order to provide better intercept coverage and to reduce
duplication of effort. The report also reflected the considerable reliance placed at that time
on the courier forwarding of traffic, both by air mail and surface transport, to achieve
timeliness.* During the sarly part of World War II, the intercapted traffic was sent by sea,
or by alreraft, and often arrived months late at its destination. This situation gradually
changed as new redio teletype systems were installed.
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established a new Inter-Departmental Committee, entitled "Committee on Allocation of
Cryptanalytical Activities.” This committee, which had the task of surveying the entire
field of cryptanalysis in the United States, included members from the Army, Navy, and
Fei. It scheduled a conference for 30 June 1942.™

Leaving nothing to chanece in their advance preparations, Army and Navy officials
held & number of closed meetings prior to the meeting of the full committes. They sought
primarily to resolve their long-standing disagreement on coverage of diplomatic targets,
Five days before their mesting with the FBI, the Army and Navy suceeeded in reaching an
agreement on the division of COMINT responaibilities between their organizations,™ The
solution, urgently promoted backstage, resolved the nagging question of how to allocate
servies regponaibility for diplomatic traffie. At the Navy's request, on 26 June 1942 the
Army-Navy participents agreed to transfer the entire diplomatic problem to the Army for
the duration of the war.

__”_:_._._"&—-——- - ._-'-—-mm"!ﬂ@iﬁ |.||-|-|.n|u:.
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Many factors contributed to this decision. One related directly to & question of COMINT
resources and capabilities. At the time, the war was primarily a naval war in both the
Atlantic and Pacific theaters. As a result, the Navy, with its limited personnel resources,
wanted to place its total emphasis on the naval problems. It recognized that its original
ambitions for COMINT activities far exceeded its level of COMINT resources. For example,
becguse of the restrictive Navy policy permitting only military personnel to work on
coMINT-related matters, the Navy had o grand total of 38 people assigned to diplomatic
operations.™ The Army, however, with a larger and predominantly civilian organisation,
was doing relatively little in military cryptanglysis. Since military traffic was virtually
impossible to copy at long distances because of the low power used, the Army had very
little to work on except diplomatic traffic.® As a result, the Army was able to assume
exclusive responsibility for the diplomatic field without prajudicing its work on military
targets.

A second factor, known to be of great concern to the Navy, was the plannad relocation
of the Army's COMINT facility from the old War Department Munitions Building on
Constitution Avenue in Washington, D.C., to a site near Frederick, Maryland. Because of
the distanece to Frederick, the Navy viewed such a relocation as virtually snding the close
daily collaboration between the Army and Navy on the diplomatic problem. In addition,
both services, now sensitive to eriticiams follewing the attack on Pearl Harbor, were
anxious to forestall future charges about duplieation of effort, wasted COMINT resources,
and ¢ritical delays in the reporting of intelligence information. ™

The new agreement concerning the transfer of diplomatic coverage also included
guidelines governing the dissemination of COMINT from diplomatic sources to U.5.
authorities. ™ Despite the transfer of the basic responsibility for the diplomatic problem to
the Army, the prior Army-Navy arrangements for the dissemination of diplomatic COMINT
product remained in affect. The Army continued to supply the Btate Department with
intelligence, and the Navy supplied the president with COMINT product. Following the 285
June 1942 agreement, the Army provided translations and decrypts to the Navy for
delivery in the Navy Department and to President Roosavelt.

At the insistence of the Army, the 25 June 1942 agreement was a purely wverbal
arrangement between the officers in charge of the cryptanalytic sections. Commander
John R. Redman, USN, represented the Navy, and Colonel Frank W, Bullock, USA, spoke for
the Army.™ The agreement later became known as the "Gentlemen's Agreement.”
Dagpite its informal nature, this understanding constituted a landmark in terma of Army-
Navy collaboration in eryptanalysis. The earlier agreaments were, in effect, little more
than agreements "to talk,” and generally resulted in no changes in the service roles. This
agreement, however, became the first joint errangement of any substance and the one that
determined the shape and scope of a later wartime cooperation between the Army, Navy,
and Fa.

When the full committee of Army,; Navy, and ¥BI representatives convenad on 30 June
1942, it simply accepted the earlier Army-Navy agreement and formally incorporated its
provisions in a new document. The new document also addressed other issues that directly
influenced the scope of U S. eryptanalytic actions for the next few vears. The egreement
concluded that the conduct of eryptanalytic actions should be confined exclusively to the
Army, Navy, and FBI, and it established the wartime policy governing the dissemination of

11 —FoP-SECRET—
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the intelligence. In addition, the committes created a permanent standing committee to
motitor the implementation of the agreement and to facilitate resolution of any problem
areas. The formal Agreement, of 30 June 1942, now became the official benchmark for the
division of eryptanalytic responsibilities within the United States™

Ly

Commander Jobhn B, Redman, USN Colonel Frank W. Bullock, UBA

On & July 1942, the Joint Chiefs of Staff reported to President Roosevelt that such an
agreement had been reached, and recommended that other U_8. agencies be axcluded from
the field.® On 8 July 1942, Roosevelt instructed Harcld D. Smith, Director of the Budget,
to issue instructions "discontinuing the cryptanalytic activities of the Federal
Communications Commission, the Office of Strategic Services, the director of Censorship
as well as other agencies having this character.™

The presidential memorandum did not relate to or affect the division of reaponaibilities
developed by the Army, Navy, and FBI in the 30 June meeting, It wes always clear (at
lpast to the military participants) that the 30 June 1942 agreement, as endorsed by the
president, was a wartime arrangement made primarily to eliminate the FCC, 088, and
others from the cryptanalytic field, and to restrict the COMINT activities of the FaI1®

In implementing the agreements of June 1942, the Army assumed the Navy’'s previous
responsibility for all eryptanalysis on other then naval problems and naval-related
ciphers.® Thus, all foreign military traffic and all diplomatic communications fell to the
Army. The Navy acquired responsibility for enemy naval traffie, enemy naval air and
weather systems, and through its wartime control of the Coast Guard, surveillance of
clandestine communications. The conference concluded that there was sufficient
clandestine material to occupy both the FBI and the Navy (Coast Guard) with reference to
Western Hemisphere clandestine work since both were engaged in it and had a vital
interest in the results. For other than the Western Hemisphere, the Navy (Coest Guard)
acquired exclusive responsibility for international clandestine communications. The F8i,
in addition to sharing the responsibility with the Navy for clandestine targets in the
Western Hemisphere, worked domestic voice broadeasts and domestic eriminal actions.®

—TOPSECRET— 12
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The site vitimately selected by the Army came to the attention of the authorities quite
by chanee in the spring of 1942, On returning from an inspection of the proposed site for &
monitoring station at Vint Hill Farms, near Warrenton, Virginia, the Search Team,
among whom was Major Harold G. Hayes, Executive Officer, SBignal Intelligence Sarvice
(818), happened to notice the impressive grounds and facilities of the Arlington Hall Junior
College at 4000 Lee Boulevard, Arlington. Almost immedistely, the Army sought to
acquire the property, which was then in receivership. The property, as it turned out, was
not on the governmental list for possible purchase, nor was it on the market at the time.
The Army, however, sought to aequire it through a straight purchase arrangement, but
friled to reach agreement with the seller on the price, Arlington Hall Junior College
officials valued the buildings and grounds (approximately 96 acres) at $840,000 while the
Army appraised the property at $600,000, Following litigation actions and condemnation
of the property under the War Powers Aect, the court established the final price at
$850,000. The s13tock official possession of the property on 14 June 1842. By the summaer
of 1942, the Army’'s Signal Intelligence Service organization completed the move from the
Munitions Building on Constitution Avenue in Washington, D.C., to its new location, now
called Arlington Hall Station.®

Asrial view of Navy Headgquarters at Nebraska Avenue, March 1949

The Army then began a major building program to accommodate the wartime
expansion of personnel and equipment. The building program provided for the
construction of temporary buildings, without air conditioning or other refinements. The
initial expansion included a rehabilitation of the main school building and the
comstruetion of barracks for enlisted men and operations buildings. In September 1942,
the Army started construction of the new barracks and broke ground for the construction

—FEP-SECREF— 14
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of & new operations building. Operations A Building, 807 feet long by 239 feet wide,
provided approximately 240,000 square feet of floor apace, and was designed to
accommodate 2200 personnel. Within two months, operational elements started to move
into the new quarters as the spaces became ready for occupancy. By November 1942,
however, the Sisannounced a further expansion of its civilian parsonnel to a total of 3,683
employees. Consequently, the Army broke ground on 4 December 1942 for the
construction of a second operations building similar to Operations A Building, but
somewhat smaller in size. The new Operations B Building became flslly occupied by 1 May
1943.%

The same situstion applied to the Navy — namely, a pressing need for additional
persannel, epace, and seeurity in order to meet the increased operational requirements of
war. In 1942, Navy planning called for a major expansion of its COMINT unit, the
Supplemental Branch (0P.20-0) located in the Navy Department on Constitution Avenue
in Washington. The Navy, preferring to stay in Washington, acquired the site of the
Mount Vernon Seminary at 3801 Nebraske Avenue. On 7 February 1943, 0P-20.0 moved
from the Navy Department to ite new site of 35 acres, now called the Communications
Supplementary Annex, Washington (CBAW). Commensurate with the size of the property,
which was considerably smalier than Arlington Hall Station, the Navy undertook &
building program to meet its particular needs. Unlike the Army, however, the Navy
tended to construct permanent buildings rather than temporary structures. The
expansion of the C8AW site included modifications of existing structures, construction of
new support facilities, and construction of & major new building.™

During the first two years of the war, the services continued to expand their CoMINT
resources, both in Washington and overseas, Despite the proximity of their CoOMINT
headquarters and the working agreement, each service remained aloof and zealously
guarded its own operations. Each worked independently of the other. By the end of 1843,
howewver, with the end of the war in sight, the COMINT authorities in both services foresaw
that the survival of their COMINT operations would be in jeopardy if' they persisted in

maintaining totally. independent operations. This factor became the main catalyst in
developing closer cooperation.

The year 1944 marked the beginning of a new period in Army-Navy collaboration in
eryptanalysis. During 1944, the Army and Navy completed a number of supplemental
agreements, all of which reflected logical extensions or clarifications of the earlier 1942
agreement, and which moved in the direction of establishing closer coordination. On 19
January 1944, for example, a joint agreement signed by General George C. Marshall and
Admiral Ernest J. King promuigated the “Joint Army-Navy Regulations for the
Dissemination and Use of Communications Intelligence Concerning Weather.” The
agreement addressed the special nature and perishability of Japanese weather
intelligence. Heretofore, the services traditionally handled weather intelligence as s
special category of intelligence, with sach having totally separate rules to govern its
classification, handling, and dissemination. The King-Marghall agreement changed this
by mtuhhahm: new uniform security regulations to govern sll U.8. serviees in their
handling of Japenese Special Weather Intelligence (8W1).™ On T April 1944, en additional
Army-Navy agreement defined the basic allocation of cryptanalytic tasks against
Japanese weather systems. This second agreement ineluded specifics on the realignment
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of cryptanalytic tasks on the weather problem, a new policy statement authorizing a
complete exchange of all information concerning weather systems, and new guidelines
governing the exchange of weather intelligence.”

The Army-Navy authorities also completed two additional policy agresments in 1944,
On 4 February 1944, Marshall end King issued a "Joint Army-Navy Agreement for the
Exchange of Communications Intelligence.” This agreement, applicable only to the
Washington area and only to the Japanese problem, provided for the first exchange of
liaison officers between Army and Navy communications intelligence organizations, In
addition to their liaison role, the officers were to "have access to the . . . intelligence fles
and records” in the Army (88A) and Nevy (OP-20-G) COMINT organizations.® (As the Army's
Signal Intelligence Service avolved, it became the Signal Intelligence Division (1942); the
Signal Security Bervice (1942); the Signal Security Agency (1943); and the Army Security
Agency (1945).) The second agreement, which formalized a long-standing working
arrangement, concerned the sharing of communications circuits, During the early years of
the war, the Army permitted the Navy to use the Army's communications eireuits to
Australia. In response to a Navy request, on 15 June 1944 Major General Harry C. Ingles,
Chief Signal Officer, agreed to the "continued and perhaps inereased movement of Navy
traffic over the channels of Army Communications Service, extending between the United
States and Australia."®

Despite the positive progress taking place in the course of Army-Navy cooperation in
COMINT mafters, the June 1942 agreement remained the dominant and most important
component governing their intalligence relationships. While the services did agree to a
minimal expansion of intelligence arrangements existing on the periphery of their basic
dealings, neither sought to amend the
garlier agreement. As the war
progressed, the eryptologic services il
continued to concentrats on the targets
previously allocated to them. Tha ‘
Army processed the foreign diplomatic !
commmunications, while the Army and
Navy targeted their efforts, on a
counterpart basis, against the military
and naval communications of Japan
and Germany. This breakout of crypt-
analytic tasks proved to be concept-
ually sound and completely acceptabls
to each service.

Also, the communications security
practices of foreign countries rein-
forced the U.S. decision concerning the
division of the intelligence effort
between the Army and Navy., Develop-
ments during World War Il indieated
that there existed no centralized con-

trol within Japan and Germany over Major Genersl Harry C. Ingles
the development of their erypto- Chief Signal Officer
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Similarly, on U.S. intelligence matters, sach service operated with little consideration
for the parallel activities and interests of the other. A policy of noncoordination seamed to
prevail, which applied particularly to the relationshipe of the intelligence services with
each other and with the Office of Strategic Services (088) and the FBI. Lacking any central
authority for intelligence activities, the services for the most part had free rein in their
operations. An internal FBI memorandum in 1838 to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover testifies
to the disunity in noting that "another feud had broken out between the Army and Navy
Intelligence sections™ because the Army Military Intelligence Division (G-3) had approved
the request for representatives of the Japanese Army to examine certain plants and
factories in the United States after the Navy had turned down the request.” This pattern
of independent and sutonomous operations by the intelligence services continued
throughout the war years.

Bince no national intelligence stricture existed, the Joint Chiefs of Staff served as the
primary U.S. mechanism to govern U .8, intelligence activities during World War II, The
need for establishing a coordinating commiittee composed of representation from the
various departments and agencies was recognized early in the war, resulting in the
creation of the Joint Intelligence Committes (JIC) under the Joint Chiefs of Staff. At its
first meeting in March 1942, the membership consisted of the intelligence chiefs of the
Army and Navy, and one representative each from the Department of State, the Bodrd of
Economic Warfare (later the Foreign Economic Administration), and the Coordinator of
Information (subsequently the Office of Strategic Services). The Intalligence Chief of the
Army Air Corps was added in 1943.9

As its principal function, the JIC provided intelligence estimates of snemy capabilities
for use in developing strategic war plans for the J08. In addition, the JIC provided advice
and assistance to the JC8 on other intelligence matters and also served as a esordinator of
intelligence operations econducted by the member agencies. The JIC, with its many
subcommittees, provided the primary forum for community discusaion of intelligence
reports, estimates, requirements, and related topics. During the first two years of the war,
it was within the JIC that the first joint producer and consumer discussions concerning
COMINT matters took place. The topics included such recurring items as possible ways to
improve OOMINT product, COMINT dissemination procedures, and the matter of cooperation
between the COMINT organizations.*®

As early as 1942, however, it became evident that COMINT agencies were making
independent decisions concerning requirements and the priorities of interecept,
eryptanalysis, and reporting. While the consumer representatives such as State and 088
may have been uneasy about this situation, they were unable to change things because of
their lack of influence in directing the overall COMINT siructure. It was basically
controlled by the U.S. military. Toward the end of the war, the question of how to
influence and guide the collection and reporting priorities of the U.S. COMINT structure
surfaced as a fundamental ispue within the U.S, intelligence community. Nothing really
changed at the time, however, and the ramifications of this unresolved issue extended well
into the postwar period.*

In much the same vein, recognizing the magnitude of the intelligence picture, and

seeking to benefit from "lessons learned” during the war, the Joint Intelligence Staff of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff started to explore the concept of establishing & central intelligence
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organization for the United States for the postwar period. Brigadier General William J.
Donoven, head of the Office of Strategic Bervices, became a major catalyst for these
discussions.® In late 1944, Donovan, functioning as a member of the Joint Intelligence
Committee of the JCS, presented his first proposal for the establishment of a central
intelligence agency. Among other things, Donovan's proposal recommended the
establishment of & National Intelligence Authority and a Central Intelligence Agency.
While Donovan's proposal generated much discussion in the JC8 Committes structure, it

never went beyond the proposal stage during the war, and remained within the JC8
structurs.®

When diseussing COMINT activities, the various JC8 committees always emphasized the
need for much closer cooperation by the COMINT producers. This consideration, coupled
with the recurring proposals for centralizsation of intelligence activities, brought new fears
to the COMINT service organizations, however. The COMINT authorities in each service
recognized that a disunited COMINT structure would be more vulnerable to a takeover in
the event centralization of intelligerice actually was forced upon them.™

Yot another consideration influenced the thinking of the COMINT hierarchy. Recalling
an earlier parallel from World War I, both Army and Navy policymakers became
apprehensive about the effect of demobilization on their COMINT organizations. They were
coneerned lest the situation that had oceurred gt the end of World War I might happen
again ~ namely, dwindling appropriations and the inability to provide for future COMINT
neads, In looking at the pattern following World War I, one Navy study concluded that
"lost opportunities and negleet, which was the fate of all American military and naval
enterprises in the postwar era, was suffered {sic] by United States Army and Navy
Communication Intelligence arganizations.”™ No one in the Army or the Navy wanted a
repeat of the World War | experience.

Moving in the direction of still greater cooperation, on 18 April 1844, the services set
up an unofficial working commities known as the Army-Navy Radio Intelligence
Coordinating Committee. Members of the committee were Colonel Carter W. Clarke and
Colonel W. Preston Corderman for the Army; and Captain Philip R. Kinney, Captain
Henri H. Bmith-Hutton, and Commander Joseph N, Wenger for the Navy. The
committee's mission involved policy, planning, and technical matters. It met monthly, and
in general, worked on postwar plans, coordination of future sperating plans in the Paeific,
and coordination of relationships and agreements with allied radio intelligence activities.
Initially, the committee had no formal organization and little official power.® Following
its first two meetings (18 April and 19 May 1944), the committes changed its name to
Army-Navy Communication Intelligence Coordinating Commiities {(ANCICC) to reflect the
inereasing usage of the term “communications intelligence™ in place of “"radic

intelligence,"™*

The establishment of ANCICC represented a significant step forward in the area of
sérvice cooperation, There now existed a forum, albeit informal and with a limited
charter, empowered to consider a broad range of COMINT problems. On controversial or
eritical isstes, ANCICC lackad the authority to make decisions, COMINT officials from both
services, such as Carter Clarke, Preston Cordermar, and Joseph Wenger, recognized the
obvinus need for another, higher level board, with broader authority, to discuss COMINT
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problems independently of other forms of intelligence. Each service, therefore, agreed to
study the possibility of establishing a higher level military board to govern COMINT
matters ¥

In less than a year, the services succeeded in establishing such a policy board. Inan
exchange of letters in 1945, Admiral Ernest J. King, Chief of Naval Operations and
Commander in Chief, U.S. Fleet (COMINCH]}, and General George C. Marahall, Chief of
Staff, US. Army, egreed in principle to the establishment of an Army-Navy Intelligence
Board. Based on national intelligence interesis, they considered it imperative that the
Army and Navy intelligence organisations work more closely together on an
interdepartmental and permanent basis.*

On 10 March 1945, Marshall and King cosigned a Joint Memorandum to the Assistant
Chief of Staff (0-17), to the Commanding General, Bignal Security Agency, to the Director of
Naval Intelligence, and to the Director of Naval Communications, that formally
astablished the Army-Navy Communication Intalligence Board (ANCIB). The Marshall-
King memorandum defined the authorities and responsibilities of the new board, and
redesignated the informal ANCICC as an official working committee of ANCIB.*

Becauee of security considerations, Marshall and King insisted that ANCIB funetion
outaide the frameworik of the Joint Chiefe of Btaff and report direetiy to them. Their major
conicern about security was the exposure of senaitive COMINT information via the multi-
layered correspondence channsls of the JCB. The placemant of ANCIB within the JOB
structure would have required the automatic routing of all papers and reports through the
JC8 Secretariat, thereby exposing ULTRA intelligence to personnel not considered as having
the "need-to-lnow ***

According to its charter, ANCIB was established primarily to avoid duplication of effort
in COMINT matters and to ensure a full exchange of technical information and intelligence
between the services. However, it alse ineluded a self-restricting provision that required
unanimity of agreement on issues requiring a decision by the board. This rule enabled the
military COMINT structures to appear to coordinate operations on a voluntary basis
without, in faet, yielding any of their independence. By simply exercising its véto power, a
service could prevent the Implementation of any controversial proposal. In later years, the
rule of unanimity developed into a major problem for the entire intelligence community.

Nevertheleas, the Marshall-King agreement represented & significant milestone in
service cooperation - the establishment of the first interdepartmental board devoted solaly
to COMINT matters. With the establishment of a jeint Army-Navy board, the services
created their own sell-governing mechanism io administer their COMINT affort.

When discussing the merits of establishing a new Army-Navy Communiecations
Intelligence Board, Rear Admiral Joseph R. Redman presented very bluntly some of the
fears and concerns of the military services. He stated in a letter to Vice Admiral Richard
8. Edwards, Chief of Staff, Office of Naval Operations:

.+ » The public is acotely conscious of the lack of unified direction . . . in American
Imtelligencs wetivities, The sapposedly secret plan of the 088 for coordination of all
these activities ia widely known. . . . [n addition, thers sesmy to be little doubt that
other civilian agenclea wili insist on & reorganization of American intalligence
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United States representatives began very limited exploratory talks in August 1940
concerning the establishment of a eryptanalytic exchange between the two netions, These
discussions marked the beginning of a cryptanalytic exchange, but one that functioned on
a very limited and cautious basis and that took place at a service-to-service level.® Close
cooperation did not actually begin until February 1941. Bach U.S, service, from the
outset, worked independently in developing its own agreements or understandings with its
British counterpart and seldom told the other of its accomplishments.

In July 1942, basically unaware of the service competition in this Seld, Prime Minister
Churchill brought up the subject by informing Roosevelt that the British and American
naval "cipher experts” were in close touch but that a similar interchange apparently did
not exist batween the two armies.® Roosevelt asked Marshall to take this up with Field
Marshall Sir John Dill, British Ministry Office Liaison Officer in Washington.® In a
response bo Marshail's request for information, on 9 July 1942 Major General George V.
Strong, Assistant Chief of Staff, G2, stated thet an interchange of eryptanalytic
information between the British and American armies had besn taking place for over &
year — and that it appeared to be satisfactory to both sides.™ Strong further stated that if
the Navy exchange of eryptanalytic information with the United Kingdom seemed to be
more advanced, it was simply because coordination between the two had been necessary
for & much longer time.

In 1848, however, the U.5. Army and British authorities completed a formal
agresment coneerning collaboration on their major military COMINT targets. Under the
agreement, the U.S. Army assumed as a main responsibility the reading of Japanese
military and air traffic. The British Government Code and Cipher School (0.c. & ©8)
assumed a paralle] responsibility for a cryptanalytic effort against German and ltalian
military and air traffic. The agreement provided for comiplate interchange of technical
data and special intelligence from the sources covered, and for dissemination of such
intelligence to all field commanders through epecial channels. On 10 June 19843, Major
General Btrong signed the agreement for the U.8. War Department, and BEdward W.
Travis, Deputy Director, G.C. & CB., signed for the Britlsh.*

Thus, during the war years the Army and Navy followed the established policy of
working independently with the British, with each U.B. service having separate
agreements or understandings with its British counterpart. In general, because of mutual
distrust, each consistently failed - or refused ~ to inform the other of the existence or
nature of their agreement with the United Kingdom.

The first clear indication that the services were beginning to be more open with each
other concerning their foreign COMINT arrangements oecurred during 1944, This change of
attitude came about, in part, because of the establishment of the new Army-Navy
Communications Intelligence Coordinating Committee; & general acceptance of the need
for tighter eontrol of foreign agresments on COMINT matters; and the likelithood of
continuing U.S. collaboration with the British,” Using the informal forum provided by
ANCICC, sach service began lo reveal the specifics of its agreements with foreign nations,
especially their COMINT relationships with Great Britain. It was small progress and did
not undo immediately the independent agreements made sarlier by each 1.5, service with
foreign organizations. Neverthelees, it was progress,



Franklin . Roosavelt and Winston Churohill estabiishad s direct chennal
of personal communications in 1940, reinforcing strong tles between
the United States and Graat Britain,



Major General George V. Strong Edward W. Travis
Asslstant Chief of Btaff, G2 Depoty Director, G.C. & CH,

In exploring the possibility of establishing postwar collaboration with the United
Kingdom, meny alarming reports emerged about the earlier lack of Army-Navy
coordination and the existence of overlapping agreements with the United Kingdom. For
example, the Navy noted, "the lack of coordination between the Army and the Navy was
strikingly demonstrated by an Army-British agreement which was made during the war
without the concurrence of the Navy, even though it directly affected the air material in
which the Navy had & vital interest. It also provided for a complete exchange between the
Army end the British of all technical material, although the Navy had an agreement to
make only a limited exchange with the British."™ The Navy eited similar problems in
some of its COMINT relationshipe with U.S. consumers. It noted that both serviees
experienced similar difficulties stemming from their unilateral dealings with the FBI and
088. It was not until the creation of the informal ANCICC that the Army and Navy achieved
2 united front in dealing with these agencies.™ By the end of the war, Army and Navy
officials came to realize that COMINT agreements with foreign governments or other
domestic agencies could no longer be determined on an ad hoc basis by each service.

Al the same time, ANCIB undertook its own efforts to strengthen the U.S, COMINT
gtructure. As a part of this effort, ANCIB sought to find a way to continue U.8.-U.K.
collaboration in COMINT, and to establish itself as the sole U.5. spokesman for the conduct
of policy negotiations with all foreign countries on COMINT matters.™

The board saw British-Unitad States cooperation as the key. By early 1945, as the
primary wartime targets began to dry up, Great Britain and the United States began a
redirection of their COMINT efforts. At that time, there emerged a dominent view among
the ailied nations that the Boviet Union was a hostile and expansive power with whom
good relations seemed highly unlikely, at least for the immediate future. Sinece both
nations recognized the mutual benefits of their earlier collaborative efforts, they agreed to
investigate the feasibility of establishing some form of postwar collaboration on the Soviet
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ANCICC &8 sendor liaison officer, followed by a member of the other service. This system
worked very well. It served to keep each service in the forefront on operational and policy
matiers while at the same time providing & new degree of centralized control over COMINT
activities under the aegis of ANCIE. It also belped to prevent the United Kingdom from
playing one service off against the other, as had oceurred fraquently during World War
IL.™

hacame the springboard for further U.8.-U.K. negotiations to consider the
estahliShment of even broader collaboration for the postwar period. With this ohjective in
mind, the COMINT suthorities brought the matter of U.S.-1I.K. collaboration to the
attention of President Truman through the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee
(swNCch In 1845 in a joint memorandum to Truman, Acting Secretary of State Dean
Acheson, Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson, and Secretary of the Navy James V.
Forrestal recommended the eontinuation of colleboration between the United States Army
and Navy and the British in the field of communications intelligence.® On 12 September
1945, Truman coneurred. He suthorized the Army and Navy ™. . . to continue ¢ollaboration
in the fleld of communication intelligence between the United Btates Army and Navy, and
to extend, modify, or discontinue this collaboration as determined to be in the best
interests of the United States.™" Based on this presidential authorization, the Army snd
Navy immediately initiated U.S.-U.K. discussions through ANCIBE to explore expanded
postwar collaboration in COMINT. ®

As ANCIB pursued its objectives, however, a new COMINT unit, outside the military
strueture, appeared in the U.S. intelligence community. In recognition of the importance
of COMINT as a source of the Department of State
unilaterally established its own unit to exploit COMINT, Decause of the desire to bring all
the COMINT activities of the United States under the control of ANCIB, ANCIE officials
agreed to seek the expansion of its membership to include State.

On 13 December 1948, ANCIB forwarded ite proposal for expansion of the beard to
General Eisenhower and to Admiral King for approval. They approved the

recommendation, and the Department of Btate accepted membership on ANCIE, effective 20
December 1945. ANCIB and its working committee became the State-Army-Navy
Communication Intelligence Board (STANCIB) and the State-Army-Navy Communieation
Intelligence Coordinating Committee (BTANCICC).® Alfred McCormack, special assistant
to the Becretary of Btate, became the first State Department member of STANCIE.® A
civilian agency was now an official part of the United States COMINT structure.

In summmary, by the end of the war, the United States COMINT services had reason to be
prond of their nceomplishments. They had achieved spectacular COMINT successes against
the military and diplomatic communications of Germany and Japan, Te achieve a greater
degree of efficiency and to avoid costly duplication, they had set up their own self-
governing mechanisms ~ a policy board (ANCIB) and a working level committee {ANCICC),
Despite all their efforts, however, they still basically functioned as independent units in
the COMINT arena.

These successes notwithatanding, out of the disaster at Pearl Harbor came recurring
demands for a truly centralized, permanent intelligence sgeney and increassed
participation of the civilian agencies in COMINT matters. Proposals for the establishment
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of a single United States intelligence agency became routine topics for discussion in the
Joint Intelligence Committee of the JC8 and in congresaional investigations,

The combination of service competition, pending budget reductions, and high-level
investigations foretold sweeping changes in the intelligence structure in the postwar
years. The end of World War II signaled the beginning of the end of the exclugive military
domination of the Army and Navy COMINT orgenizations. Because of the ‘increased
empha#is given to intelligence, civilian agencies now
pressed for & much greater voice in the direction 5, COMINT activities.
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Chapter II

The Military Services and the
Joint Operating Plan, 1948-1949

Immediately following World War 1l, American policymakers looked for ways to
achigve major reductions in the militery budget. Despite the spectacular successes
achieved by the Army and Navy COMINT organizations during the war, they quickly
became prime candidates for reorganization and for major reductions in their resources.
As the Pearl Harbor investigations continued, interest in intelligence matters also
increased dramatically. For the firet time, U.S5. intelligence operations came under
outside scrutiny. By 18486, service COMINT officials found that they were no longer able to
act as free agents in making many of the basic decisiona affecting their COMINT operations.
Thair days of complete autonomy were numbered.

Other fundamentel intelligence relationships were also changing. Within the COMINT
community, the addition of the State Department to the membership of the COMINT policy
board changed not anly the compogition of the board but the scope of ifs intelligence
interests as well. At the international level, the Great Britain-United States negotiations
to extend COMINT collaboration into the postwar period were nearing completion. Finally,
in the military itself, there now existed demands for eloser cooperation between the Army
and Navy COMINT crganizations.

In addition, developments during World War II forced & new reassessment and push
toward unifiestion of the military services at the national level. Despite widespread
agreament on the need for postwar organizational reform of the military services, there
existed deep philosophical differences and suspicions among the services that could not be
resolved easily. As debate progreassed during this period, it became clear that Congress
would have to legislate a structure that would be acceptable to the military services.

All of these activities - foreign negotiations and unification - impacted on the COMINT
structure that sought to achieve its own degree of unification within the intelligence
organizations of the War and Navy Departments. As a principal means of achieving closer
cooperation, the service COMINT organizations responded to these pressures by
establishing a joint operating agreement. This new aliiance called for & collocation of the
Army and Navy COMINT proceasing activities in the United States, as well as cooperation
in their COMINT collection and reporting programs. While the services remained
organizationally independent, the joint opersting mgreement did call for a totally new
managerial concept, namely, operating on the basis of "shared™ or “joint” control over a
number of COMINT targets and resources. 'While this was a difficult period of adjustment
for the COMINT services, they not only survived but made some significant COMINT
eontributiona during this time.

As the services moved into the postwar period, they found that peacetime operations,
rather than simplifying the conduct of their COMINT operations, brought new problems and
highlighted even more the glaring disunity of the U.S. COMINT structure. By 1946, the
harsh realities of the new situation began to hit home. Operationally, the services had lost
their wartime targets of Germany and Japan, and the source of many spectacular
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gquestion of survival of their separate COMINT organisations forced the two organizations
together.

A few Army and Navy officials, aware of the magnitude of the COMINT successes during
World War [I, became the prime movers in the &ffort to preserve the Army and Navy
COMINT structures. Three officers in particular stand out in the postwar era - Colonel W.
Preston Corderman, Usa, Colonel Carter W. Clarke, UBA, and Captain Joseph N, Wenger,
veN.Y As sarly as 1943, these officars took the essential first steps in pressing for the
preservation and fusion of the military COMINT resources. Over the next few years, they
consistently took the lead in facilitating & dialogue between the services to foster the
preservation of military COMINT resources. For the most part, they sought to promote
service discussions covering a broad range of organizational relationships, such as division
of responsibility on cryptanalytic tasks, the feasibility of joint operations, and possible
ways to avoid unnecessary duplication. Each of these officers encountered varying degrees
of oppogition, sometimes from within their own service, and sometimes from the other
service. Despite the continuing lack of enthusiasm encountered at various echelons of the
military structures for consolidation, they had the foresight to view COMINT as & national
agset that would be vital in meeting future U.S. intelligence needs. Corderman, Clarke,
and Wenger never wavered in their single-minded determination to save the existing
military COMINT structure from a dismantling process through budget cuts.”

Of the postwar intelligence machinery, the establishment of the Army-Navy
Communications Intelligence Board was probably the most important component for the
Army and Navy. With the ereation of ANCIB in March 1945, Corderman, Clarks, and
Wenger succeeded in establishing the nucleus for a structured, communal approach to the
basic handling of COMINT matters — and in moving the services toward toward greater
cooperation in their intelligence relationships. Operating with a very limited charter,
ANCIB quickly emerged as a policy mechanism for the COMINT sarvices and brought a new
semblance of unity and order fo the COMINT structure.

Reinforeing their goal of creating a self-governing mechanism for the COMINT agencies,
the leaders brought about the esteblishment of an expanded policy board ~ the State-
Army-Navy Communications Intal]ipm Board - in December 1945, The members

designated STANCIH l
| As a paraliel responaibility,

members established STANCIB as the primary governmental mechanism to ecordinate and
guide the activities of the COMINT structure and to assist in its reorganisation during the
postwar period.! In retrospect, the development of a strong role for the policy board stands
as & tribute to the military leaders, particularly when recognizing that STANCIE was
operating without an official charter.

Despite the fresh dialogue and new perspective on & broad range of COMINT matters,
one critical element was still lacking within the COMINT structure that eould prévent
STANCIE from scting as the COMINT broker, at either the international or dommestic level.
While the services had achieved considerable progress in-expanding their dialogue at the
policy level, they had not made similar progress in designing an operational plan that
would enforee closer cooperation at the working level. Unless some additional leverage
was brought to beer upon the services, the authorities recognized that the Army and Navy
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had gone about as far as they could - or would ~ go in achieving closer cooperation at the
working level. Since wvoluntary merger was not likely to occur, direct intervention by
highar authority was inevitable.

The proposal to marge the Army-Navy communication intelligence activities had been
under periodie discussion by the services as early as 1942. The Army authorities generally
supparted the propogals for merger, while naval officers were unanimously opposed. For
the Army, Major General George V. Strong, Asgistant Chief of Staff, ¢.2, repeatedly
expressed his strong support of the concept. From the outset, however, the naval
authorities opposed the concept of merger. Admiral Ernest J. King, Chief of Naval
Operations, supparted the position of the Navy's intelligence and COMINT officials that its
COMINT operations should remain under exclusive naval control.”

The Navy's persistent opposition to the centralization of eryptologic resources
stemmed, in large pert, from its perception of its fundamental intelligence needs, as
contrasted with those of the Army. The Navy considered that its intelligence
requirements expressed statements of need for intelligence information of a strategic
nature and of national-level interest, that could be properly handled only by & full-scale
technical center under the operational contrel of the Navy. In contrast, the Navy
parceived the Army's intelligence requirements as reflecting neads of a more limited
nature, which were exploitable in the fleld at a tactical level. Leaving little room for
negotiation on the issue, the Navy generally diseouraged exploration of the concept of
merger during the 1840s.

But the developments associated with the end of World War II brought about a general

reapaning of the feasibility of the merger concept. By vJ Day (14 August 1945), a nomber
of mew problems confronted the services that inwvolved both operational and politieal

consideretions, and which forced them to take a new look at the organization of their

At the seme time, there existed a number of parailel developments at the national
level that also seemed to threaten the COMINT services. Confronted with the reality of
budget cuts, the services recognized that they would bave to acquire new priority tasks in
order to justify the continuance of their separate organizations. Moreover, the concept of
centralization had acquired new credibility and momentum within the upper levels of the
government. There existed growing pressures, emanating from both the presidential and
congressional levels, to establish a new centralized intelligence agency and to aceomplish,
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in some form, an integration of the military serviees. Omnee again, the issue for the
military organisations related directly to the question of their continued existence.

Because of these factors, the Army and Navy command authorities moved to a position
that clearly supported a merger of the COMINT services. A few days after the surrender of
the Japanese, because of budgetary retrenchment actions and the loes of the major
wartime targets, the Army and Navy command autharities clearly supported a merger of
the COMINT sérvices. An exchange of Army-Navy correspondence appeared to set the stage
for accomplishing a merger action. General George C. Marshall, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army,
in a letter of 18 August 1945 to Admiral Ernest J, King, Chief of Naval Operations,
recommended a complete physical merger of the COMINT processing activities of the Army
and Navy.” He proposed that the Joint Policy Board (ANCIB) study the proposals and
develop specifiec recommendations on "how to insure complete integration.” In his
response of 21 August 1845, King expressed complete agreement with Marshall. King also
noted that he had directed the Navy members of ANCIB to work with the Army
representatives in the development of recommendations.®

With the Marshall and King exchange, the basic decision to merge the COMINT
activities was made. All that remained was simaply the matter of developing the ways and
means for executing the decision for merger. OUn the suriace it looked simple.
Implementing the merger became the responsibility of ANCTE and its working committee,
ANCICC.

On 28 August 1945, ANCICC responded by establishing a Subcommitiee on Merger
Planning (8MP). In its instructions to the SMP, ANCICC noted that the subcommittes had the
task "of making recommendations in implementing the decision of General Marshall and
Admiral King that the Army, Navy intercept, cryptographic, and eryptanalytical
activities be merged under joint direction.” The ultimate objective of the committee was to
accomplish n-prnmpt and complete merger of Army and Navy organizations in one location
under ANCIB.

One of the maln tasks sssigned to the committes was the selection of a site for the
consolidated COMINT operations. Because of the need for direct exchange hetween
producers and consumers, the committee coneluded that the sctivity should remain in the
Washington area. ANCICC presented an analysis and comperison of the Army site at
Arlington Hall with the Naval Communications Anviex (which it called the Mount Yernon
Seminary). Because of its greater potential for expansion, the committee selected
Arlington Hall as its first cholce for the relocation of all COMINT activities, The Arlington
Hall site of ninety-six acres was considerebly larger than the Navy aite of thirty-five acres,
In ite final report of 7 Beptember 1945, however, the committee concluded that both gites

ghould be retained, with COMINT activities to be located at one, and communications
security activities at the other '*

During the policy deliberations within ANCIB, Colonel Corderman, Chief, Army
Security Agency, reiterated the traditional Army position for an immediate and complete
physical merger of the two organizations. While Captain Wenger, head of 0P-20.G, fully
supported the concept of eventual consolidation, he personally espoused the view that
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Nimits readily accepted Eisenhower's suggestion for making a fresh start on the issus
of how to integrate and coordinate the COMINT activities of the Army and Navy. As
evidence of a softening of the Wavy's position, Nimitz instructed the Navy members of
ANCIB to congider the problem with open minds, free of any restrictions stemming from
earlier policy guidance.”

With the new push from Eisenhower and Nimitz, the COMINT officials of the Army and
Navy began to reassess their earlier positions. In lieu of having & solution directad by
higher authority, both serviees obviously praferred to solve the problem at the coMINT
level. Even the monolithic Navy, after having derailed the sarlier efforts toward merger,
indicated a surprising new willingness to go a'ong with the move toward congolidation. As
the spokesman for the Navy COMINT organization, Wenger pressed again for the coneept of
gradual consolidation as representing an attainable solution.'® Similarly, the Army
advocates of consolidation ultimately modified their earlier position on merger and came
to acknowledge that the objective of & complete merger would have to be deferred for a
later date, Corderman, one of the main proponents of merger, had also insisted previously
that the senior joint official selected to head the merger should be identified as the
"Director” rather than "Coordinator.” Before the new negotiations were over, however,
Corderman would yield on this peint as well.*

The Navy resubmitted Wenger's sarlier concept paper as its new bargaining position.
In effect, the naval authorities supported a position that went one step further in the move
towerd consolidation but that still fell short of complete merger. The Navy officials would
support a concept described as the estsblishment of an "effective working partnership”
between the Army and Navy. In a modification of Wenger’s earlier paper, the Navy
proposed the establishment of a new position, the Coordinator of Joint Operations (CJO).
The ¢J0 would not function as a czar with unlimited authority, but rather would have the
reaponsibility for facilitating interservice coordination and cooperation. Under the terms
of the new Navy proposal, the services would function as coordinating but independent
izations. Bome joint vperations would be established, primarily on|
| leommunieations. Further, the services would ensure & continuous
cooperation and exchange of information on all other COMINT problema. Policy eontrol of
the structure would be vested in & Joint Policy Board (ANCIB-S8TANCIR) that in turn would
reflect the interdepartmental authority of the chiaf of staff, U.B. Army, and the
commander in chief, U.8. Flest and Chiaf of Naval Opérations, ™

By early 1948, the British-United States of America Agreement (BRUSA) negotintions,
initiated in 19456 to establizsh postwar collaboration in COMINT between the two nations,
were nearing completion. Since the concept of BRUBA eollaboration was predicated in part
on the existence of centralized controls of COMINT activities within both countries, the
approaching ratification and implementation of the agreement brought a new, compelling
urgency for the United States to put its own house in order. These internsationsl
considerations, coupled with the departmental pressures stemming from the Eisenhower-
Nimitz exchange, prompted new discussions in STANCIB concerning possible ways to merge
the Army and the Navy COMINT organizations.

On 13 February 1846, STANCICC considered at length the earlier Navy proposal for
closer cooperation of the Army-Navy communications intelligence sctivities® Moving
very quickly on the issue, on 15 February 1946, STANCIE approved in principle the
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framework for a new concept of Army-Navy cooperation in COMINT, Tha Navy's ingistence
on establishing a "Joint Effort under Joint Direction” prevailed in the discussions of the
COMINT policy board, STANCIB accepted the framework for & new period of Army-Navy
cooperation in COMINT, based on the Navy's earlier proposal of “joint” but “separate”
COMINT activities, ™

The STANCIB decision ruled out the posaibility of any actual merger of Army-Navy
COMINT processing activities. Instead, the services would now undertake new initiatives to
achieve closer cooperation on all phases of the COMINT process. This improved cooperation
wuﬂdhanﬂﬁwadhrmubﬂlhinzuhnrwrkingﬁlimunndu-to-dubuh in the
functional areas of intercept, analysis, and reporting. Integration of technicsl personnel
trnmthanppnuituaaninawuldalmhkaplam—nimnﬂyﬂnmlrﬁnpmbhm-nt
Arlington Hall and the Naval Communications Station. The new agreement, however,
pertained only to the collection and production of information from foreign
communications. It excluded such intelligence functions as estimates or the dissemination
of COMINT information as finished inteiligence.

The COMINT organisations would coordinate their activities but would remain totally
independent organizations. In sddition to the integration of Army-Navy fm
analytic problems, STANCIS divided the Army-Navy for

targets along the traditional lines and identified the
communications as a “joint" responsibility, to be placed under the direction of the new
Coordinator of Joint Operations, To implement this new concept of Army and Navy
cooperation, STANCIB directed the Chiefs of ASA (Army Becurity Agency) and OP-20.G to
draw up the details of a plan and statements of general principles governing the roles and
responsibilities of the services and the Coordingtor of Joint Operations,®

By approving this new  concept of
“partnership,” STANCIB succeeded in keeping its
efforts to reorganize the U.S. COMINT structure in
tandem with the progress of the BRUSA
negotiations. By 1948, STANCIB, although lacking
2 national charter, had succeeded in positioning
itsalf as the primary U.S. authority and spokesman
for policy negotiations with foreign nations on
COMINT matters. At the same time, STANCIE also
greatly enhanced its stature as the central
organization for promoting closer cooperation
between the 17 8. sarvices,

On'§ March 1948, the U.8.-U.K. represen-

tatives formelly signed the British-United States

* of America Agreement, whick authorized
. continued postwar collaboration in COMINT mattars
’ ' on & governmental basls, Lisutenant General
Lisutenant General Hoyt 6. Vandenberg  Hoyt 8. Vandenberg, STANCIB Chairman, signed
STANCIE Chalrmen the agresment for the United Btates, and Colonel




Colonal W. Preston Corderman, tes Captain Joseph N. Wenger, vsn

Patrick Marr-Johnson, representing the London Signals Intelligence Board, signed for the_

United Kingdom.®

As a follow-up to the BRUSA Agresment, & "Technical Conference” took place in London
peveral months later. The primary task of this conference was to develop the overall
blueprint for the development of techniea! appendices to the agreement, Over the next few
years, this initial effort resulted in the development of & number of appendices to the
BRUBA Agreement, which governed such areas as security, collection, Haison, end other
aspects of collaboration.®

On 22 April 1848, six weeks after ratification of the BRUSA Agreement, STANCIB issued
the "Joint Operating Plan” (JoP). The JOP also became known as the "Corderman-Wenger

Agreement,” named for the principal and Navy negotiators (Colongl W. Preston
- - 2

L
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As an integral part of the plan, STANCIB approved an expansion of its own charter.
This change provided for the establishment of & fundamentally new position, the
Coordinator of Joint Operations. The new coordinator, it was hoped, would hecome a
driving force in unifying the COMINT structure, According to the charter, the CJO would
function in a dual capacity and under dual command lines. PFirst, the cJO would function
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accomplishing those tasks that he allocated to them.* Hayes was "to coordinate,”
however, and not "to direct.” It was an important distinetion.

Under the plan, the Army and the Navy maintained their independent COMINT
organizations. The Joint Operating Plan directed that the responsibility for each COMINT
problem be allotted to the Army or Navy in such a way as to prevent any duplieation or
overlapping of effort. Thus each service continued to control a large percentage of its own
intercept and processing capacities, Each service also performed “tasks of commaon
interest,” such as work o weather targets. Although the CJ0allocated thesa
tasks to the services, the aetual intercept facilities remained under the tasking and control
of the services. The CJO, however, did contrel and coordinate the intercept coverage and

reporting on the “Joint Tasks."
The term “joint" applied generally to all tasks not strictly Army or Navy. Thesa tasks,
which were primarily in the areas ftraffic, represented areas

of special intnﬂltin_ﬁhmmnu The CJO exercised his authority over these
tasks by establishing s committee on group structure, designed along functional lines, that
reported to him. These areas ineluded intercept, processing, and lisison activities,™

Administratively, three subordinate groups assisted the CJ0: a Joint Intercept Control
Group (JICG), s Joint Processing Allocation Group (JPAG), and a Joint Lirison Group
LG).® A deputy coordinator served as the chief of each group. While the CJO was to use
sxisting facilities whenever feasible, sach service also assigned personnel to him for his
own stail support. This included clerical, administrative, and analytical assistance. The
coordinator’s senior assistant was from the opposite servies and normally served as chief of
the JPAG. Captain Charles A. Ford, USN, served as the first chief of JPAG. The officer in
charge of the Joint Liaison Group was also from the opposite service. Commander Rufus L.
Taylor served as the firet chiaf of the JLG under Hayes. The officer in charge of the Joint
Intercept Control Group was from the same service as the coordinator; Lieutenant Colonel
Morton A. Rubin, U8A, served as first chief of the J106.*

The mission of the Joint Intercept Control Group was to develop a plan for intarcept
epverage that would provide intalligence of maximum value to the consumers. The JPAG
allocated processing responsibilities to the Army and Navy. As the U.S. overseer of
forelgn laison, the JLG arranged for and supervised U.B. working arrangements in COMINT
with the United Kingdom and Canada. In sddition, six standing subcommittees of the
COMINT policy board served as advisory committees in the areas of intercept and direction
finding, eryptanalytic ressarch and development, communications intelligence and
security, traffic analysis, and collateral information. In this complax structure of
functional groups and STANCICC subcommitices, the deputy coordinators of the groups and
chairmen of the STANCICC subcommittees were under the direct supervision of the c30.*

After the establishment of the JOP in April 1948, additional organizational changes
took place affecting the STANCIE structure. After examining o draft of the BRUSA
Agreement, J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the ¥FBI, expressed an interest in obtaining
membership on STANCIE.® Adding the FBI to its membership on 13 June 1948, the board
and its subordinate commitiee became the United Btates Communication Intelligence
Board (UsCiB) and the United States Communication Intelligence Coordinating
Committee (USCICC).T When Lieutenant Qeneral Hoyt S. Vandenberg, assistant chief of
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stafl, -2, beeame the second Director of Central Intelligence in June 1946, USCIB agreed to
expand its membership once again by including the DCI as the representative of the newly
eatablished Central Intelligencs Group (C16).* (The 10 came into existence on 22 January
1946.)

As the membership of the policy board increased, the civil agencies such as the
Department of Btate, FBI, and the Central Intalligence Agency (CIA) began to participate in
the activities of USCIE and the JOP of the Army and Navy. (The National Security Act of
1947 established the CIA on 18 September 1947, superseding the CIG) As members of
UBCIB, however, they participated only as observers in the activities of the Joint Intercept
Control Groups and the Joint Processing Allocation Group. From 1946 to 1049, these
committees of USCIE and the CJO were the primary mechanisms available to the
intelligence consumers for expression of their intelligence priorities and specific
requirements for COMINT information.™

A major problem area for the JOP proved to be intelligenes requirements. ‘The military
services continued to handle their requirements basically on a service-to-service basis.
For example, the Army G-2 tasked the Signal Security Agency for its COMINT requirements,
with the same parallel applying to the Navy. However, the area of “joint™ interssts
remained poorly defined, both for military targets and for other broad targets of interest to
civilian agencies. Despite the organizational changs in the COMINT structure, the civilian
agencies quickly recognized that they still had no real voice or representation in the
adjudication or establishment of intelligence priorities.® Changes were taking place,
however, that would give a new prominence to the consumer role, as well as a greater
participatory role for the ¢ivilian agencies in the operations of the COMINT structure.

After operating for three years under a purely interdepartmental charter, USCIB
acquired & new national charter in 1948. The new National Sscurity Council Intelligence
Directive Number 9, "Communications Intelligence,” established USCIB & & national
COMINT board reporting directly to the National Security Council rather than to the
military departments. The charter, however, was not appreciably strengthened, and still
reflected o preponderance of military membership. But the change of subordination,
coupled with the establishment of CIA in 1947, meant that the military COMINT community
could no longer act in a totally independent manner.

Under the JOP, the primary vehicle for the dissemination of COMINT to consumers was
the published translation or bulletin, issued in a standard format prescribed by -
The and the Navy generally issued separate bulletins on their meﬂv?ﬁ:]

. Bulletins on joint-interest targets were published as joint Army-Navy
products. Within this overall framework also existed a number of separate reporting
series for major categories of information such as Sovist COMINT. As provided in the BRUSA
Agreement, bulletins were exchanged with ccug.®

The creation of the JOP marked the introduction of major changes involving producer
and consumer relationships. These changes provided the consumers with greatly
expanded technical information in COMINT reporting and granted them greater access to
COMINT activities. At its 30th meeting, 27 Apeil 1948, UBCIB approved a OIA request for
greater access to COMINT activities. ™ This decision authorized all of the consumer agencies
to receivel _jand other unfinished products considereéd necessary for the
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fulfillment of their mission of producing finished intelligence. In addition, consumers now
had the option of placing indoctrinated representatives within the COMINT production
organizations of the Army and the Navy. The ground rules governing these relationships
required that specific arrangements be worked out in each case, primarily through
working-level contacts or through the servies COMINT authorities. Lacking resolution via
these channels, the consumer still had the option of referring the matter to USCIE for
further consideration.

During this period, any evaluative process or further dissemination of COMINT became
the responsibility of each consumer. Qenerally, the agencies sccomplished this by
collating the COMINT with other intelligence information and by preparing special fusion
reports containing both COMINT and other intelligence sources. Bince moat of the UsciB

members prepared their own community-wide r this resulted in & wide variety of
publications. These included a published by the Department
of State; the Army's | and the Navy's "Soviet Intelligence Summary,” both

izsued weekly; and various other special reports issued by the Army, Navy, and c1a.*

To assist the agencias in their evaluation of COMINT, the Army-Navy COMINT bullstina
included specific data related to the origines of intercept, The bulletins included the

their awn uvnluaﬁnn." Each consumer ullu prnpn.ru-:l 1“ own “'I:imatau This often
resulted in‘'a number of different infelligance estimates on &ny one subject — with ne
organization producing a consolidated estimate. Thos, the difficulties associsted with
centralization of the COMINT organizations extended to the entire intelligence process, and
to the consumer membership of USCIB such as CIA, Btate, Army, Navy, and Air Fores.

In summary, in response to growing national pressures, and as a principal means of
achieving closer interservice cooperation, the COMINT services established a joint
operating agreement rather than undertake & merger of their separate COMINT
organisations. The mechanics of this new alliance called for g eollocetion of the Army and
Navy COMINT processing activities in the United States, as well as for major organizsational
changes in their collection and reporting tasks. The move to establish joint service
operationa reflected a realization of their increaging interdependence as well as of the
inevitability of still further changes in the management of COMINT resources, While the
services remained organizationally independent, the joint operating agreement called for

the introduction of a totally new managerial eoncept for the services, namely; operating on
the basis of "shared” control over COMINT resources,

Because of the magnitude of the governmental changes from 1946 to 1948, the Jop
represanted a period of gréat adjustment for the COMINT services, as well as for the entire
intelligence community, Ata time when the services and Congress were still debating the
unification issue, the ereation of the JOP oceurred harmoniously and by mutus] agreement
of the Army and Navy. By collocating and integrating their COMINT processing centers at
Arlington Hall and the Naval Seeurity Station, the JOP achieved a level of interservice
cooperation never previously accomplished by any military organization.
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Finally, by virtue of the cosmetic fusion of the two services via the JOP, the Army and
Navy COMINT organizations were largely able to survive the chaotie pariod of
demobilization and budget reductions following the war. Despite heavy attrition, these
two organizations maintained a solid operational base, along with a cadre of professional

talent, for the next eyele of reorganization.
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Chapter III

The Emerging National Intelligence Structure and the
United States Communications Intelligence Board,
1948-1949

The period 1846-1949 marked the beginning of efforts at both the presidential and
congressional levels to view intalligence mattery as & national responsibility, As a first
step toward the centralization of U.B. intelligence activities, in 1946 President Truman
established a National Intelligence Authority (NIA) and & Cantral Intslligenee Group (C1G),
One year later, in the surmmer of 1847, Congress passed the National Securlty Act, which
resulted in a further realignment of the national intelligence strocture. This landmark
legislation disestablished the N1A and CIG and created a National Security Couneil and a
Central Intelligence Agency. The act also provided for a Secretary of Defense end a
realignment of the U.8. defense organization. These changes were only the beginning !

The COMINT structure felt the impact of these changes almost immediately, By 1948
the United States Communications Intelligence Board had & pew officlal charter that
made it subordinate to the National Seeurity Council. This was the result of a series of
controversies over the jurisdiction of COMINT issues. The participants in making these
changea were James V., Forrestal, Becretary of Defense; Admiral Roacoe H. Hillenkoetter,
Dol Admiral Sidney W. Souers, Executive Secretary, N8C; and the members. of USCIB,
Army, Navy, State Department, and the rFaI. The main battle was fought over what
organization should “control” UBCIB, as well as the various components of the COMINT
structure. This was essentially decided when the National Security Council issued UscIa's
new charter in 1948,

As an agency of the NSC, USCIB now acquired a greatly enhanced policy role in the
intelligence community. In addition, the new charter recognized that the civilian ageneies
had & vital part to play in the development of national intslligence policy and in the
establishment of national intelligence priorities. A review of the debates during the
reform process strikingly illustrates the major changes in the U.8. intelligence structure

and USCIB. It also shows the sharp divisions that existed among the members of the
intalligance agenciss.

At the end of the Second World War, there existed no semblance of unified control over
the eonduct of U.B. COMINT activities — nor was there any external body that had sufficient
authority to provide guidance and direction to the extremely powerful military coMINT
structure. The primary management controls over the COMINT functions came from three
sources, namely, USCIB, and the headquarters of the Army and Navy COMINT
organizations. A ereation of the military departments, USCIB served as the nominal policy
authority for COMINT matters, while the military depertmental authorities provided a
number of internal controls relating primarily to administrative and budgetary matters.



Jamgs V. Forrestal,
First Gecretary of Delfsnse, 15471548

Admiral Rossos H, Hillonkoetter
Director of Central Intslligence
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COMINT structure itself, ULTRA and MAGIC materials, for example, were always strictly
guarded and controlled, with only & very limited number of people being aware of these
soiirces and their origins.” Distribution was made only to an suthorized list of recipients,
which ineluded key militery commanders and & few top officials of the Armed Forces, the
FBI, and the Department of State.

These dual factors - the rigorous compartmentation practices and the absence of any
dominant central authority -~ tended to foster an atmosphere of independence and isolation
among the services. Except for administrative and budgetary guidance provided by their
own departmental authorities, the Army and Navy COMINT organizations generally
remained sheitered from critical review by external authority. They contintied to be free
agents and made their own décisions concerning their intelligence prioritiss and intercept
coverage. When the USCIE became more active in these areas, it soon found itself powerless
to direet the COMINT activities, primarily because of the inherent weaknesses of the UBCIB
charter and the military domination of the structure. As a resuit, the services generally
encouraged and facilitated continuation of the status quo, thereby assuring themselves of
almost complete fresdom of action in the running of the COMMINT business.

The same amorphous situstion applied to general intelligence collection as well, No
single organization had the overall authority and responaibility for the oversight of
matters relating to the collection, analysis, and dissemination of all-souree intelligence
information; nor did any central orgamization exist with authority over the many and
diverse producers of intelligence information. Each military department had its own

intelligence branch and producing elements, as did the Departments of Justice, Treasury,
and State®

Long before V-Eand V< Days, considerable discussion and debate took place within the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the military departments, as well as in State and the ¥z,
eoncerning the organization and naturs of the U.5. intelligence gathering apparatus for
the postwer period.” By the fall of 1945, President Truman, known to favor a concept of
centralized control, had already received several proposals for the establishment of a
peacetime intelligence structure. He had drafts from the War Department, the Joint
Chiefe of Stafl, the Office of Strategic Services, the two military services, the Bureau of the
Budget, and the Department of State. A number of these plans, primarily from the
military organizations, recommended the establishment of a single centralized apency, but
differed considerably on the designation of the controlling authorities. Proposals from the
Department of Btate and the Bureau of the Budget generally recommended a status quo
approach that would permit the intelligence officen of all departments to remsin
independent agencies, with no eentralized agency to be established. Under this conecept,
however, there would exist & number of advisory committees to assist a National
Intelligence Authority in providing guidance to the intelligence activities of the various
departments,'®

Within & few months, Truman acted to centralize the intelligence structures. In &
letter dated 22 January 1948 to the Seeretaries of Stata (James F, Byrnes), War (Robert P.
Patterson), and Navy (James V. Forrestal), Truman established a National Intelligence
Authority (N1A) end ordersd the secretaries to establish a Central Intelligence Group."
Onedey later, Truman appointed Rear Admiral Sidney W.Souers, the deputy chief of
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Naval Intelligence, as the director of the CIG, and the first Director of Central Intelligence
(D).

The membership of the NIA consisted of the SBecretaries of Btate, War, and Navy, and
the president’s personzl representative, Rear Admiral William D. Leahy, his chief of
staff * Based on the presidential directive, its mission was to ensure “that all Federal
foreign intelligence activities are planned, developed and coordinated so as to assure the
most affactive accomplishment of the intelligence mission related to the national security.”
Truman further directed the secretaries "to assign persons and facilities from your
régpective organizations, which persons shall collectively form a Cantral Intelligence
Group and shall, under the direction of a Director of Central Intelligence, assist the
National Intalligence Authority ™2

The initial CIG was a unique structure. It had no assets or resources of its own. Asa
"eollective interdepartmental group,” it operated within the limita of the resocurces
provided by the Btate, War, and Navy Departments. As an interdepartmental
coordinating group, the CIG was responsible for planning and coordinating the
government's intelligence activities and for eveluating and disseminating intelligence.
Because of its limited charter and its limited resources, the CIC proved to be an interim,
ineffective structure. However, by the mere esfablishment of the CIG, Truman had
succeeded in setting in place the initia! framework for the development of & centralized
intelligence structure.

In addition, Truman’s letter directed the establishment of the first postwar
Intelligence Advisory Board (1AB), which served in an advisory capacity to the pC1. The
IAR's membership consisted of representatives from the principal military and civilian
agencies of the government that had functions related to nationel security, as determined
by the National Intelligence Authority. The initial membership from the four
departmental intelligence services consisted of Colonel Alfred McCormack, USA, State:
Lieutenant General Hoyt Vandenberg, Army; Rear Admiral Thomas B. Inglis, Navy; and
Brigadier General George C. McDonald, Air Fores,

Eighteen months later, still further changes took place at the national level, all of
which greatly strengthensd the initial presidential efforts toward eentralization.
Following months of intense debate by congressionnl and departmental authorities over
the nature of America’s security and defense force, Congress passed and President Truman
signiad into law the National Security Act of 1947 on 26 July 1947.%*

With the passage of the National Security Act, also known as the Unification Bill,
Congress abolished the National Intelligence Authority and its operating component, the
Central Intelligence Group. In their place, the National Becurity Act established the
National Security Council and the Central Intelligence Agency. Among other things, the
Act created a National Military Establishment (NME) and three coequal departments of
the Army, Navy, and Air Foree within the Defense Department. It also established the
United States Air Foree, a War Couneil, and a Research and Development Board.™®

The miesion of the newly established National Security Council was to serve in an
advisory capecity to the president in matters concerning the integration of domestic,
foreign, and military policy. Its permanent membership consisted of the president, vice
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President Truman signing emandments to the
National Bacurity Act of 1847

prasident, the Becretary of State (Dean G, Acheson), Seerstary of Defense (James V.
Forrestal), and the chairman, National Resources Board. Optional attendees, depanding
upon the subject matter, were the secretaries and under secretaries of other executive
departments and the military departments, the chairman of the Munitions Board, and the
chairman, Research and Development Board,"” The initia]l membership of the NSC did not
include the DOL

The effect of the National Security Act of 1947 on the direction and organization of
COMINT activities was oot at first discernible, Under the sct, the National Security
Couneil (NBC) received the brosd mission of advising the president on matters of policy
concerning national security. The new C1A, headed by the DCI, sequired a statutory base,
and became an independent agency under the N8C., This new intelligence agency had the
stated responsibility for correlating, evaluating, and disseminating national intelligence;
for rendering intelligence services to other agencies; and for advising the NSC in
intelligence matters.' Under this vague charge, however, the relationship of the CIA to the
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USCICC, $o axamine the question of the proposed charter and to prepare several alternate
versions.®™

No disagreement existed among the military services on the nsed for & new charter.
They recognized that UBCIE hed been performing as a national-level structure, but without
the benefit of u charter commensurate with the scope of its activities and responsibilities,
In the area of foreign collaboration in particular, they considered that USCIE needed a more
guthoritative charter because of the growing U.8, involvement in foreign COMINT
relationships. When General Vandanberg signed the BRUSA Agreement for USCIB in 1948,
he did so only after receiving prior approval of the agreement from Admiral Leahy, chief of
staff, to President Truman.® Consequently, the Army, Navy, and Air Force
representatives enthusiastically supported the view that USCIE's suthority should stem
from a national-level issuance rather than from the existing military documentation,
Despite the apparent agreement, the task would not be accomplished easily, Many
jurisdictional and political problems now surfaced, the foremost of which related to the
basic question of “eontrol. ™

During this period, a membership change aleo took plaes in UsCIB. In November 1947,
the FBI voluntarily withdrew from the USCM. In his letier of withdrawal, J. Edgar Hoover
noted that "UBCI8's discussions have been primarily concerned with methods of policy
formulation within the Armed Services." At the 2ist Meeting of USCIE, however, the
remaining members expressed the view that as & practical matter, the FBI was
withdrawing from the cryptanalytic field primarily because of a lack of funds ®

Since the FBI had never been a very active participant in the activities of USCIB, its
withdrawal had no immediate impact on the intensity of the charter discussions. The
representatives of the State Department and the CIA continued to play the major role in
representing the “civilian” interests in the USCIE deliberations. The representatives of
State, in particular, were congistently articulate and persuasive in the presentation of
their positions. Their position, however, was not always predictable, as they frequently
joined the military members in opposition to CtA efforts to acquire greater control of sl
inteiligence operations.®

The eompeting interaste of the board's military and civilian membership occupied
center stage in the USCIB deliberations. Each group pressed for the supremacy of ita own
interests in the realignment of the COMINT policy board and in the tition for scarce
COMINT resources. The battle lines reflected the JCS interests in intelligence as
opposed to the interests of the State Department and the new CtA In
| categories of intelligence information.™ The eontroversy over the proposed
new UECIB charter continued for the next seven months, The basic issues were (1) what
organization should be the parent body of USCIB and (2) what should be the role of USCIE -
should it control or coordinate the national communications intelligence effort?

On the first issue, the parent body of USCIB, the Navy, the Btate Department, and the
Del, preferred that the NSC or the Secretary of Defense have overall supervision. The
Army and the Air Force favored the JCS as the ultimate authority. ‘A compromise,
originally suggested by the Navy, and later proposed formally by the State Department,
was the creation of a "Committes of Four” as an appellate body for USCIB. Such a
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committes would be composed of the three service Chisfs of Staff and the Under Secretary
of Stats. USCIBaccepted this proposal on 3 February 1948.%

On the second 1ssue, whether UBCIB should control or coordinate intelligence activities,
thers was & wide divergence of views among the members of USCIB. At the USCIB mesting
of 8 Januery 1948, the members analyzed at langth the nature of USCIB's political power
over COMINT. Navy officials supported the view of the DCI and Btate that USCIE should
exarcise control authority over COMINT because of the national aspects of the COMINT affort.
They uniformly identified the COMINT function as representing an intelligence resource of
national potential rather than one of purely military interest. They further believed that
the services had failed in their efforts to improve interservice coordination, and they
strongly favored granting USCIB conitrol of facilities assigned to common interest targets.
Hillenkoetter even insisted that "COMINT agencies are military units in a limited sense
because the civilian departments and agencies have an equal interest in the COMINT
product,™ Hence, it was & national resource and should be controlled by USCIB.

While the Navy strongly opposed the centralization of COMINT resources, it moved in
the other direction in terms of how the COMINT policy board should be subordinated. For
example, during the preliminary U.8. actions associated with the BRUBA Agreement of
1845, the Navy expressed concern in STANCIE meetings ahout the limited scope and
questionnble legality of the STANCIE charter, particulariy in the area of forelgn relations.
Bimilarly, in recognition of the unique intelligence requirements of the CIA and the
Department of State, the Navy had cited the need for a neutral, national forum to allocate
intelligence priorities. In effect, the Navy had consistently argued for a stronger USCIB to
reflect national interests. Considering the centralization of intelligence resources and the
subordination of USCIB to be two separate issues, the Navy never considered ita position on
these issues to be contradictory.

The Army and Air Foree members of USCIB, however, were egqually sdamant in their
opposition to any arrangement that would give UBCIB primary contrel over COMINT
functions. They objected to placing USCIE, with its civilian members, in a chain of
command between the military authorities and their operating COMINT agencies.
Nevertheloss, the Army and Air Foree supported & lesser coordineting role for UsCIs, with
the primary control over the COMINT aetivities remaining in each dapartment and agency.
In fact, the Army- officials preferred to dilute the authority of USCIB even further. Thay
suggested that the role of the board should be comfined to establishing intelligence
priorities, with a coordinator functioning under the jurisdiction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The JC5 would handle the alloeation of eryptanalytic tasks and intercept coverage.®

On 3 February 1948, the board tentatively defined its role as being one of providing
“guthoritative coordination™ rather than “unified direction.™™ In essence, the board
adopted a modified Army and Navy position. Asestablished under the earlier Army-Navy
operating agreement, there would be 2 Coordinator of Joint Operations, but he would
continue to operate under the direction of USCIB rather thanJcs ¥

At the same meeting, USCIBE accepted a draft Executive Order and & draft revision of its
charter. The board then established a rigorous method for approval. It stipulated that the
draft decuments be forwarded to the chief of intelligence of each member organization for
discussion. The DCI had the responsibility for clearing the documents with the Becretary of
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Defense. When averyone had approved the drafts, a magter memorandum would be signed
by the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Army, Secretary of the
Navy, and Secretary of the Air Foree. This memorandum, in turn, would then be
transmitted to the DCI for presentation to Admiral Leahy, who in turn was to present it to
the president.®

In his 13 February 1948 response to the three service secretaries, Secretary of Defense
Forrestal dramatically rejected the proposed documents. He felt strongly that the use of
an Executive Order was not necessary and that in sccordance with the National Security
Act of 1947, usCiB should be subordinate to the National Security Council and that the N8
was the proper office to provide direction to the board.®™ His memorandum caused
conaiderable anguish within the militery structure as the JOB, Army, and Air Forece
expressed a strong disagreement with the direction of the guidance. They believed that a
military structure and not & joint board such as NSC should be the primary voice in the
control of USCIB activities. The Navy, however, did not have any problem with the
proposal. From the outset of the discussions the Navy viewed COMINT s a national
resource and endorsed the plaserment of USCIB under the N8C.®

Before the dispute was finally settled, Forrestal and Hillenkoetter played major roles
in shaping USCIR's new charter. Hillenkoettar pressed for a more important role for CIA, for
CIA control of the COMINT function, and for the placement of USCIB under the National
Becurity Council. Forrestal, despite his role as the Secretary of Defense, also clearly
preferred that the USCIE not be placed in a subordinate position to the military stricture,
He consistently advocated that there should be some sort of a direct relationship between
USCIB and the NS8C. He believed that these were national funetions end therefore
demanded a correlation with a national authority representing all elements of the
government, Forrestal's concepts on this point paralleled the Navy's views as well as those
of Admiral Souers, the first DCI, now serving as the Executive Secretary of the National
Security Couneil.

Forrestal's opposition to the use of an Executive Order for promulgation of the USCIB
charter apparently stemmed in part from sarlier instructions he had received from
President Truman. Truman wanted to minimize the number of requests for presidential
orders — on the premise that the establishment of the National Security Couneil had as one
of its main purposes the removal of this onus from the chief exscutive ™

Irritated over the lack of progress in issuing USCIB's charter, the Secretary of Defense
addressed g second and final memorandum to Hillenkoetter on 17 March 1948. Forrestal
stressed that he had not changed his mind since his original memorandum and that the
DCI should get on with the businesa of providing USCIE with its new charter., Forrestal's
main oljective was to achieve the placement of USCIB under the N8C. The wording of
Forrestal's memorandum left no doubt that the charter would ultimately appear in one of
the regular National Security Council Intelligence Directives (N8cID). %

With Forrestal's memorandum, the level and intensity of the debate changed. Assured
of the backing of Forrestal, CIA redrafted the charter to give the DCI greatly expanded
authority and control. This second draft would have sstablished USCIB under the NSC to
affect "authoritative coordination and unified direction™ of COMINT activities and to advise
the DCI in matters relating to the protection of COMINT sources and “those matters in the






of State and that "it contravened, misconstrued,
and overlooked many fundamental principles
requisite to a secure and efficient utilization of
communications intelligence by the United
Btates Government.” Armsgtrong objected to the
DOl becoming the national authority and
coordinator for COMINT metivities. He aleo
argued against the parallel downgrading of
USCIB to the status of a mere advisory
mechanism, existing solely for the benefit of the
pCl. He meintained further that no
consideration ever justified giving the DCI a
position: of primary control over departmental
intelligence. Armstrong stressed that it was
unnecessary under the law and militarily
unsound to place the head of & nonmilitary
agency in control of strietly military functions
that were vitally important to the military
departments and that were integrated within
the military commeands, Armstrong's
memorandum insisted on the reinstatement of
the sarlisr version in the second draft of 13 May
1948 as unanimously accepted by USCIE and ths
W. Park Armatrong, Jr. Intelligence Advisory Council (1ac). %

In retrospect, the role played by Armstrong on the UBCIB was highly unusual,
Armstrong’s position was contrary to the normal pattern in which the State Department
usuglly joined forces with the GIA in opposition to the military contrel of COMINT getivities.
Although the State Department was indeed generally unhappy with the military direction
of COMINT activities, it now became alarmed about the obvious CiA ambitions to acguire
direct control of all intelligence. This resulted in Armstrong’s forming a most untsual
alliance with the military members in opposition to the DCI, State’s position was quite
clear, If USCIE needed & mew national charter, State preferred the status quo to DCI
domination. Major changes in the military structure would have to come later.

Following the vigorous protest by Armstrong, Hillenkeetter, as directed by USCIB,
submitted a summary report of all viewpoints an 7 June 1948 to the executive sacretary of
the N8C.* With the Secretary of State now a member of the N8, and with the other
members of USCIB unanimously opposed to the third revision, it became clear that the DCI
(who was not a member of the N8C) had lost the battle. In its deliberations, the NBC
approved the earlier version endorsed by Uscm,

The National Becurity Council on 1 July 1948 issued N8CID Na, 9, "Communications
Intelligence.” This directive was & major organizationa! turning point for USCIE and the
newly established DCI. USCIS now had an officiel national charter that linked its
subordination to the National Seeurity Council. The charter also refiacted another
extremely significant change. It sccorded a new status and prominence to the civilian
agencies on the beard, namely, the DCland the Department of State.*®
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Since the FBI had voluntarily dropped out of USCIB earlier, the new board was
regrganized with two representatives from sach armed service, two representatives from
the Department of State, and two from theCia. Except for the election of a chairman based
on majority vote, decisions of USCIB continued to reguire the unanimous vote of all
members. Other tharn establishing a basic changs in ita subordination, the new charter did
not strengthen the authorities and responsibilities of UsCIB. UBCIB had "authoritative
eoordination” not "direction or control” over all COMINT activities.

In summary, the period 1848-1949 marked the beginning of efforts to establish a new
eentral mechaniem for the handling national security matters, including unification of the
armed forees. With President Truman serving as a focal point, these efforts resulted in the
enactment of the National Security Act of 1947, which ereated & new hisrarchy for
handling of national security and intelligence matters. The act established a National
Security Council to serve in an advisory capacity to the president, and a Central
Intelligence Agency to be headed by & Director of Central Intelligence, who reported to the
president. The act also directed a major realignment of the military structure.

The first impact of these new authorities on the COMINT world took place in (r8CIB. DI
Hillenkoetter, with strong support from Secretary Forrestal, succeeded in obtaining a
revigion of the charter for USCIB. On 1 July 1948, the National Security Couneil issued
National Seeurity Council Intelligence Directive Number §, & new charter for Uaci that
subordinated USCIB to the NSC rather than to the military authoritiss. This provided
positive recognition to the growing concept that intelligence matters had broader
ramifieations than those of purely military connotations or interests. The civil agencies,
such as State Department and the CIA, now had 8 new status and voice in & forum
previously dominated by the military organizations,

Forreatal supported Hillenkoatter on the subordination issue, but his support ended
there. In his eagernass to revise and expand the charter, Hillenkoetter alisnated the
military and State Department representatives in his efforts to acquire substantive Cia
control over COMINT, as well as over other intelligence matters. As a result, a very
superficial and limited revision of the charter emerged, which meant that many of the
vestiges of military contro] remained Among other limitations, the revision perpetuated
the requirement for unanimity among the membership on issues passed to the Board for
decigion. '

ﬂnthnmiﬁnrrﬂdt,thuﬂlﬁmﬂ&mﬂw.ﬁmthudmlddiﬁumlimputnnthn
COMINT community with the establishment of the Air Force as & separate department.,
This resulted in the establishment of the new COMINT organization, the UU.S. Air Foree
Security Bervice. A third military COMINT organisation now existed competing for COMINT
resources and for the assignment of cryptanalytic targets and tasks.
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Chapter 1V

Creation of the Armed Forces Security Agency,
1949-19562

On 20 May 1948, Louis A. Johnson, Secretary of Defense, established a new defense
agency, the Armed Forces Becurity Agency (AFSA). Johnson directed & merger of the
COMINT processing activities of the Army and Navy and placed the new AFBA structure
under the contrel and direction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. APSA's mission was to conduct
2ll communications intelligence and communications security activities within the
Department of Defense, except those performed by the military services. With Arsa,
Johnson hoped to achieve a degree of unification of the services as well as “efficiency and
economy” in the management of the cryptologic structure., He also sought to minimize the
respurce and duplication problems associgted with the new Air Fores Security Service and
its rapidly expanding cryptologic organization.

The predominantly negative resctions to AFSA included the usual controversy over
unification, as well as jurisdictional concerns over basic intelligence authorities and
relationships, The Navy and Air Force had opposed consolidation, while the Army
supported the general concept. Even greater protests came from the USCIE structure,
mainly from the representatives of the Department of State and the C1A. They maintained
that the AFSA charter was in direct conflict with the new national charter of USCIB.
Johnson’s refusal to consult or even to coordinate with USCIE added to the i1l will.
Elemants in the JCS moved to modify AFSA's charter within a few months after its
establishment. JC8 2010/6 accomplished a number of substantive changes in the APSA
charter, all of which sought to weaken the role and authorifies of APSA. The changes
stressed the autonomous role of sech military COMINT orgenization. The net result of these
actions was not unification, but an acceleration of the controversy within the intelligence
community over the control of the COMINT structure,

Arga failed for two reasons. 1t did not sucesed in centralizing the direction of the
COMINT effort; and it largely ignored the interested civilian agencies - the Department of
State, the ClA, and the FBL. The director did not have the authority to "direct” the military
gervices, nor did be have the authority to suppress conflicts and duplication among the
Army, Navy, and Air Force. As a result, AFSA spent moet of its existence negotiating with
the services over what it could do, The full extent end impact of the operationsl

weaknesses of AFEA did not become widely recognized until the beginning of the Korean
Warin June 1850,

As part of the original National Security Act, Congrese ereated the United States Air
Force on 18 September 1947. The separation of the Air Foree from the Army resulted in an
additional eryptologic branch, first through the Air Force Security Group (AFSG) and then
through the U.8. Air Force Security Service (Arsg). In the transition to a three-service
structure, the Army continued to provide the Air Force with support, ineluding eryptologic
activities. On 3 June 1948, Headquarters, ASA, established the AF8G (&s part of its Plans
and Operations staff), with an initial cadre of eleven officers under Major Idris J. Jones.'
Tha Air Force, however, clearly preferred to have direct control of its own COMINT
production. On 20 October 1948, Air Force officials established a new major Air Force
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In effecting the transition to a greater use of civilian personnel, the Navy rationalized
thie change on the basis of a definition concerning the two types of contrel, "management”
and "technical™ It defined management control as the day-to-day administration and
control of operations of & unit in the performance of its primary function. It defined
technical control as the specialized or professional guidance needed by & unit to perform its
primary funetion. Using this distinetion between management mechanisms, Navy
officials in the postwar era delegated responsibility for technical direction over COMINT
matters to top-level civilian employees, while reserving management and policy
auathorities exclusively for military officers. Under thia concept, the Navy authorities
determined “what is to be done while the civilian technicizns determined how it is to be
done,™

The Navy's change of heart about the use of civilians in COMINT activities and its
rationalization about the nature of their role generally resclved the Navy dilemma, But
manpower problems gtill remained for the three services. As the new Air Force Security
Service sought to recruit personnel from the Army and Navy COMINT organizations,
competition between the sarvices for the dwindling manpower intensified. This situation
caused Department of Defense authorities to focus anew on the basie question of whether a
consolidated and centralized agency should be established. In addition to manpower
guestions, there existed a number of other operational considerations as well. For
example, on the technieal side, since the eryptography of the Soviet Union was known to be
centrally controlled, a growing recognition developed among U.5. policymakers that a
centralized eryptanalytic attack by the United States on Boviet systems would be
beneficial.®

In late July 1948, Kenneth C. Royall, Secretary of the Army, formally brought the
problem fo the attention of Forrestal. Royall redsoned thai the only way to avoid the
increased costs associated with the new A¥8a would be to establiah some form of unified or
joint security agency capable of serving the armed forces as a whole at the Washington
level. He noted that field COMINT and security functions should probably continue to be
the responsibility of the separate service departments and recommended that the

gecretary establish a study group to review the entire question of unification of the COMINT
effort.”

By this time, "economy and efficiency” had become the watchwords of the Truman
administration as it sought to balance the national budget. A major corollary to this
recurring budgetary theme was the continuing campaign to reorganize or unify the armed
forces, especially their intelligence apparatus. This issue represented a carryover, in large
part, from the earlisr congressional investigations into interservice copperation -~ or the
lack thereof - preceding the attack on Pearl Harbor. The msjority report of the
congressional investigation of the Pearl Harbor attack recommended on 20 July 1948

that there be a complete integration of Army and Nevy intelligence sgenciss in order to
avoid the pitfalle of divided responsibility which experience has made se sbundantly
apparent; . . . sffictont intalligetce servicas are just as sasantial in Hululmuinm.'

Drawing on this report, Forrestal and his advisers took a critical look at the military
COMINT services. They questioned the wisdom of having a dual track Army-Navy COMINT
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structure, especially given the complexity and centralization of the Soviet communications
sacurity effort; the need for developing a coordinated United States analytic attack against
the Soviet COMINT target, and the need for reeruitment and training of personnel in unique
eryptologic technical skills. Prompted by the specific proposal from Royall, and by the sky-
rocketing costs for eryptologic activities, Forrestal was Tooking for & way to avoid an
increase in the budget. He associated the projected higher costs for cryptologic activities
primarily with the plans of the Air Foree for & new COMINT agency of its own. ‘Heping to
reduce COMINT costs by preventing duplication from becoming triplication, Forrastal
decided to postpone the Air Force plans for expansion until he had explored the feasibility
of combining all military COMINT activities at the Washington level

Forrestal referred Royall's memorandum to his War Council, the new advisory
mechanism established under the National Security Act of 1847, whose mission was "to
advise the Secretary of Defense on matters of broad policy pertaining to the Armed
Forces.”® Chaired by Forrestal, the War Council was composed of the three service
secretaries and the service chiefs. On 3 August 1948, the council recormmended that a
study group be established to consider the eryptologic needs of the entire government,
including bath military and civilian interests,

Accepting the council'’s recommendation, on 19 August 1948 Forrestal established a
military committee to consider the "creation of a Unified Armed Forces Security Agency.”
The Terms of Reference for the committes gave the study & purpose, directed at both
foreign communications intelligence and the security of United States communications,'*
Forrestal's general mandate to the committee considered two broad gquestions:

Should there be created a joint or unified Armed Forees agency for the production of
communications intelligence and, if so, what form should it take?

Should there be joint or unified cryptographic security activities of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force, and if so, what form should they take?

The committee conslsted of six offiecers: for the Army, Major Censral Alexander R.
Bolling, Asslstant Chisf of Staff, 6.2, and Colonel Harold C. Hayes, Chief, Army Security
Agency; for the Navy, Rear Admiral Barl E. Stone, Director, Naval Communications, and
Captain William 8. Veeder; and for the Alr Foree, Major Genieral Charles P. Cabeli,
Director of Inta]]iugnm. and Brigadier General Francis L. Ankenbrandt, Direetor for

At its first meeting on 256 August 1948, the committee selected Admiral Stone as its
chairman. This resulted in the group's common designation as the Stone Board.™ Hayes,
however, was the only committee member actively engaged in the production of COMINT at
the time, as well as the only member having any experience in COMINT.

While the committee focused essentially on communications intelligence and
communications security activities from a militsry point of view, it alse recognized the
eryptologic interesta of other parts of the government. Its Terms of Reference instructed it
to consult with the State Department and the ClA as part of its fact-fnding effort for the
preparation of a final report.
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Despite Forrestal's interest in consolidation, the establishment of the new agency did
not come about easily. Lasting several months, the Stone Board deliberations revealed
that the Navy and the Air Foree were not ready to accept the kind of unification proposed
by the Army. After considerable debate, the Btone Board submitted its final report to
Forrestal in December 1948, The Stone Board's report, actually a majority report and an
accompanying minority report, did not reconcile the conflicting views of the services.

The majority raport, written by the Navy and Air Force, essentially recommended a
continuation of the basic arrangements existing under the old Joint Operating Plan. It
added several organizational changes related primarily to the new Air Force Security
Service and proposed exempting tactical support areas from central control. The majority
report dlso proposed the allocation of joint tasks to & new Air Force Ageney “on an equal
basis with the Army and Navy.” In addition, the Navy and Air Force sought to exempt
from unified control those parts of the effort that pertained directly to the specific military
responsibility of each service and that would remain in each service as a command
function. Navy and Air Foree officials justified their recommendsation in terms of the need
for flexibility of operation and speed of decizion in matters pertaining to responsibilities of
the services during wartime, In short, they basieally desired to maintain the status quo
and their own separate and independent cryptologic efforts. Consolidation was not in their
plans.

In the minority report, the Army officials took & far different approach. They
emphasized economy and the avoidance of duplication of effort.® The Army officiala
argued that foreign communications were becoming increasingly sophisticated and
consequently wers much more difficult to exploit. Accordingly, the Army plan placed
primary impartance on maintaining and exploiting technical relationships among ali
analytic problems. To achieve this capability, the Army recommended consolidation of the
COMINT gervices into a single unified agency. The unified agency would have
responsibility for eentral control of processing and dissemination activities for the entire
U.8. coMINT effort. In effect, the minority Army plan proposed that all COMINT production
other than intercept and field processing be conducted by one organizstion, staffed by
personnel from the three services. This new unified agency "would determine COMINT
implementation priorities based on intelligence requirements . . . and would determine the
specific employment of the intercept facilities "7

Under the Army concept, no single service would perform central processing sctivities
in the United States. The services could, however, perform a limited fleld processing
effort, primarily on tasks of a direct support nature as neceasary for military operations of
each service. The individual services would each maintain COMINT organizations to
conduet intercept, direction finding, and necessary field processing; to train service
perscnnal; and to engage in ressarch and development actions for COMINT operations. As
part of their basie responaibility to the new joint agency, the services would provide
“intercept facilities and personnel.” Their fixed field sites would conduct interespt
activities in response to the tasking of the new joint structure.

In support of its proposal, the Army drew a parallel between the Navy-Air Force
proposal and the situation that prevailed in the German COMINT services during World
‘War IL  According to the Army, at the end of the war all of the German COMINT services
and agencies were independently duplicating the work of one another in an atmosphere of
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| lsources and was of primary interest to the ClA and the State
Department.

W. Park Armstrong, special assistant to the Secretary of State, also attacked the
concept of an AFCIB as a "military controlled structure parallel to USCIE and independent of
it." His strong objection also reflected the view that the nonmilitary consumer would lose
the ability to infloence the military COMINT structure in terma of stating its requirements
for COMINT information_ *

The civilian objections, along with the basic sarvice disagreement over consolidation,
prevented any immediate action. A serlous iliness suffered by Forrestal also contributed

to the postponement of any final decision. The twe reports submitted by the Stone Board
awaited disposition in the office of the Secretary of Defense for more than four months.

When Louis A. Johnson became the Secretary of Defense on 28 March 1549 following
Forrestal's death, he acted quickly to resolve the issue. He called in General Joseph T.
McNarney, USA, known to be a supporter of the consolidation eoncept, to assist in resclving
the dilemma.™ McNarney, who served as director of Management SBervices for Johnson,
recommended a plan that required & merger, but left the three services the right to
maintain their separate organizations. It was a compromiss solution. Johnson later
reissuad it as a draft directive calling for the establishment, of an Armed Forces Security
Agency that would be along the lines of the recommendations in the Army minority report.
The new Johnson directive was then scheduled for discussion and deecision by the JCS and
the Secretary’s War Couneil.

At a JCB meeting in the morning of 18 May 1948, General Hoyt 8. Vandenberg, Air
Foree Chief of Staff, suddenly announced the revarsal of the sarlisr Air Fores pesition and
indieated that the "Air Force supported the Army's consolidated concept and not the
Navy's nonconsolidated concept for COMINT processing.”™ Vandenberg appeers to have
voted for merger only after having obtained prior assurance that each service would be
gliowed to have its own agency for the conduct of those cryptologic operations peculiar to
its needs.™ With this official reversal of the Air Force vote, the Navy remained the sole
dissenter to the establishment of an Armed Forces Security Agency. But its position soon
collapsed. At an afterncon meeting on the same day, the Secretary’s War Couneil met to
consider Johnson's draft directive, At the council meeting, the newly appointed Secretary
of the Navy, Prancis P. Matthews, overruled the position of the Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Louis Denfield, and argued for consolidation of the COMINT structure.” Thus, by
the evening of 18 May Johnson had succeeded in overturning the split report of the Stone
Board and gaining the support of all three services for consolidation.

The reasons for the change of position by the Air Force and Navy officials were
probably associated more with high-level political factors rather than any conceptual
changes by the services themselves. From 1847 te early 1950, President Truman,
Congress, and the secretaries of defense actively supported a concept of genuine
unification of the military services. As a result, this period was characterized by 2 number
of bitter interservice rivalries and dizsputes concerning the issue of unification as well as
guestions concerning the role of each service. Many of the same officials who participated
in the Stone Board decision were also active in other ongoing political bettles within the
National Military Establishment, One such battls, associnted with the Navy's desire to
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hold nuclear weapons, came to a ¢limax at the time of the deliberations about AFSA in
1949. The Navy and Air Force wers in viclent disagreement over the strategic role of the
Navy and clashed over the construetion of a new superearrier and the development of the
latest strategic bomber, the B-38. This resulted in a chain reaction of svents achieving
national prominence, and soon involved both the executive and legislative branches of the
governmant. Thess conflicts resulted in Johnson's cancellation, on 23 April 1948, of the
construction of the 85,000-ton aireraft carrier, the USS United Stafes; the resignation of
Secrstary of the Navy John L. Sullivan on 19 April 1945; and the continuing public rivalry
between the Air Force and Navy, usually labeled “the revaelt of the admirals.” *

Thus, the atmosphere for cooperation and eonsolidation was volatile. However, by tha
time the vote on the APSA merger took place, Johnson had appointed a new Becretary of the
Navy, Francis P, Matthews, whom he hed selected personally.® Matthews supported
Jobnson’s position. As for the Air Foree, Vandenberg, as Air Force Chief of Staff, had
consistently and sctively promoted the growth of the Air Foree as an independent service.
In addition to the commitment for an independent cryptologic arm for the Air Force, it is
also likely that Vandenberg envisaged receiving greater financial support for aireraft
programs if he went along with conseolidation in other areas such as the merger of
cryptologic activities.

Thke Joknson Team

leflt to right: Becretary of tha Army, Gordoa Gray: Becretary of Defensy, Louis A, Johnson; Becretary of
the Navy, Francis P. Matthews; and Becretary of the Alr Force, Btuart Bymington
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There also existed other pressures on the services. As a political reality, the Navy-Air
Force decision to vote for merger was consistent with President Truman's desire for
unification of the military COMINT organizations which in turn, reflectad the mood in
Congress, as well as the tenor of the National Security Aet. In later years, Brigadier
General Carter W. Clarke, USA, a participant in the AFsa deliberations, commented about
the political pressures existing at the time. Clarke, an official with many years of serviee
in ASA and the office of the Army Chief of Staff for Intelligence, maintained that while
Johnson pressed hard for merger, the real leverage for final service approval of the AFsa
soncept came from Truman end Congress.™

Dhiring the sessions of the Stone Board, the Navy miade elaborate studies and charts of
the major elements in both the majority and minority reports. As a result of this eritical
analysis, the Navy developed & unigue grasp of the weaknesses and strengths of each
report. Recognizing that the establishment of & consolideted agency was inevitable, and
seeking to strengthen the operations of the new agency, the Navy sought at the eleventh
hour to have some pesitive changes made to strengthen the new organiration.

On behalf of the Navy organization, Stone conferred at length with General McNarney
ebout the directive and proposed some substantive changes in the text. In particular, the
Navy sought changes in the charter concerning the distinetion existing betwesn "fixed”
and "mobile” collection sites. The draft directive stated that the fixed intercept
ingtaliations would be "manned and administered by the service providing them, but will
be operationally directed by AFBA." On the other hand, the mobile sites were to be
excluded from eny AFSA control and would be operationally controlled by the parent
service. With unusual foresight, the Navy sought to eliminate this distinetion, which it
correctly predicted would be an issue of great difficulty for the new agency, McNarney,
however, refused to make any substantive changes, insisting that his authority, as
executive secretary of the War Council, extended only to editorial changes ™

With a unanimous vote now supporting the concept of merger, Johnson was ready to
act. On 20 May 1948, Johnson ordered the issuance of 308 Directive 2010, establishing an
Armed Forces Security Agency for the conduct of communications intelligence and
communication security activities within the National Military Establishment. The new
egency would be hesded for a two-year term by a flag or general officer, to be chosen in
turn from each service. The agency would funetion under the management control of the
JC8, and would conduct its eommon activities "in not more than two major
establishments.” Johnson's directive established a date of 1 January 1950 for completion
of the merger of the COMINT services, ™

In taking this decisive action only two months after coming into office, Johnson ended
the impasse that had existed for over a year. With the formation of APSA, the military
COMINT structure scquired a new identity and structure. While Johnson sought to
recognize the unity of the COMINT mission and resources, he believed that s consolidation
of the service COMINT efforts would be responsive at the same time to the public pressure

for effecting greater economies in government.

Because of the concerns expressed earlier by the ¢ivilian agencies, Johneon alas sent
parallel letters to Dean Acheson, SBecretary of State; Rear Admiral Roscoe H.
Hillenkoetter, Director of Central Intelligence; and Rear Admiral Sidney W. Souers,
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executive secretary of the National Security Council.® He informed them of the formation,
with the approval of the president, of a unified cryptologic establishment - the Armed
Forces Seeurity Agency (APSA) — and of the subordination and missione of the new
structure. The tone of the letters was coneciliatory as Johnson sought to assure sach that
the implementation of his new directive would not interfere with the functions of the
UsciE. The final AFSA charter included no vestiges of & high-level Armed Forces
Communications Intelligence Board, which bad drawn such viclent protests earlier from
the ClA and the Department of Stats,

The IC8 then reissued Johnson's directive as JC8 2010 on 20 May 1949. The JCB
established & steering committee to assist in the planning of the many administrative,
logistic, and operational actions necessary for physical merger of service resources. Its
members were those representatives of the military departments then serving on UBCIE.
They were, for the Army, Major General 5. Leroy Irwin and Celonel Carter W. Clarke; for
the Navy, Rear Admiral Thomas B, Inglis and Rear Admiral Earl E. Stone; and for the Air
Force, Major General Charles P. Cabell and Colonel Roy H. Lynn ®

In the selection process for the position of the director, AFSA, sach service proposed one
candidate. The nominees were Major General J.V. Matajka, UBA, Chief Signal Officer,
USEUCOM, Rear Admiral Earl E. Stone, USN, Director of Naval Communications; and
Mgjor General Walter E. Todd, USAF, Joint Staff. On 15 June 1948, the JCSselected Stone.

The appointment of Btone, who had no expériences in COMINT, was a sign to some that
consolidation might be aborted. Stone, who represented the service most consistent in its
desire for erypiologic autonemy, had
signed the majority report opposing the
ereation of the agency he was now to head.
Consolidation seemed in jeopardy.

As a reault of AFSA’s creation, the
existing CJ0 (Admiral Wenger) and the
director, AF8A, now had overlapping
responsibilities. The CJ0 had been
astablished earlier as USCIR's executive for
the discharge of certain responsibilities,
which the services, along with the civil
agencies, had agreed should be vested in
USCIB., Subsequently, with the establish-
ment of AFPSBA and without prior
concurrence of USCIB, these responsibilities
ware arbitrarily assigned to the director,
AFSA, This situation presented a major
dilemma for USCIB, particularly in the
policy area of foreign liaison, a
responsibility that N8CID No. 9 assigned to
UBCIB

At the 418t mseting of USCIS on 17 June
1949, the representatives of the Central first divactor of area
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Intelligence Agency (Admiral Hillenkoettar) and the Department of Biate (W. Park
Armstrong) cited the conflicta existing between the new AFSA Directive and the
responsibilities of USCIB and the role of the €30 under N8CID No. 8. The military members
of USCIB were unresponsive to the complaints of the CIA and State Department members,
refusing essentially to go counter to a directive from the Secretary of Defense. The
meeting ended with the agreement that the CiA and State Department should address a
letter to Secretary Johnson expressing their views about the conflicts betwean the USCIB
and APSA charters.®

On 27 June 1949, Hillenkostter sent such a letter to Johnson. Johnson, however, took
no action. General McNarney, head of Johnson's management committee, met with USCIB
to diseuss the letter, but adamantly refused to pursue any changes to the AFSA Directive,™
Hillenkostter and Armstrong concluded that MeNarnoy's views were Inflexible and that
further effort to change them was futile. ‘They would have to wait for a new opportunity,

Although USCIB's nonmilitary members were unanimous in their opposition to the
establishment of AFSA, they were unable to convinee USCIB to take any stronger action
protesting the establishment of AFsa. Because of charter limitations and the
preponderance of military membership, USCIE would not challenge Johnson's plan,
Recognizing that they could do nothing about the establishment or the structure of AFSA,
the UsCIB had no choice but to cooperate with the new agency during the interim period of
its establishment. Further, lacking any response to Hillenkoetlter's letter, the only
solution for USCIB out of its jurisdictional dilemma was o appoint the direetor, AFSA, as the
¢J0.Y In his capacity as €JO, the director of AFSA had a parallel responsibility to USCIB,
which made the situation salvageable for USCIE. Consequently, USCIB agreed that the
existing CJO (Admiral Wenger) should serve as the deputy €JO during the transition
period, to assist primarily in the area of Second Party collaboration.

When Johneon established AFSA in May 1949, he simultanecusly ordered the
establishment of an advisory meehaniam to axist within the APSA structure, His direetive
defined the nature, role, and composition of the Armed Forces Communications
Intelligence Advisory Council (APCIAC), designed to serve solely in the capacity of an
sdvisory mechanism for AF8A and the JC8. Johnson's directive, however, indicated very
clearly that AFSA, subject to the JC8, had the primary responsibility for formulating and
implementing plans, policies, and doctrine relating to communications intelligence and
communications security activities. AFSA, in effect, had the actual responsibility for
running the COMINT and COMBEC operations, excluding only those responsibilities that
were delegated individually to the Army, Navy, and Air Force.™

This dichotomy of organizationsl roles and division of labor did not last long. Within
two months after the establishment of AFEA, the JC8 proposed substantive changes fo
Johnson's divective, On 28 July 1948, JOS issued & new charter for AFCIAC, which not only
charnged the nature and role of the APCIAC mechenism, but affected areas of authority of
AFSA as well. ARter circulating the document to Johnson for information, the JCS approved
the new AFCIAC charter on 1 September 1949.%

The changes in JC8 2010/6 tended to diminish the eonnotation of AFSA g8 representing
a "unified” erganization, while at the same time placing greater emphasis on “joint”
operations. JCB accomplished this by transferring responsibilities to AFPCIAC from the JCS,
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aé well a8 from the Director; AFSA. As noted above, AFSA initielly had the suthority to
formulate and, after JCS approval, to implement plans, policies, and doetrine relating to
communications intelligence and communications security activities. Under the new
AFCIAC charter, however, AFSA no longer performed these basic tasks. Instead AFCIAC
became the structure to "determine policies, operating plans and doctrines for the AFEa in
its production of communications intelligence, and in its conduct of communications
security activities.”" In addition to its originally assigned advisory functions; AFCIAC
acquired considerable staff authority over AFSA. Thus, APCIAC no longer functioned as an
advisory mechanism within AFSA, but “became the agency of the Jc8 charged with the
responsibility for ensuring the most effective operation of the APSA.” As the new policy
authority and overseer of APSA's operations, AFCIAC emerged as the real power in the
COMINT structure,

In short, before the APBA structure even became operational, the JC8 had eroded murh
of AFSA’s already limited authority. As happened during the period of the Joint Operating
Plan, the military authorities turned once again to the use of 8 “eommities™ structure to
run the COMINT organization. They also repeated the practice of excluding the civilian
agencies from any participation in the committee process. These charter changes tended
not only to destroy the separste identity of AFSA, but also to preserve the independent
identity of the separate military COMINT services. The net result was an acceleration of the
antagonism within the intelligence community over the control of the COMINT strueture.

At the fourth meeting of AFCIAC, the eouncil proposed to the Jo8 that its name bo
changed to Armed Forces Security Ageney Council (AFEAD). Admira!l Stone proposed the
use of the word "security” because it was a generiec term that embraced both the
communications intelligence and communications security fields. Because of AFCIAC'S
jurisdiction over COMINT as well as COMSEC, the new title was considered to be more
accurate. It also avoided the use of the term "communieations intalligencs” which at that
time was considered to be classified. Following JCS approval of the change on 22 October

1948, the Secrstary of Defense approved the change on 9 November 1849, After that, the
Counecil was known as APSAC, Y

The Director, AFBA, chaired the AFSAC, which now became the mechanism through
which AFSA reported to the JCS. APSAC had ten members, including the chairman - threse
auhfmmthu'thnaaarﬁm.mhmnmhuﬂh-irmmmunhmm.inulﬂmumd
cryptanalytic organizations. Consistent with the traditional practice in arrangements for
inintnparaﬁnm,ncﬂnmmwhﬂmﬂwmmhnu;htheﬁmhmhﬂmmheukmnﬂy
by unanimous vote. Because of the diversity of the membership and their different
hummmmmnmthmdﬂumdadﬁmmaﬂmﬂﬂhﬂhﬁmﬂmpmm
Thhfnmﬂﬁmutelrnmudmﬂntpmhhmnfmﬂu,utﬂmﬂmaMﬁquﬂm:
party lines whenever major issues arose. The hope that AFSA would develep a truly
consolidated intelligence effort seemed remote.

Stone began his tour as Director, APSA, and the IO on 15 July 19404 He was assisted
by three deputy directors. Each deputy served as the liaison between AFEA and his parant
service, and assumed specific functions within AF8A, Colonel Samuel P. Colling, the Army
deputy director (APSA-00A), was responsible for communicstions pecurity; research and
development, and communications, Captain Joseph N. Wenger became the Navy deputy
director (AFSA-00B), and assumed control of COMINT. Wenger also received an additional
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‘duty in's mejor policy area. When USCIBappointed Stone as the CJO, Wenger, who was CJO
&t the time, sgreed to step down and to become the deputy CJO. As the deputy CJO, Wenger
then assumed the responsibility for directing foreign liaison relationshipe on behalf of the
diial intérests of USCIB and A¥SA. On the Air Foree side, Colonel Roy H. Lynn of the Air
Force (APEA.00C) became regponsible for staff and administrative fanctions.*

On the question of physica] consolidation of facilities, neither the Army site (Arlington
‘Hall Station) nor the Navy site (Naval Security Station) eould accommodate all of AFSA’s
COMINT and COMSEC funictions. One proposal was to malke the split along COMINT-COMSEC
lines; another placed all analysis on Sovist problems at Arlington Hall and all other
eryptanelytic problems (ALLO) at the Navy site; & third left physical arrangements as they
were, with a mixture of both COMINT and COMBEC reinaining at the two installations.™

Stone opted for a division along the major funetional lines of COMINT and coMEEC, He
placed almost gl] of the COMINT operations and related resesrch and development sctivities
at Arlington Hall and all COMBEC operations, with related research and development
aspects, at the Neval Security Station, Staff and other support functions were divided
wetween the two sites depending on equipment and other logistical considerations. Stone
esteblished his new headquarters snd sdministrative offices at the Naval Security
Station.™

Stone also established four Monitor Groups - representing major functional areas - to
direct the actual Integration of the service elements into APSA. The COMINT Monitor
Group, headed by Captain Redfield Mason, was concerned with the merger of the largest of
AFSA's operating units. This srganization was to merge the Army Security Agency's
Operations Division (A890) with the Processing Department (N-2) of the Navy's
Communications Supplementary Activity, Washington (CBAW), as wall as related units of
both agencies. It also had the responsibility for the assimilation of two committee
ptructures that operated under the aegis of the superseded Joint Operating Plan, This
included the JFAG and the JICG of the JOP. The resulting structure became the Office of
Operations, with Mason designated as its first chief*

With the physical merger of the Army and Navy COMINT processing organizations into
the AFSA structure, sach service contributed many talsnted individuals with distinguished
careers in eryptography. A number of these had achieved technical accomplishments of
exceptional merit and possessed a combination of knowledge and experience that would
become invaluable ssseta to the new agency. The Army’s principel cryptologists were
civilians, most of whom had acquired wartime commisgions; the Navy's leading
cryptologiste were mostly career Navy officers.

Moving into the AFSA structure in 1949, William F, Friedman clearly stood out as the
dean of Army eryptologists. During his career in the War Department and the Bignal
Intelligence Service, Friedman’s contributions embraced not enly eryptanalytic operations
but research and development activities (both COMINT and COMBEC) and eryptologic
education as well. While Friedman has received recognition for his abilities in the Geld of
eryptanalysis, possibly his most lasting contribution may be in the area of training.
Singularly gifted as both a teacher and a writer, Friedman left s legacy of training lectures
and programs that have broad application even today. In April 1930, in his pearch for new
talent for the newly established Bignal Intelligence Service, Friedman personally
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recruited three young mathematicians « Frank B. Rowlett, Abraham Sinkov, and Solomon
Kullback - as junior eryptologists. As the Army continued its recruitment through the
1930s, the 818 gradually developed a small cadre of personnel who were highly trained in
eryptology. During World War II, Rowlett, Sinkov, and Kullback, in particular, attained
high personal ascomplishments. They became representative of a new generation of
crypianalyats,

In contrast, the manpower of the Navy's COMINT organitation in 1949 essentilly
reprosented a military cadre, The new Navy policy of the pestwar period that moved in the
direction of increased recruitment and use of civilian parsonnel had not been in effect long
envugh to have s significant impact on its overall structure. The Navy authorities, by

pneouraging professional caresrs in eryptology for its officers, had traditionally placed
primary reliance on naval officers for the performance of COMINT duties. By the time AFSA
was established, many Navy officers had acquired a broad background in communications
intelligence matters, some dating back to the mid-1920s, including & number of
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assignments as either produters or consumers of intalligence. During World War II,
officers certified in the cryptologic field filled positions of major responsibility for the
Navy in Washington and in feld installations. Some of thess field installations were Flest
Radio Unit, Pear!l Harbor (PRUPAC) in Hawail; Fleet Radio Unit, Malbourne (FRUMEL) in
Australia; Radio Analysis Group Forward Area (RAGFOR) on Guam; and a number of
communications and intercept sites. Based on this broad depth of training and experience,
APSA sequired a talented and highly professional organization from the Navy. The list of
officers assignad to APSA with their initial assignments included Captain Joseph N,
Wenger; deputy director, AFEA (for COMINT); Captain Laurance F. Safford, special assistant
to the director; Captain Thomas A, Dyer, chief Plans and Policy; Captain Redfield Mason,
chief, Office of Operations; and Ceptain Wesley A. Wright, chief of the Special Processing
Diwvision.

The other Monitor Groups were Research and Development, headed by Dr. Bolomon
Kullback; Communications Security, headed by Dr. Abraham Sinkov; and
Administration headed by Captain John 8. Harper, USN. Willlam F. Friedman hecama
research consultant for the new AFSA. Frank B, Rowleit, a8 member of the Army team that
broke the Japanese diplomatic system le) during World War 11, became AFSA's
Technical Director. By the end of 1949, o Kmilitary and eivilian) were
assignied to Arga. Of this figure r' |

Initially, Stone had two roles: one as Director, AFSA, and the other as the coordinator
and executive agent for USCIB. As the director, Stone reported to Secretary of Defense
Johnson through the JCs. He had the responsibility for all cryptologic activities in the
Department of Defense. He was responsible for the furnishing of COMINT, not only to the
military services, but also to other government departments. As director, he was also
subject to the policies and rules of UBCIB governing the production and dissemination of
COMINT. However, once the COMINT was distributed to authorised intelligence recipients,
Stone had no jurlsdiction over 1ts use or physical security. These became the responsibility
of the user." When acting as the coordinator and exscutive agent for USCIE, Btone workied
ondér a differant suthority and in wider fislds than he did as the Director, AFSA, As
coordinator, Stane was responsible to the N8C through the USCIB, In this capacity, his
authority extended to the use of COMINT by any U.B. agency. As director, AFSA, or as
coordinator of USCIE, Stone was an ex officic member of USCIB, without a vote, and was
ineligible to become chairman of USCIB (which was then held on & rotating basis ameng the
membership)." Later, this lack of voting status in USCIBE became & major obstacls for Stone
and his successor as they were excluded from participetion in the actual decision-making
process of the Board,

During his first year, Stone constantly sought to clarify the nature and role of the AFSA
structure and to accomplish all necessary consolidation actioms. For the first seven
months, his major objective was to develop administrative policies and proceduras for the
continuation of communications intelligence and communications security activities. He
placed major emphesis on actions dealing with physical and administrative eonsolidation,
and budget and financial factors. I[n his first progress report to AFSAC, Stone cited 15 July
1949 as the date of the formal setivation of AFSA.*® The report also noted the following as
AFSA's milestones: On 1 October 1949, APSA assumed operational control of its cryptologic






