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PREFACE

The research and analysis on which this study is based were
carried out by an IDA study team consisting of Rosemary Hayes,
John K. Moriarty, and John Ponturo, with the advice and asslst-
ance of W. Bruce Erwin, Brilg. Gen., USAF (Ret.), Acting
Director, International and Social Studies Division. The
study was edited by Jo C. Levy.

An advisory and review panel reviewed the work and
provided comments and advice. The panel consisted of Dr. Don
K. Price, former Dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government,
Harvard University; Gen. Berton E. Spivy, Jr., USA (Ret.),
formerly Director, Joint Staff, 0JCS; and Leonard Sullivan,
Jr., formerly Assistant Secretary of Defense (PA&E). The
principal IDA reviewer for the. study was Andre R. Barbeau,
Director, Systems Evaluation Division.

The research process was greatly facilitated by the
supvort of those in *‘he DoD-IDA Management Office, including
Capt. James . Oliver, Jr., USN (Ret.); Cipt. John A. Coiner,
USN, Director; Pauline S. Butler, Technical Information Officer,
and Shirley A. Goldsmith, Secretary, who managed to retain
custody of WSEG records while the study was being completed.

Special thanks are also due to Dr. Alfred Goldberg,
0OSD Historian, for facilitating access to 0OSD records; to
Thomas E. Light and Robert L. Rawlins, OSD Records and Refer-
ence; William H. Cunliffe of the Natlonal Archives and Records
Service; E. E. Lowry, Jr., Joint Secretar at, 0JCS; Kenneth W.
Condit, Historical Division, 0JCS; and Dr. F. B. Kapper,
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Scientiflc and Technical Advisor, SAGA, 0JCS. Mr. Joseph A.
Lewis, who provided many insights based on his long association
wlth WSEG and IDA, also made available a copy of his unpub-
lished paper, "The WSEG/WSED Roule 1in the Future," written in
Augus* 1466. Mr. John H. Ohly, former Special Assistant to
the first SecDef, James V. Forrestal, furnished invaluable
assistance, not only through his recollections but also thrcugh
his comprehensive collection of personal papers, in which he
tracked down some critical items bearing on the early formation
of WSEG. In addition, of coursce, the study team is extremely
grateful to those individuals, active and "retired," who took
time out from busy schedules and allowed themselves tc be
interviewed about the WSEG experience. The list of those
interviewed 1is provided in Appendix B.

Needless to sa), none of thcse mentioned is responsible
for any inaccuracies of fact or judgment in Lhe study.
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SUMMARY AND "RINCIPAL FINDINGS

A. PURPOSE

P e e,

TN pp g study analyzes the activities of the Weapons

% Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG) in providing operational anal- <
‘ yses and weapons systems evaluations to the Joint Chiefs of

L Staff (JCS) from 1948 to 1976.

; The purpose of the analysis is twofold: (1) to assess
the factors that affected WSEG's usefulness as a source of
analytical support for the JCS; and (2) to derive lessons from

p the WSEG experience that may be of value in providing for such

; .

b
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support in the future.
: In reviewlng the WSEG record for these purposes, the
i study consliders W3SEG's organization, working arrangements, task
T‘ assignments, operatling procedures, and study production, in
: ) the context of the clrcumstances and requirements of the
particular period. Under the terms of the task directi@e, the

E study covers W3EG's functions and the nature of their accomp-
E lishment, but does not attempt to evaluate elther the quality
i of WSEG studies or their impact on JCS or Department of Defense

3 (DoD) decisions.<f_uuu

E ) The study 1is based on the WSEG records and documents

v available when it was disestablished in 1976; on WSEG materials

3 ’ in the files of the Secretary of Defense and the JCS; and on
supplementary interviews with some 30 partlcipants and observers.
Persons interviewed are not cited indlvidually, but the list of
those interviewed i given in Appeﬁdix B.

1x
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B. BACKGROUND

WSEC was established in December 1948 as a top-level
analytical study group to serve the JCS and the Secretary of
Defense. It was organized on &« multi-Service, combined military/
civillan basis, with three primary objectives:

(1) To bring scientific and technical as well as opera-

tional military expertlse to bear 'n evaluating
weapons systems.

(2) To employ advanced techniques of scientific analysils
and operations research in the process.

(3) To approach its tasks from an impartial, supra-Service
perspective.

WSEG continued in operation for some 28 years before it
was.disestablished in September 1976. TFor many of those years
it occupiled a preeminent position as the principal analytical
support agency of its kind at the upper echelons of the DoD.
Over this span of years, 1t underwent varilous changes in organ-
izatlon and function 1n response to changlng external clrcum-
stances and task requirements, so that 1lts role in the DoD
varied considerably.

Cenerally speaking, WSEG's institutional position and
study activitles were strongly influenced by majJor developments
in the world sltuation and 1in national sccurilty affairs; in
military technology, force structure, and defense posture; and
In the organization and m: nagenent of the defense establishment.
When WSEG was founded, the Offlce of the Secretary of Defense
(08D) was brand new, the national defense establishment was
relatively small, and W3EG was virtually the only analytical
support crzanization at the 0SD/JTCS level. As time passed,
however, WSEG came to operatce within a larger and more diversi-
fied DoD, with a multiplicity of analytical support requirements
and capabilities. This was a radical transformation of the
contextual framework within which WSEG functioned, and led to
major adjustments in 1ts organization and operations.
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For purposes of thils study the evolution of WSEG can
be divided conveniently into three phases, characterized by
three different WSEG configurations:

e WSEG I, from 1948 to 1955, when WSEG operated
wholly in house as a single, integrated mili-
tary/civilian organization.

e WSEG II, from 1956 to 1966, when W3EG was recon-
stituted as a mixed goverrment-contractor
arrangement, operating as a joint millitary
group in close partnership with a civilian
contractual component, the Weapons Systems
Evaluation Division (WSED) of the Institute
for Defense Analyses (IDA).

e WSEG III, from 1967 to 1976, when WSEG continued
to operate as a joint military group with sup-
porting contractual arrangements, providing
milltary participation in contractor studies,
but also functloned increasingly as an admin-
lstrative monitor and interface between study
sponscors in the DoD and the contractor perform-—
ing the analytical work (primarily IDA but
other contractors were included as well).

In each of these three configuratlions, the WSEG role
was concelved of as meetlng the necd for an authorltative ana-
lytical support agency at the level of 0SD and the JCS. For
the purposes of this study, therefore, the different configura-
tions can be considered as alternative operating mechanlisms by
which WSEG was ehabled to perform thls role. Thelr hlstory
constitutes a useful record of the advantages and disadvantages
of several different analytical support arrangements, and pro-
vides the means by which to ldentify factors that made each of
them more or less advantageous and to derive lessons that may
have general relevance for analytical support problems of
today.

In approaching the WSE! experie:ce 1r. these terms, due
account must be taken of differences in the external context,
such as developments in international and strategilc affaifs,
the political climate within the DoD an. the 1U.S. Government
as a whole, and the manag ment structur: of the DoD at any

x1
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given time. It must also be noted that WSEG was never the

excluslive instrument of the JCO 'alone, but was shared with the

0SD, in practice with the R&D element of 0SD of the period.

Not all of WSEG's work was performed for the JCS, and not all

i of WSEG's activities are necessarily germane to JCS concerns.
In addition, 1t should be noted that WSEG was never the

sole source of analytical support for the JCS. Although WSEG

T, T

’: was 1in many ways a preferred JCS source for external studies,

i the JCS were also able to call on substantial analytical support
g from the Joint Staff itself, from the Mililtary Departments or

g other DoD agencies, and directly or indirectly from the outside

& world of contractual services. Tn revicewiny the WSEG experience,
F therefore, this study is examininpg only a portion of the iotal

? analytical support that was availlable to the JCS.

8 1. WSEG.I, 1948-1955

WSEG was founded by the Pirst Secretary of Defoense,
James V. lForrestal, in December 1948,

oo bto provide rigorous, unprejudiced, and
Independent analyses and cvaluaticng of present
and future weapons systems under probaoble future
combat conditiong-~prepared by the ablest pro-
vessional minds, military and clvilian, and the
mogt advanced analytical methods that can be
brought to bear.?!

At the time, the Deflenve orpanlizotion wes rudimentary
and unitication of Lhe armed forces was new., The Secretary of
Defensc had no Asslotant Scceretavien and only a tiny personal
stafl. The three Services were loosely Linked at the SecDef
level by couordinating commlttecs or boards composed of Service
representatliven, like the Rescearch and Development Board or the
JCS, which performed pc’icy coordinating functions. Service
roles and milsgions were still not [lrmly defined, and the Ser-
vices were In substantial disagreement over fundamental issues

'WorRG Charter (Dec. 11, 1948).

xii
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of strategy and force structure. The tempo of defense technol-
ogy wes rapld, adding to the complexlty of declsions and creat-
ing new demands for technical analysis of all kinds. At the
same time, the international climate intensified the natlonal
focus on peacetime preparedness and timely scientific and tech-
nological contributions to defense, and ereated an urgent need,
in Forrestal's view, for competent and impartial analytical
advice in supporc of weapons systems decislons.

Under its original charter, WSEG was establlished as an
analytical advisory group to perform studles fcr both the JCS
and OSD in support of decislonmaking at the supra-Service level.
Its analytical purpose was to integrate operational military
and scientifilc/technical considerations, and i1ts studles were
to be carried out by teams that mixed professional military
staff members on a multi-Service basls with civilian sclentific
and technical personnel. Its philosophical aim was objectlvity,
particularly with regard to possible Service or other blases.

During this first phase WSEG was organized as a wholly
in-house organizetion of about 50 professionals, half military
and halt civilian, with the millitary members assigned on regu-
lar roteting tours from each Service and the civilians appointed
to regular civil service status. On the military side WSEG
had a JCS-type structure, consisting of a three-star military
Director, senior flag-level representatives from each Service,
and a colonel/captain level Joint staff. On the civilian side
1t had a senior technlcal director or Director of Research,
typically a distinguished scientist on temporary “eave [{rom
the academic world, a staff of permanent analyvsts with back-
grounds 1n operations research or some form of defense-related
sclence and engineering, and a capabillity to bring in additlonal
experts from government, industry, or thq,academic world, as
needed. Individual projecrts were normally headed by civilian
project leaders.




¢
2

WSEG I was housed with or near the JCS 1n the Pentagon
£ and dild nearly all of its work for them. For the most part 1t
?f was assigned broad misslion-area type tasks, as 1in strategilec
I alr power, weapons for alr defense, antisubmarine warfare, and
} the llke, many of which continued for several years, but it
;{ also worked on narrower studles examianlng speciflic new tech-

v nologles, such as nuclear propulsion for naval vessels, or

&t atomic artillery. TFrom 1948 to 1955 WSEG produced 15 repofts,
i many of them voluminous, covering broad subjects in depth.

%f The JCS formally tasked, was brlefed, and too.: action on nearly

; all studies. Relatlvely few were hriefed to the SecDef or his
5 principagl assistants, but at least one, an evaluation of stra-
teglc air bombardment plansg, was briefed directly to the
President.

The demands on WSEG during this perilod were substartial,
much greater than it could satisfy. It had difficulty attract- ;
ing qualified cilvilians under the c¢ivil service arrangemnents ‘
of the time, and relied heavily on temporary consultants or
personnel 1t could borrow on short-term loan. Even so, it fell
seriously behind in its work, «nd remained behind throughout

the period.

'he adveny of the Eiscnhower Administration in 1953
inltiated a new cycle of interest in WSEI. In line with gen-
eral trends toward streng! hening the orpauniczatilional structure
of Doi, several President  al advisory groups, such as the
Rockefeller Commission on Defense and tte Hoover Commiscion

on rovernment organizatlon, reviewed WSEG and strongly reaf-
: > £

“troced the WSEG role and wlscion.  They notoed, however, that . ;
WoBG had been unable to satisfy the study requirements of the 5
4C5 and nt the same time provide needed support to the R&D side ?
of ISP,  They recommended that WSEG be made into at least as w;
styr o organization as the operatlons research agencies of ?
ne o Mepvices, and that Its technical staff be expanded f

cyooEert gt to contractual arranfements along the lines, i
4

3
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pioneered by the Services, of RAND, OEG, and ORO, in order to

facilltate the recrultment of high caliber civilian analysts.
In 1954 a new WSEG directive placed WSEG under the

administrative purview of the then Assistant SecDef for R&D,

to be responsive to study directives from both the JCS and the

Assistant Secretary (R&D). WSEG was charged with providing

|8 "comprehensive, obJective, and independent evaluations under
projected coniditions of war," to include present and future
weapons systems, their influence on strategy, organization,
and tactics, and thelir comparative effectiveness and costs.
Its milifary structure and staffing continued along existing
lines, but in 1955 the decislon was made to expand the techni-
cal staff and convert WSEG to a contractual arrangement.

2. WSEG IY, 1956-1966

The DoD authorities who examined the coatractual alter-
natlives avallable for WSEG turned to unlversity sponsorship
- as a means of lendlng sclentific prestige to the enterprlse, !
facilitating access to the scholarly research community; and
promoting a working climate that would appeal to civilian
research analysts. They persuaded Dr. James R. Killian, Jr.,
- President of MIT and shortly to become the first Scilence
Adviser to the Preslident under Eisenhower, to take the lead in
bringing together a consortium of leading unlversilties to
.sponsor a nonproflt corporation to provide the necessary con-
- tractual support. The organization, formally Iincorporated as
| the Institute for Defense Analyeses (IDA), was established in
: 1956 by five university members: the California Institute of
Technology, Case Institute, MIT, Stanford University, ¢nd Tulane.
Others were added in subsequent years—-thé Unlversity cof
California, University of Chicago, Columbla University, Uni-
versity of Illinols, University of Michilgan, the Pennsylvania
State University, and Princeton--to make up a total of 12 {

- members.
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The WSEG transition to a contractual arrangement was
effected with 1little difficulty. WSEG continued to operate
initlally as essentlially the same organization, under the same
charter and rules of operation as before. Nearly all civil
service analysts transferred to the IDA payroll, and the IDA
contingent of civiliens continued to operate as an integral and
nearly indistinguishable part of WSEG 1n the Pentagon. Studles
continued to be carried out by mixed civilian/military teams,
| under the coordinate leadership of the WSEG Director and the IDA
Director of Research. In subsequent years, when 1DA's role was
expanded to serve other OSD elements and Defense Agencles such
as ARPA, the IDA contlngent supporting WOEG was simply reconsti-
tuted as a separate division of IDA, the Weapons Systens Evalu-
ation Division (WSED), and the Director of the Division became
the IDA counterpart to the Director of WSEG. The organizational
format was a collaborative WSEG/WSED combination, to incorporate
: both military and tecnnical expertise, correlate both operational
F' and technological considerations in the analyses, and ensure both
the technlcal validity and operatlonal realism of the study
4 reports.

E The defense climate of the 1956-66 period was highly
! favorable to the WSEG/WSED venture. The Lisenhowe> "New Look"
defense policles gave defense sclence and technolopy a maijor

boost, and the era of supersonic aircraft, ballistlc missiles,

c¢omputers, advanced electronics, and nuclear plenty was in full
8 ing. Torelgn policy challengr s and commlt nents reached global
p oportions, multiplying the potentlal clatme on defonse re-

sources, Technological superlority was Increasinzly scen as
the naster key to providing national security while sti1ll keep-
lng delunse budgets in check. The DoD centralization t rend
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continued with the 1958 defense reoveanization under President

Ersennower that strongthened the Secbhef and the JCS ¢1d brought »
DDR&E "t ARPA into the pleture, and accelerated witn the major
“npenolon and bureaucratic diversification of 08D under Sccre-

vary MeNamara in the 1960's. These latter develepments added
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substantially to the demands for analytical and technical
studles throughout the DoD and greatly enhanced the role of
such studies in the overall decislonmaking process.

WSEG grew conslderably larger and more capable during
this period, to include about 50 mllitary officers in WSEG and
100 civilians in the WSED division of IDA. The WSEG/WSED team
produced 104 reports from 1956 through 1966, an average of
nearly 10 per year. A total of 71 reports, or more than two-
thirds, were produced for the JCS, and nearly all the rest were
produced for DDR&E. They included some of the foremost strategic
posture studies of the period, ground-breaking command and con-
trol work, major operational evaluatlions of electronic counter-
measures and counter-countermeasures, and critical studles of
missile reliability and accuracy, as well as a wide variety of
studies of "limited war" or general purpose weapons systems and
problems.

In the early years of the period, WSEG and 1its built-1in
IDA/WSED component still constituted the principal analytical
support capability at the level of the JCS and 0SD. The WSEG/
WSED combination of supra-Service status, privileged access,
and integrated sclentlfic and military participation were re-
garded as major DoD assets. WSEG's instlitutional position in
the top echelons of the Pentagon and its communication links
to the external research world through IDA contributed to the
conficdence of the JCS and other cllents that the most complete
infor .ation, the broadest »ase of scientiflec, technical, and
military advice, and the most comprehensive judgments were
brought to bear in 1ts studles. Although these studles were
sometimes criticized as excessively "watered down," on the
whole WSEG had achieved a reputation for exceptlonal objectiv-
ity and relative freedom from political, bureaucratic, and com-
mercial bilas.

In the 1960's WSEG began to be displaced as the primary
analytical support organization at the JCS/0SD level. The
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b growth, diversification, and analytical orientation of 0SD
{ under McNamara caused studles and analysis efforts to prolif-
: erate throughout the DoD. OSD staff offices such as Systems
‘ Analysis emerged as the primary centergs of decilsion support
analysis. There was a relative decline both in the influence
of the JCS in DoD declsionmaking and in the high-level atten-
tion accorded to WSEG studles. The JCS themselves turned to
i alternative sources of analytical support, augmenting internal J
Joint Staff capabilities and tapping the more sizable study and
analysls resources of the milltary Services.
IDA also expanded considerably during this period.
Other IDA divisions were establlished to work for DoD cllents
other than WSEG and the JCS, raising awkward lssues connected
witﬁ the compartmentalizatlion of WSEG/JCS work within a separate
IDA divislon. At the same time, new DoD rules governing rela-
tionships with external contractors called for a sharper func-
tional distinction between WSEG and IDA responsibilities. 1In
the ensulng adjustments, which were not accompllshed without a
good deal of friction, the JCS and WSEG conceded IDA's requilre-
ments for greater corporate Integrity and independence, and for
‘ greater visibllity for identiflable IDA study contributlons,
. but they successfully defended the condition that the WSED
divisgion of IDA be maintained as a "separate and stable entity"
dedicated to WSEG, operating linsofar as possible as the civilian/
technical partner of a closely coupled WSEG/WSED enterprise.
From the JCS standpoint, the WSEG/WSED arrangemcnt sat-

Eas

isfled requlrements for full military p¢rticipation in : apport-

g

=T -
L

ing studies and for assuring task respor siveness to JCS needs--
as well as for the protection of scnsit ve or privileged JCS
Information--without 1infringling unduly ¢ 1 contractor require-

ments ror management Integrity and indejendence. Nevertheless,

MR

A the clone assoclation was coifficult to malntain under the new
ground rules, and ir. time a more "arms-length" relationship

L

. deviuloped, particularly after the WSEG/WSED operation moved
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out of the Pentagon in 1964 into a new building, together with
the rest of IDA.

3. WSEG III, 1967-1976

In 1966 and 1967, IDA underwent a comprehensive re- v
appraisal, prompted in part by a corporaée interest in taking
stock after 10 years of operation, and in part by Congressional
and DoD reviews of IDA and the other nonprofit research advis-
ory corporatlons that had grown up during the 1950's and 1960's.
The reappraisal was carried out by the new President of IDA,
Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor, USA (Ret.), a former Chairman of the
JCS, Ambassador to Vietnam, and consultant to the President, in
a seriles of meetings with leading officials of the DoD, includ-
ing the SecDef and Deputy SecDef, the Chalirman of the JCS, the
DDR&E, and various Assistant Secretarles. Although not initially
Intended to examine WSEG and the WSEG/IDA relarionship as such,
the discussions ultimately led to a reorganization of IDA that
entalled a shift from separate cllent-oriented divisions--of
which the WSED division was one--to a more centrally managed
structure of functional divisions that in effect led to the
dissolutlion of the unique WSEG/WSED arrangement.

The primary aims of the 1967 IDA reorganization were to
reduce staff duplication, improve the utilization of IDA re-
sources, and enﬁance IDA's flexibillty and responsiveness to
multiple user requirements in the DoD. ¥From the JCS polnt of
view, however, the reorganization had serious dlsadvantages.

It theoretically made the entire talent base of IDA availlable
to WSEG, as to other DoD users, but disrupted the dedicated
WSEG/WSED relationship and railsed serious questions about the
future role of WSEG as a mechanism for providing analytical

support for the JCS.
The outcome was a compromise, 1n which the JCS reluc-

tantly accepted the reorganization of IDA as an interna! IDA
matte ', dropplng their long-standing insistence on a separate
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WSED division dedicated exclusively to WSEG, but resisted any
basic change 1n the WSEG role. They defended the continuation
of WSEG as a study management interface between the 0JCS and
IDA. They upheld the authority of the Director of WSEG to
require military participation in studles prepared under WSEG
task orders, to monitor IDA performance in carrylng them out,
and to conduct a separate WSEG review of the final IDA product.
They also supported the authority of the Director of WSEG to
regulate and control security matters, including "need-to-know"
determinations on information access. Flnally, as a hedge
against posslble discord between WSEG ard IDA, the JCS proposed
that WSEG be asuthorized to enter into study contracts with
firms other than IDA, when comparative capabilitles, costs, or
other factors made 1t desirable, thus ending IDA's privlileged
status as sole contractor for WSEG studles. These recommenda-
tions were approved by the SecDef in July 1967.

The new WSEG/IDA association underscored IDA's role as
an independent study producer, with greater latitude in staffing
and carrying out studies for WSEG, or through WSEG, than before,
and at the same tilme further emphasized WSEG's role as an admin-
istrative go-between and study manager who was also participating
in IDA-led studles, rather than as a co-equal participant in or
E) leéder of the analytical work. 1In other respects, however,
she changes were not radical. There was greater physical segre-
gation of WSEG military and IDA civillan staffs, but they were
3t111 collocated in the same building and project work still
continued on a "mixed" civilian/military basis. The new Systems
fivaluatlon Division of IDA, because it ended up with approxi-
1ately the same pool of expertlse that IDA had maintained in the
Jormer WSED division, naturally inherited most of the IDA work
on WSI'G tasks, so that in practice therc was considerable con-
tinul y and stability. Under the new procedures IDA management
had tre prerogative of making project assignments on a case-by-

case lLasls, but departure: from previous assignment practices
i 'oved to be exceptlonal end not difficvlt to accommodate.
XX
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. Similarly, WSEG's new prerogative to utilize contractors

f other than IDA was exercised relatively infrequently. During the
entire 1967-77 period, only 20 WSEG reports, out of a total of
208, were produced using contractors other than IDA. For the

i v most part 1t proved more convenient and effective for WSEG to

E . engage an established, famlliar contractor with IDA's known capa-

b bilities, qualifications. v« 3ources, and experience, than to

? v survey the contractual comnunity anew each time a task was as-

t

i

signed. Also IDA's noninvolvement in any Service or industry
program or study effort gave IDA an institutional mantle of ob-
Jectivity appropriate to many of WSEG's DoD-wide responsibllities.
WSEG had recelved a strong vote of confidence from the
JCS and 0SD at the time of the IDA reorganization in 1967, and it
received another in 1969, when the new Nixon/Lalrd administration
carried out its own assessment of DoD organlzational matters.
The deterloration of relations between the defense establishment
and the academlc/intellectual world, on the one hand, and Con-
3 gressional criticism of FCRC's, on the other, appeared teo jeop-
g ardize the contlnuation of IDA for a tlme, and the traumatic
Pentagon Papefs eplsode of 1971 hardened JCS attitudes toward
, contractor access to sensitive information. Whenever in-house
s' - or other alternatives to the WSEG/IDA effort were considered,
however, they were generally concelved of as operatlng on the
same basis as WSEG: professlonal military participation and
Joint military/civilian staffing to provide some kind of balanced
operational military/civilian scientiflc team, to carry out
authoritative studlies at the supra-Service level. !
During the 1967-77 period as a whole, WSEG produced a
total of 208 reports, twice as many as in the previous decade,
but many of them were of much narrower scope. The reports were
almost evenly divided, with 100 done for the JCS, 95 for DDR&E,
and 13 for other OSD-level agencies. There was a pronounced
shift in the balance of WSEG efforts during the period, from a
ratlio of nearly 3 to 1 in favor of JCS studles in the earlier
years to roughly 2 to 1 11 favor of DDR&E in the later years.
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The shift i1s generally attributable to JCS reactlon to the .

Pentagon Papers episodeé, an nverall decline in JCS tasking i

initiatlves, especlally in the sensitlive strateglc operations ?

é¢nd command and control areas, and a correspondling increase 1n

CDR&E tasking, primerily in the OT&E area, prompted largely by

"fly before buy" weapons acquisition policies. .
The character of WSEG changed during the period. The

WSEG staff was nearly hulved, decreasing from about 70 mllitary

professionals in the late 1960's to 38 in 1975. The Director of <4

WSEG remained at the three-star level, the complement of senior

Service members was dropped to one-star ranks, and the officer

cadre remained at the 0-6 level. WSEG 1ilitary officers as a

group continued to perform study managerent functions--that is,

helping talilor study tasks to user needr, providing communication ;

and informatlion channels between study *eams, study sponsors, and )

A consumers, monltoring and reviewing study progress and accomp-

lishments, and the like, while IDA provided the study leadership.

They also played an important r:le in providing access to the

A SRl
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mllitary data required for stud s and in assisting with the

interpretation and application of such data. The extent of
their actual participation in the analytical study effort, how-
ever, varied considerably and was difficult to evaluate. There
was consiaerable skepticism as to the extent of their analytical
contributions to the studies, particularly considering the siz-
able number of senior military personne involved. This issue
had arisen previously, in the 1960's, b .t recelved considerably
more :ttention in the 197('s.

During 1975 and 1€76, WSEG was he subject of severa:
separate bv; overlapping reviews, initiuted primarily by OSD, v
with 1ncidental JCS participation. Among these was an 0SD
organization/management review desipgned to reduce 0SD/JCS man-
power spaces, ano an ad hoc DDRE&E review of the overall role of
WSEG. Both reviews were generally negative. The DDR&E review,
which was never formally completed, concluded that WSEG's role
had diminished over the years, as alterrative analytical support
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capabilities in the DoD had grown and spread. The 0SD management
review made the eliminatlon of the WSEG manpower spaces seem to
be an attractive way to implement a targeted reduction in the
ODDR&E staff, where the WSEG spaces were charged. Finally, in
March 1976, the SecDef announced that WSEG would be disestab-
lished effective September 30, 1976. "It is no longer needed," y
he said, "given the extensive complex of study and evaluation
activities avallable to the Department."?

C. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
1. Factors Affecting WSEG's Usefulness to the JCS

If WSEG is viewed over the entire 28-year span of its
exlstence, through each of the three different phases outlined
above, there 1s very little question that the JCS found it to be
generally useful, Although somewhat dubilcus at first, the JCS
became prominent defenders of WSEG, even at times when other ele-
ments of the DoD questioned its value. The JCS continued to show
considerable preference for using WSEG as their main source of
external analytical support even when, in the late 1960's and
early 1970's, they obtained access to other sources tﬁat had be-
come widely available. At the end, when WSEG was disestablished,
it was primarily for DoD reasons rather than JCS reasons. More-
over, throughout the changes in WSEG's actual organization, work-
ing arrangements: and operating environment, the validity of the
concept behind WSEG--high-quality analytical support to integrate
operational military, technological, and other consldera’ .ons at
the supra-Service level--was never seriously challenged.

The primary challenges to the WSEG concept arose from
changes in the analytical setting itself--the growth of compet-~
ing analytical services at the dlsposai of the 08D £ad the 0JCS,
the utilization of such services as standard managemeut tools

?3ecretary of Defense, Memo for CJC.;, DDR&E, Acting ASD
(PA& '), "Organization Ch: nge--Ditc=stab ishment of WSEG"

(Sep.. 9, 1976).
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throughout the DoD, and the multiplication of specia.lzed user
requirements beyond the capacity of a relatively small, across=
the-board analytical study group like WSEG to satisfy.

Changes also occurred In the 0SD/0JCS perspectlves on
the potential role of tecnnical analysis, whether by WSEG or
any other agenacy, in resolving jJoint or inter-Service issues.
Some of the high expectations of WSEG's early years proved to
be unrealistic, and it was always dilfficult to ensure WSEG's
analytical independence and impartiality in lnherently contro-
versial policy-level matters. Moreover, while striking results
could sometimes be obtained from the freosh application of ana-
lytical methods and techniques to new problem areas, ag the
analytical base expanded the potential contribution of further
analysis diminished.

Within the context of such changes, the JCS considered
WSEG a valuable asse* because ol five continulng characteristics:

(1) Supra-Service status

(2) Joint organlzatlon

(3) Military/scientific participation
(4) Comprehensive informatilon access
(5) Safeguards agalnst bias

It wri the comblnation of these characteristics within a single
agency that was highly responsive to JCS analytical support
needs that was of partilcular value to the JCS. In various JCS
assesasnente ol WSEG over the years, the combinatvion was often
referred to as “unique," not available elsewhere in other ana-
lytical support groups.

Of' the foregoing character lotics, the factor that above
all made WSEG useful to the JCS was WSEG's capabllity to inte-
grate sclentlfic and operatlional milltarv expertise as part nf
the analytical study process. Whether in WSEG 1tself or in the
mixed VSEG/IDA arrangements that existed after 1956, this inte-
iratlion was considered critical in order to nssure the JCS of

Xxlv




F s e o i e D N e

both the technlcal soundness and the operational realism of the
supporting studies. Ior the most part, the sclentific and tech-~
alcal ingredient was sought because 1t was not readilly avallable
within the Joint Staff, but the JCS also placed a high value on
substantial military participation in the study effort. The
latter greatly enhanced the credibility of study results, 1in

the JCS view.

WSEQ's pursult of objectivity was another factor that
affected WSEG's usefulness to the JCS. Although objJectivity 1s
an elusive goal, difflcult to measure, and one that in the real
world can only be approximated, WSEG incorporated two specific
provisions for 1t that proved of conslderable value.

Flrat, WOLG provided for clvilian technical direction
of 1ts studles, whether 1in the early in-house arrangement, dur-
ing the second WSLEG/WSED period, or in the third perlod when i
WSECQ operated separately from IDA and other contractors. Civil- }
lan technical directlon was counted on not only to ensure'a :
high level of sclentific and technical competence, but also to
] provide an indépendent perspectlive that was not assoclated with
é‘ any Service or other speclal interest.

8 Second, WS G provided for multi-Service or joint par-

¢ - ticipation on the nilitary side. All WSEG studles were subjected {
to the crossfire ¢ multi-Service critiquing at both tpe tasking
and reviewlng ends and as part of the study process. Although
this multi-Service approach generated some problems, it was also
one of the safeguards agalnst Service biascs or distoriions.

WEG's dual spon: orship--~the fact that WSEG was chartered
tc serve both the JCS and 0SD--had both advantages and disad- |
vantapges ffom the JCS standpoint. The main dlsadvantage was that ?
the JCS had to share authority over WSEG with other users, pri- j
marily the R&D element of 0SD. This required coordination in .
such matters as allocation of eftort and posed some constraint :
on JCS freedom of action. Generally, however, 0SD fostered
~ preferential treatment of JC3S study requirements in the WSEG

program, so that this was not a serious handicap.
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On the other hand, the dual sponsorship arrangement had
certain positive aspects. It helped assure WSEG's independencc
from partlsan pressures. It helped counter outside impressions
that WSEG might be a "captive" agency of the JCS with a collec-
tive military bilas. It also facllitated the flow of information
and ldeas across organlzatlonal lines, which probably benefited‘
the JCS as well as other agencles.

WSEG's military structure, with a military Director and
senior representatives and staff offilce~s from each Service,
was clearly congenial to the JCS, slnce 1t was modeled on a JCS
style of operation, but in study and analysls terms 1t was prob-
ably btoth an asset and a liablility.

On the positive slde, WSE('s military structure facil-
itated communications. The structure was sometimes criticlized,
particularly in the later years, uas an unnecessary Iinterface
between 0JCS c¢clients or users and the IDA research teams. But
when 1t worked well this interface could provide s useful com=-
municaticn channel or bridge. There was conclderable value in
the genior WSEG military officers, including WSEG's three-star
Director, belng able to maintaln close touch with appropriate
levels in the Joint Staff, focusing on JCS study needs, antici-
pating study opportunities, and followling up on study results,
penerally prumoting a two-way interaction with the JCS.

In additlor; the joint military structure helped ensure
Lthat, d1fferent: Service views and data contributions werce con-
sldered during the course of a study, with rno pgaps or blind
cpots,.  And, as indicated above, 1t also provided additional
cheeks and balances apgainst Service blas or distortlion of study
resulte,

On the nepative side, however, WSEG's mlllitary structure
subjected WSEG to critlcism that WSEG studles tended to compro-
mise or "water down'" study results. This problem was eventually
clreumvented to a consilderable dopree by separating the IDA
product as an Iindependent contribution t» the WSEG report and
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l1dentifying the WSEG portion as, in effect, a WSEG commentary
on the IDA study, but it did not disappear entirely.

WSEG's utllization of contractual support, which differed
in the 1956-66 and 1967-76 perilods, affected WSEG's usefulness
In several ways. Inlitially, the chief reason for WSEG's switch
to a contract arrangement was to obtaln the services of high-
quality technical personnel, who were difficult to recrult for
government service. As government service became more attrac-
tive during the 1960's and 1970's and scilentific expertise be-
came more avallable throughout the DoD, however, contractual
arrangements continued to be useful primarily because they
offered flexlbility (easy access to expertise that was new or
relatively rare, or was only required on a temporary basis),
convenience (study efforts could be tailored to changing require-
ments), and the capability for quick-reaction responsiveness as
well as sustalned effort that was difficult for government staffs
to undertake. More important, perhaps, was that especlally
under nonprofit FCRC-type arrangements, contractual arrangements
were an independent assurance of the valldity and obJectivity of
study results.

As we have seen, WSEG's utility to the JCS declined
soniewhat over time, for several reasons. Flrst, the growth of
additlonal analytical support centers and agencles, both within
the DoD and outside, provided alternat.ves and rivals to WSEG,
making 1t less indispensable to the JC&.

Second, the evolution of IDA iInto an organization with
nultiple cllents In DoD in additlon to WSEG, some of them insti-
tutional adversaries of the JCS, made IDA/WSEG/JCS relations
more complicated and, on occasion, difficult, and led the JCS
to seek supplementary sources of analytical support.

Third, there was growing skeptlcism in OSD as to WSEG's
actual analytical contribution, particularly in the later years,
and the growlng impresslon that WSEG was performing predominantly
administrative functlions. These administrative functions were

xxvili

BT RN O B . S R O SRR S DS IPIL W
2 A e Pt e it D s

a2

TR - =P R I




VI N e T T e S e em o

DT

(el abuks. s o S Y T " ” TP T I TP, Y. TPy s Rl s e SR

regarded as 1lmportant and necessary, but it became increasingly
difflcult to Justify the employment of large numbers of senior
military personnel to handle them. 1In the end, the continuation
of WSEG could not be Justified on these grounds alone.

2. Lessons from the WSEG Experience

Many aspects of the WSEG experlence are undoubtedly of
primarily historical interest and are relevant only to past
times and circumstances, when analytical support requirements
and arrangements bore little resemblance to those of today.

The pertinence of these aspects of the WSEG experience to the
current JCS analytical support situation hay be questionable,
dependling on how current or projected J('S analytical suppors
needs are defined and on what alternatives may be availlable for
fulfilling them. Both these determinations are outside the scope
of the present study. Nevertheless, tnis study 1s predicated on
the assumption that there may well be lessons in the WSEG exper-
lence that are of general applicability, qulte apart from the
specific analytical support requirements of‘the time and regard-
less of the specific arrangements and procedures that may be
utilized for satisfying them.

Of course, the factors that made WSEG more or less use-
ful to the JCS, as summarlzed above, can themselves be consid-
ered lessons from the WSEG experience., In addition, however,
the W5 .G experience can be used to demonstrate or confirm the
importince to the JCS of certailrn quallti s or sttributes that
nmight, e utlllized as criterila by which t» Judge the merits of
“inel snalytical support arrangements. Jhile some of these
criteria may seem almost intuitively obvious, the fact that
chey can be emplrilcally subsftantiated from the WSEG experience
utderuscores their value,

it the first place, WSEG performed a number of functions

Lie JCS that related primarily to study management or study
aamir.stration. Those that the WSEG experience has shown to be
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of proven usefulness and importance to the JCS 1nclude the
followling:

. e Tailoring study task assignments to JCS needs.

g . Performing this function required close knowledge of

? the analytical support needs developing within the JCS, on the
one hand, and the capabilitles of avallable analytical support

. organizations, on the other, in order to match them effectively
in the formulation and assignment of tasks. The function was
required in order to gear the supporting study effort to the
major planning and advisory activities of the JCS. It rould not
be accomplished without high-level 0JCS rarticlpation ard support.

Y, S

[P

e Providing interface and liailson support.

? ) This included coordination and liaison with 0SD and
other agenciles, both for study management and to facllitate
-Information access. These actlvities required the full-time
effort of designated senlor offilcers, operating under explicit
JC3S authority and procedures.

e Monitorin-,, and reviewing study production, pri-

marily to assure responsiveness to JCS task

guldance.
i It was sometimes difficult for WSEG to accomplish this
f essentlal overseer function without impinging on the study
L producer's responsibility for technilical performance anﬁ pro-
fessional integrity. The WSEG solution necessitated establish-
ment of a clear separation between 0JCS monltoring, review, and
E . approval procedurer, on the one hand, and the technical direc-
tion of the analytical work, for which the study producer was
! primarily rocsponsible, on the other.

‘- e Controlling sensitive information.

A somewhat mundane but nevertheless critical WSEG
function was maintalning t e security of sensitive OJCS infor-
mation--in terms of facllisatling its utilization as requlred as
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well as safeguarding i1ts dlssemination within need-to-know
limitations. WSEG's performance in both respects was consid-
ered outstanding.

e Budgeting and contracting.

The JCS relled heavlly on WSEG for essential budgeting,
contracting, and contract management actlvities, thus relleving
the Jolnt Staff of most of the purely administrative burdens 1n
study management. Under other arrangements, speciflc provisions
are required to carry out such activitles.

While the foregoing 1s not an exhaustive list of study
management functions, 1t appears to include those that the WSEG
experience has shown to be of proven usefulness and importance
to the JCS.

01" even greater importance, however, were WSEG's ana-
lytical support characterlstics. As reflected 1in the WSEG
experience, these qualitles or attributes include the following:

¢ Comprehensive, authoritative, and objective anal-

yses.,

This may seem to be a platilitude; 1t 1s presented here
as a reminder that throughout the existence of WSEG, the JCS
placed a premium 'on the assurance that the most complete infor-
matlon, the hroad:st base of sclentific, technical, ard military
advice, and the mogt comprehcnsive Judgments avallablce were
Lelng incorporated into JCS supportin studles. Attainment of
this goal required substantial attentlon to WSEG by the Director
and Chief Directorates of the 0JCS, and at times even by the
(halirrman and the Joint Chief's themselves.

¢ Acuecss Lo a wilde variety of sclentific, indus-

vrial, and gpovernmental experiise.

It was especlally Important that thls access extend to
Yy ooonoul expertise that were not normally wilthin the competence
of the Julint Staff or ctherwlse avallable to 1t. Sirce the
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types of expertise needed varied with the tasks, WSEG's capa-
bility to tap a wide varlety of sources was cruclal.

e Military inputs during the analytical process.

This was probably a fundamental requirement of most
studies for the JCS, without which study results lacked credibil-
ity and persuasiveness., Moreover, separate military qualifica-
tlions or amendments introduced at the review stage were much
less satlsfactory than active participation in the study process

ltself,
e Adaptabllity to changing JCS requirements.

Throughout the WSEG experlence, an unusual degree of
flexibllity was required in order to adjust the slze, composi-
t;pn, subJect matter, methods, and other varlables of the study
effort to accommodate changing JCS requirements. This flexi-~
billty was an essential feature of WSEG's operating procedures.

e An in-depth analytical base.

It was particularly important and useful for WSEG to be
able to monitor military and technologlcal developments in the
more 1mportant or dynamic areas, in order to provide the JCS with
quick-~reaction as well as sustained support. In practice, 0JCS
authorities were called upon to designate such problem areas in
advance and to provide continulng working program support, in
order to ensure that the capabllity was avallable when needed.

o Jurlsdictional latiltude.

The JCS found that one of WSEG's most useful qualities
was 1ts abllity to carry out studies that cut across institu-
tional lines and Jurisdictlional areas in the government. This
required explicit OSD approval and backing.

¢ Independence.

WSEG provided the JCS with an alternative source of ana-
lytical support outside of the Joint Staff that was able to test
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alternative hypotheses or assumptions and arrive at independent
conclusions outslde the confines of normal policy constraints.
This required WSEG studies to be exempted from many of the
policy rules and guldelines that were applicable to most in-
house agencies.

Most of the lessons that can be drawn from the WSEG
experience would take on added currency and relevance if--in
accordance with recommendations like those offered in the
recent Steadman and Rice reports to the Secretary of Defense -~
it was decided to strengthen the role of the JCS in DoD resource
allocation, force structure, and weapons-systems decisions. 1In
this event, the JCS would almost certainly have to have access
to augmented analytical support capabilities, be they within
the Joint Staff or from external sources, created elther by
enlarging on present organizatlonal arrangements or developlng
alternative ones. It ig beyond the scope of this study to
propose solutilons, but 1t can be suggested that a revlew of the
WSEG experience, in the light of current requirements and
circumstances, could be helpful in 1lluminating the available
options.

‘lteport to the Seeretary of Defense on the National Military
Command Strueture (July 1978); Defense Resource Management
Study (February 1979).
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AAG

ABM
AC&W

AE

AEC
ARPA
ASD

ASW

BMD

BW

CBR

CIA
CINCFE
CINCLANT
CINCPAC
CINCPACFLT
CINCSAC
CJCS
COMSAC
CNO
CONARC
CONUS
DCA

DCP

DCS/0ps
DDRA&E
DDT&E

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acquisitlion Advisory Group
Anti-Ballistic Missile

Aircraft Control & Warning
Appllcations Engineering

Atomlc Energy Commission

Advanced Research Projects Agency
Asslistant Secretary of Defense
Anti-submarine Warfare

Balllstic Milssile Defense
Biologlcal Warfare

Chemlcal, Blologilcal, Radlologilcal
Central Intelllgence Agency
Commander-in-Chiel, Far East
Commander-in-Chief, Atlantic
Coumander-in-Chief, Paciflc
Commander-1in-Chief, Pacific Fleet
Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Air Command
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Commander, Strateglc Air Command
Chief of Nava.! Operations
Continental Army Command
Continental U.S.

Defense Communicatlons Agency

Development Concept Paper; also, Decision Coordin-

ating Paper

Deputy Chlef of Staff, Operations
Director, Defense Research & Engineering
Deputy Director for Test and Evaluatlon
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DEW
DIMO
DNA
DJS
DoD
DSARC
DSB
ECM
ECCM
EPSD
FBM
FCRC
FYDP
1CBM
IDA
I&L
IRBM
ISA
JCS
JLRSS
JRDOD
JSCP
JSIPS

JSOP
JSSC
J5TPS
MIRV
MIT
M&RA
NASA
NATO
NMCC
NMCS
NORAD

Distant Early Warning

DoD-IDA Management Office

Defense Nuclear Agency

Director, Jolnt Staff

Department of Defense

Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council
Defense Science Board

Electronic Countermeasures
Electronic Counter-countermeasures
Economic and Political Studles Division
Fleet Ballistic Missile

Federal Contract Research Center
Five-Year Defense Flan
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
Institute for Defense Analyses
Installations and Logilstics
Intermediate-range Ballistic Missile
International Securlty Affairs

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Joint Long Range Strateglic Study
Joint R&D Objectives Document

Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan

Joint Continental Defense Systems Integration Plan-

ning '

Joint Strategilc Objectlives Plan

Joint Strategic Survey Committec (Council)
Joint Strateglc Targrt Planning Staff

Multiple Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicle

Massachusetts Institute of Techrnology
Manpower and Reserve Affairs

National Aeronautical & Space Agency
North Atlantic Treaty Organlzation
National Military Command Center
National Military Command System
Nerth American Alr Defense Command
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NSC Naticnal Securlity Council
: , NSDM National Security Decision Memorandum
% NSSM National Securlity Study Memorandum
g 0ASD Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
A * ODDR&E gffice of the Director, Defense Research & Engineer-
; ng
i 0DM Office of Defense Mobilization
i . OEG Operations Evaluation Group
; 0JCS Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
3 OMB Office of Management & Budget
3 Cps Deps Operations Deputies
? 0RO Operations Research Office
s 0SD Office of the Secrstary of Defense
E OSRD Office of Scientific Research and Development
E ) OT&E Operational Test and Evaluation
- 0YSDRE Office of the Undersecretary for Defense Research
ﬁ & Engineering
Q PA&E Program Analysis & Evaluation
g - PPBS Planning, Programmling, and Eudgeting System
- PSAC President's Sclence Advisory Committee
?ﬂ R&D Research & Development
3 RDB Research & Development Board
§ - R&E Research & Engineering
g; RESD Research & Engilneering Supp.rt Divisilon
;‘ RISOP Red Integratec Strategic Of 'ensive Plan
i RW Radiological \.arfare
3 SA Systems Analycis
] SAC Strateglic Air Command
SACEUR Supreme Allied Commander, Europe
SAGA Studies, Analysls, and Gaming Agency
y © SAGE Semi-Automatic Ground Environment
SALT Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
SED Systems Evaluation Division
SHAPE Supreme Headquarters, Allled Powers Europe
- SIOP Single Integrated Operational Plan
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SLBM
SSBN
TFX
TWP
USA
USAF
USAFE
USN
V/STOL
WSED
WSEG
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Sea-launched Ballistic Missile
Balllstic Missile Submarine, Nuclear
Tactlcal Fighter, Experimental
Tactical Warfare Programs

U.S. Army

U.S. Alr Force

U.S. Alr Forces Europe

U.S. Navy

Vertical/Short Take-~off and Landing
Weapons Systems Evaluation Division
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group
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INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

Systems

This study analyzes the activitlies of the Weepons

Evaluation Group (WSEG) in providing operational anal-

yses and weapons systems evaluations to the Joint Chlefs of
Staff (JCS).

The purpose of the study, as defined in the Task Order,

is to "provide an in-depth review and assessment of the WSEG

experience”" 1in order to assess:

ence of

(1) the factors that appear to have had the
greatest impact on WSEG's capability to pro-
vide analytical support to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and

(2) the lessons learned fr- ne WSEG experi-
ence that might assist the - .nt Chiefs in
advising the Secretary of Detense in regard
to the acquilsition of weapons systems.

The Task Order describes the scope and terms of refer-
the study as follows:

The study will examine the clrcumstances
that led to the formation of WSEG, the oblec-
tives sought by its founders, and the institu-
tional arrangements and procedures that were
developed to implement thelr concepts. It will
cover the subsequent evolution of WSEG, includ-
ing major organizatlional developments, task
assignments, modes of operation, and functionail
interrelationships within the DoD.

In analyzing the WSEG experilence, the study
will concentrate on the manner in which WSEG
performed 1ts analytical support function for
the Joint Chiefs of Staff--the rature of studies
requested, the means employed t« accomplish the
tasks, the consideration given .0 th: study

1
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resultc, and other indicatlions of JCS relilance
upon WSEG for sclentiflic and operational analy-
sis of weapons systems. An integral aspect of
the analysis wlll be an examination of organ-
izational, administrative, and other develop-
ments within the Department of Defense that

had an 1impact elther upon WSEG ot upon JCS
relations with WSEG.

While the study will assess the various
factors affectlng WSEG's functlons, the nature
of the tasks assligned and the manner of their
accomplishment, it willi not attempt to evalu-
ate the quality of WSEG products nor seek to
assess thelr impact on JCS or DoD decilsions.

B. BACKGROUND

WSEG wag established 1n Decembar 1948 as a high-quality
analytical study group, organlized on a multi-Service, combined
military and civilian basis, to provide analytical support for
the JCS and the Secretary of Defense. The objectives of the
group were:

e to apnly scientific and technical as well as -
operational military expertise to the task of
evaluating weapons systems.

e to employ advanced techniques of sclentific
analysls and operations research in the pro-
cess.

e to carry out tasks on the basis of an impar-
tlal, supra-Service perspecctive.

e A . ina TR o - AN B SN R P h

WSFG continued to operate for 8 years before it was
disestablished in September 1976 For many of those years 1t
was the leadilng analytical support agetcy of its kind at the
uppoer echelons of the DoD. WSEG's sta.us, organization, and
function within the DoD changed at various times, in response
to changling external circumstinces and study rcquirements, so

¢
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that 1ts overall role and activities 1ried considerably during

its vxlistence. Its institutional pos.'ion and study program
waree atrocgly influenced by major developments in the world
s3itimtlion and in national securlty affalrs; in military
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b technoiogy, force structure, and defense posture; and in the
organization and management of the defense establishment.

3 ) C. APPROACH

3 For the purposes of this study, the evolution of WSEG
3‘ was divided into three phases, each characterized by a differ-
: ent organizational configuration. The f'irst phase was from

x 1948 to 1955, when WSEG operateéd wholly in house as an inte-.
k‘ grated mllitary-civilian organization. The second phase was

;_ from 1956 to 1966, when WSEG was reconstituted as a mixed govern-
i ment-contractor arrangement, operating as a Jjoint mlllitary group
in close partnership with a civilian contractual component, the
Weapons Systems Evaluation Division (WSED) of the Institute for

o Defense Analyses (IDA). The third phase was from 1967 to 1976,
when WSEG continued as a Joint millitary group with supporting
contractual arrangements, primarily with IDA but 1ncluding

" other contractors as well. During thls period WSEG evolved fur-
- ther to become mainly an adminlstrative monltor, interfacing
between the study sponsors in the DoD and the contractors who

; performed the analytical work.
: In ~onsidering the relevance of the WSEG experlence to
l | a consideration of the analytical support needs of the JCS, it
should be noted that WSEG was never exclusively an instrument
of the JCS. From the first, WSEG was charged wlth supporting
0OSD as well as the JCS, and 1n practice it was administratively
and operationally affillated with the R&D element of 0SD--be 1t
the R&D Board (the early years), the responsible Assistant Sec-
retary (after 1953), or the DDR&E (after 1958). Not all of
WSEG's work was performed for the JCS, therefore, and not all
of WSEG's activities are necessarily geriane to JCS concerns.
Not only was WSEG shared wlth otner users, it was never
the scle source of analytical support for the JCS. Although it
frequently was a preferred source for external studies, the
JCS were also able Lo call on substantial analytical support
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from the Joint Staff 1tself, from the military Services or other
DoD agencies, and directly or indirectly from the outside world
or contractual services. In reviewlng the W3EG experlence,
therefore, this study examines only a portion of the analytical
support that was avallable to the JCS.

The history 1s presented in four parts: the establish-
ment of WSEG, 1947-1948; the first phase, 1949-1955, the second
phase, 1956-1966; and the third phase, 1967-1976. Insofar as
possible and relevant, each part addresses WSEG's organlzatlon,
working arrangements, task assignments, operating procedures,
and study production, in relation to the clrcumstances and
requlirements of the particular period.

Appendix A provides a chronology of WSEG Directors and
Senior Service members from 1948 to 1976, together with a chart
of principal WSEG and IDA counterparts, for reference purposes.

The study 1s based on WSEG records and documents that
were méde avallable when 1t was disestablished in 1976; on
WSEG materials In the flles of 03D and the 0JCS; and on supple-
mentary interviews with some 30 partilicipants and observers.
While specific sources are ildentified in the footnotes, persons
interviewed are not cited Individually but are listed in
Appendix B. The text of the dlrective establishing WSEG is

contained in Appendix C.
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THE ESTABLISHMENT OF WSEG, 1947-1948 j

A. INTRODUCTION

The Weapons Systems Evaluatlon Group was established
on December 11, 1948 by the first Secretary of Defense, James V.

e YR e T R

Forrestal,

...to provide rigorous, unprejudiced and inde-~
pendent analyses and evaluations of present and
future weapons systems under probable future
combat conditions--prepared by the ablest pro-
fessional minds, military and civilian, and the

most advanced analytical methods that can be 1
brought to bear.!

bl et it P -

In his authorlzing statement, the Secretary wrote that he con-
sidered the action "among the most important taken since the .
passage of the National Security Act"?--the 1947 Act that
created his own office, reorganized the armed forces, and set
up a new framework for managing national securilty affairs in
the aftermath of World War II.

By 1948 Secretary Forrestal had already been directly
involved in the formation of WSEG for about a year, from
shortly after he took office as Secratary of Defense in Septem-
ber 1947. Although he did not originate the WSEG proposal, he
endorsed 1t strongly, helped shape it, and shepherded 1t
through the staffing and decision processes that led to 1ts
implementation. Among the hlgh-level officilals who participated

!"Directive, Weapons Systems Evaluations Group," Enc Losure
to SechDef Memorandum for *“he Joint Chiefs of Staff and Chalr-
man, Research and Developiient Board (Dec. 11, 1948).

2"Directive," SecDef Memorandum (Dec. 11, 1948).
5
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in the founding of WSEG, he was clearly one of the leading
sponsors. -

Forrestal left offilce in March 1949, while WSEG was
still getting underway. The original WSEG charter that he
signed was superseded in 1954 and revised several times there-
after. The WSEG organization that he left behlind underwent
major modificatlions over the years, in response to changes in
the analytical requlrements and capabllities of the national
defense establishment. WSEG's primary function shifted, from
the performance of studles and analyses to managing and monitor-
ing them. Yet the underlying concept of WSEG that Forrestal
enunciated in 1948 proved surprisingly durable, and in essence
was still operative when WSEG was disestablished in 1976, some
28 years later. A retrospective look at the origins of WSEG,

the context in which it was founded, and the conceptual approach
of 1ts founders i1s therefore pertinent.

B. CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

1. Defense Organization

When WSEG came into being in December 1948, the organ-
lzational arrangements for national defense were rudimentary
by conparison with those of today. At the Presidential level,
the Nittional Securlty Councll, established by the National
Secur ty Act of 1947 to help integrate domestic, foreign, and
milit: ry policles on a government-wide basis, was still new and

untri d. There was a Secretary of Defense, also a result of

the 1 47 Act, but no Department of Defense as such. The .Secre-
‘ary vas head of the "National Milltary Establishment," a
argely unstructured entity that Ilncluded the Departments of
the Army, Navy, and Alr Torce,
separate and equal Service.

the last newly actlvated as a
Below the RSecretarlal level the
individual Services retained thelr status as separately organ-

ized and administered executive departments and continued to

operate as relatively independent institutions. This was in

6
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keeping with the political climate of the time, which favored
greater coordination among the armed forces but rejected the
1dea of an integrated top command or a unified Department of

3

The Secretary of Defense of that day was essentlally an
coordinator imposed on powerful and cohesive Service

Defense.

overall
departments. He was officlally the "principal assistant" to

the President in natlional securlity matters, but he had little
power or authority to integrate Service plans, programs, or
‘budgets. Until the National Security Act was amended in 1949
and the National Military Establishment was formally converted
into the present Department of Defense, the Secretary of
Defense's authority was defined as "general" direction, author-
ity, and control--the word "general'" expressly intended to pro-
tect the organizational integrity and internal self-management
functions of the Services against OSD intrusion. The Secretary
of Defense was empowered to "supervise and coordinate" budget
submisslons, but he was forbldden by law to maintain hls own
military staff and was limlted to three speclal asslstants, so
that he lacked the staff resources for genulne budgetary con-
trol. Moreover, the three Services had prerogatives of direct
access to the Presldent and Congress cn budgetary and other

matters, so that for gll practlcal purposes the SecDef was, 1in

the words of a prin~ipal ohserver, "a sorv of umplre without

power of decision.™"
The three Sc:rvices were loosely linked at the SecDef

level by four coordinating committees or boards, each organized
along tri-Service lines and staffed wlth Service representatives.
They were the War Council (renamed the Armed Forces Policy

*For an account of the "unification" controversies that
preceded the National Securlty Act of 1947, see Walter Millie,
Armg and the State (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1958),

Chapter 4.
“Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (New York: Jeffrey
Norton Publishers, Inc., 1969), p. 243.
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Council in 1949), which consisted of the Secretary of Defense

plus the Secretarles and milltary Chiefs of all three Services

and handled overall policy questions; the Joint Chlefs of Staff

(regularized as a permanent body by the 1947 Act), which con-

. sisted of the three military Chlefs and the Chief of Staff to

; the President® and met on strategic military matters; the

; Munitions Board (abolished in 1953), which was chaired by a

: civilian appointee and manned by officlals at the under- or
assistant-secretary level from each department and dlscussed

? Aquestions of productlon and procurement; and the Research and

b Development Board (also abolished in 1953), which was headed

t by another clvilian appointee and manned by two representatives

] from each Service, for military R&D.

R IR st a it e - 2 ot

These board-type agencieg served more as Service
i negotliating forums than as executlve mechanlsms for the Secre-
! tary of Detf'ense. With few exceptions, the members were '"double-
hatted" Service officlals who had to divide their time--and
institutional loyaltles--between primary duties at the individ-
ual Service level and corporate functlons at the SecDef level.
Thelr normal mode of operation was to accommodate and compromise.
Members had little incentive to subordinate their own Depart-
; mental perspectives and no means, short of appeal to outside
' authorities, of having thelr differences adjudicated. Thelr
small central staffs or secretariats--comprising only‘loo people
in the case of the Joint Staff, 300 or so for the others--were
hardly a match for the entrenched Service staffs.®

- T

SThe position of Chief of Staff to ihe (ommander-in-Chief
..nsed In March 1949 when the incumben!, Adamiral William D.
wedhy, retired. Leahy acted as presiding officer at JCS meet- :
ings but was not an actual counterpart of today's Chalrman of
vhe JCS8. The present office of Chairman was not established
nnt1l August 1949. See Historical Division, Joint Secretariat,

Toint Chiefs of Staff, Main Features of the Organizational *
livvelopment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Since 1947 (Aug. 18,
L376).

bror v general account of how this system worked, see John

nels, The Management of Defense (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
19645, p. 95-106. g
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The JCS was unique among the four agencies in that the
Chiefs were placed directly under the authority and direction
of the President as well as the SecDef. The 1947 Act formally
designated them as the principal advisers to both the President
and the SecDef (and, in a 1949 amendment, to the Natilonal
Security Council as a body). In their corporate role, they were
charged wilth preparing strategic plans and providing for the
strateglc direction of the armed forces, preparing loglstic
plans and asslgning logistilc responsibllitles among the Services,
establishing unified commands in strateglc areas, formulating
pollcies for Jjoint training and education, and reviewing major
materiel and personnel requirements. As spelled out in the
implementing "Functions Paper'" of April 1948 (approved by the
President and the SecDef) and reiterated in subsequent DoD
directives,’ these responsibilities included specifying mili-
tary requirements for use 1in budgetary planning, to 1nclude
tasks, priority of tasks, and forces required and, in R&D
matters, providing broau strateglc guidance and indicating
generel military requirements, R&D prioritles, and new weapon
asslignments. These remailned the main JCS functions until the
DoD Reorganization Act of 1958, which added further duties in
support of the SecDef's operational command responsibilities.®

The Research and Development Board (RDB) was in prin-
ciple a committee to coordinate the military R&D activities of
all three Services. Its primary tasks were to develop general
R&D policies and procedures, prepare an integrated R&D plan for
the milltary establishment as a whole, coordinate Service R&D

7SecDef Memoranduin to Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Alr
Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Apr. 21, 1948), enclosing
"Fun:tions of the Armed Rorces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff"
(commonly known as the K.y West Agreement), promulgated, with
revisions, as DoD Directive 5100.1, Functions of the Armed
Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, various dates.

®Historical Division, Joint Secretariat, JCS, Organizational
Development.
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budget proposals, and recommend approprlate revisions or shifts
of emphasls in Service programs to minimize unnecessary duplica-
tlon and enhance mutually supporting efforts. The Board was
explicitly enjoined from directing or controlling the "internal
administration'" of Service R&D programs.

The RDB and the JCS were expected to work closely
together as lateral agencles subordinate to the SecDef. One
of the RDB's functions was to advise the JCS regarding the
interactlion of R&D and strategy: namely, to inform the JCS as
to the potential milltary impact of new sclentiflc advances,
the estimated technical performance and time frame of prospec-
tive weapons developments, and the prob: ble military contribu-
tions of ongolng R&D activitles. The JUS were responslovle for
fufﬁishing the RDB wilth guldance as to strategic military value
of weapons'Systems that were proposed or under development, "in
the light of estlimated technical performance and millitary
effectiveness."?

Desplte the presumed functional interdependence of the
JCS and the RDB, however, communication was Iimperfect and
collaboration Infrequent. During the {lrst year after promul-
gatlon of the new Act, each was preoccupled with 1ts own primary
sphere of activity. The JCS were busy clarifying Service Jurils-
dictions ("roles and missions") that had been unsettled by such
developments 1n World War II as the expanded role of alr power,
the emergence of nuclear weapons, and chang'ng strategic and
tactical interrélationships among ground, sca, and air warfare.
The RDB was busy making basic itnventorles oi' Service R&D
projects, promoting stand:rd accounting and reporting procedures,
and starting up sclentifil: and technlcal reviewing machinery.
Before the end of the year, the gap between the JCS and the RDB
was noted as "one of thé'most glaring deflciencies" in the new

*RLB 1/5, "Directive, Re search and Development Board"
(Dec. 18, 1947). '
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national securlity structure,'? and influential leaders like

Secretary Forrestal were examining additlonal mechanlsms--
including the mechanism of an Independent weapons evaluation
agency--as a means to bring national strateglc planning and

modern scientlific technology closer tog?ther.

2. Defense Science and Technology

The status of the RDB and the desire to have its
activities incorporated into the mainstream of strategic mili-
tary planning was a reflection of the generally recognized fact
that scientific and technical factors had become crucially
important In contemporary warfare. Recognition of this was
responsible {or the formation of WSEG and remained a primary
Justification for WSBEG's existence long after the novelty of a
sclentiflc-mllitary partnershilp had worn off.

The prominence of defense-related science and technology
during World War II was not simply a result of the radical
changes they caused in military technology, but because their
application created a whole new order of complexity.in the
planning and conduct of military operations. The invention of
nuclear weapons was obviously a technological breakthrough of
the first magnitude, but the War also stimulated innumerable
innovations and improvements of lesser scope--in ailrcraft,
vanks, and ships; in ordnance and elect 'onlcs, propulsion and
guldance, explosives and fuels, communl:ations and sensors; in
almost every type of mllitary hardware~-whose cumulative effect
was to multliply the range, speed, and power of weapons, add to

the technical complexity of thelr employment, and create unprece-~
dented demands for technical analysis of all kinds.!?

19%tommittee on National Security Organization, Commission
on Organizatlon of the Executive Branch ot the Government
(Hoover Commission), National Securitﬁ Organiaation (Washington,
9

D.C.: Govermment Printing Office, 1949), p.

l15ee Vennevar Bush, Modern Arme and Free Men (Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press, 1949); and Bush's (continued on next page)
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i‘ The tempo of these developments led to something of a
; technological arms race during the war, a "battle of the draw-
5; ing boards," as 1t was called, that brought the nation's uni-
. verslties and laboratories intd the defense effort as never.
before, and enlisted clvilian scientists, engineers, and tech-
. nologlsts in defense activities by the thousands. These men
served as participants at policy and planning levels, as tech-
nical advisers and consultants, and as R&D managers and per-

o rah el Lt Gl SRe S e | ol 4mn..1.m;.ua-i..d

formers. They were of course put to work translating esoteric
sclentiflec knowledge into the development of operable weapons,
as 1in the Manhattan ProjJect, but they were also brought in to
apply their technical knowledge and analytical techniques to
improving weapons utilllzation, as in the'relatively new fleld
of operations research. The techniques of operations research
were in widespread use by the end of the war, applied to such
actlvities as strategic targeting, air defense coordination,
and antisubmarine warfare, and the field was becomlng estab-
lished as an identifiable discipline 1in its own right.?!?

By and large, the World War II mob .lzatlon of scilence
and sclentlists 1n the United States was carrled out neither by
absoroing them directly into the military establishment nor Ly
developing a duplicative set of scilentific arrangements and
resources for mllitary purposes. Rather, the approach was to
bulld on existling institutlions and institutional patterns in
the civil sector, insofar as possible, and to link them to
the military effort by a variety of interconnecting mechanisms.

The traditional American distinctlons vetween government

and private enterprise and traditional cilvillan-military

(cont'd) foreword to Irwin Stewart, Organizing Scientific Re-

search for War (New York: Little, Brown & Co., 1948). Bush

was Director of the Office of Scientlfic Research and Develop- .
ment durlng World War IT.

12Florence N. Trefethen, "A History of Operations Research,"
in Operations Research for Management, J. F. McCloskey and F.
N. Trefethen, eds. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1954).

12




relatlonships and values were generally malntained. Thus, for
example, the Offlce of Sclentific Research and Development,
the topmost government sgency for military R&D, was entirely
outside the military structure and operated on a par with 1t.
It was directed by civillan scilentists, managed its own funds
and programs, and conducted most of its activities through
contractual relationships with universitles and private firms.
The milltary Services themselves, with a dearth of technically
trained military personnel and little in the way of organlic R&D
facilities, also relied heavily on civillan employees and
contractors, even for such "in-house" research centers and
laboratorles as they chose to operate., Operations research
practitioners who worked closely with military units, frequently
in the field, were generally recruited directly from universi-
ties and simply put to work as speclalists. The prevailing
relationshlip was that of a partnership, in which sclentists and
sclentific 1Institutions retained consliderable integrity and
independence and preserved thelr fundamentally civilian char-
acter.!?®

The wartime structure of scilentific-military collabora-
tion was carried irto the postwar period. There had inevitably
been frictions during the War, and conflicts of both substance
and style, but for the most part any iniate military "conserva-
tism" or reslstance to civillan intruslon into traditilonal
military spheres was over.hadowed by the consplcuous accomplish-
ments of the sclentists and techniclans. For all of thelr chaf-
ing under mllitary restrictions and modes of operation, the
civ? ian sclentlists “ound gratlification in thelr new role as
an influential elite. There was an undercurrent of mutual
antipathy and dlstrust that surfaced during the postwar

13s¢e Don K. Price, Govermment and Science (New York: New
York University Press, 1954), Chapters 5 and ©, and The Scien-
tific Estate (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1965) for
an analysis of the hilstorlcal and philosophical underpinnings
of the sclentific role.

13
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controversy over civilian control of atomic energy, but the
basically cooperative relationship survived. The proliferation
of scientific advisory commlittees, boards, and panels linking
the outslide sclentific establishment to military R&D continued.
The wartime Office of Scientific Research and Development was
disestablished, but 1ts unlversity sclence programs were picked
up by agencles 1llke the National Science Foundation and its'
weapens programs were resumed by the Services. The Services
followed the lead of the OSRD, upgrading and strengthening
thelr R&D arrangements at both management and operating levels,
supplementing in-house technlcal activities with external con-
tractual support, and generally preserving the wartime pattern
of government/industry/university relationships.

Each Service also took steps to regularize some form of
operations research capability. In 1946 the Navy reorganized
1ts wartime Operations Research Group as the Operations Evalu-
ation Group (CEG), which was attached to the office ¢f the CNO
but admir “stered under contract by MIT, followlng the mixed
organizational pattern of a number of R&D installations or
laboratories that were operated for the jjovernment by private
universities during the War. In 1948 the Army created its own
parallel organizatlon, the Operations Research Office (ORO),
under the auspices of Johns Hopkins University, which had suc-
cessfully operated wartime R&D facilities for the Navy. After
the Air Force was established as a separate Service in 1947, it
continued to maintaln Operatlions Analysls divislons or sectiors
at Alr Force Headquarters and at variou. Alr Force Commands in
accordance with wartime Army Alr Force practice. The Air Force
also sponsored RAND, begun in 1946 as an experimental project at
tne Louglas Alrcraft Company and expanded in 1948 as an inde-

I endent nonprofit corporation, for accomplishment of longer-range

studles oriented toward future technology and future warfare.
RAND soon achleved conslderable prestige as a "think tankx" and
became the acknowledged leader 1n broadening the scope and

14
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methods of operations research, evolving in the process a
number of techniques such as linear programming and game theory
and venturing far into the systematlc and largely gquantitative
analysis of strategic problems.}!*

Postwar military and pollitical developments added
impetus to these trends 1n defense science and technology.
The tempo of technologlcal change remaiﬁed rapld, accelerated
by breakthroughs in the development of nuclear weapons, Jet
alrcraft, missiles, computers, and other areas. New technology
promlised to transform the shape of future war. Moreover, ten-
sion between the United States and the Soviet Union increased
sharply in 1947 and 1948, enhancing the risk: of a military
showdown in Europe and trigger .ng a reversal of U.S. demoblliza-
tlon and withdrawal programs. Western Europe seemed 1in serious
danger from a formidable new adversary, and the goals of U.S.
national security switched, to "containment" and "collective
security." In mllitary policy there was a new emphasis on
peacetime preparedness, the importance of an advanced scilentific
and technological base, and a determination to retain the lead
in the development and applicatlon of weapons. The pubiic was
reminded that the United States had been fortunate, developing
nuclear weapons first during World Wsr II, but that it had also
coine close to losing several potentlally dangerous technologilcal
races. When the War ended the Germans were well ahead 1n jet
alrcraft, missiies, and rockets, and under other circumstances
such a lead might have been decisive.!?®

l*Denver Research Institute, Contract Research and Develop-
ment Adjuncte of Federal Agencies, a report prepared for the

National Science Foundation (Denver, 1969), Chapters II and III.

For a detailed history and analysis of RAND, see Bruce L. R.
Smith, The RAND Corporation (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1966).

!5Bernard Brodie, "The Scientific Strategists," in Seien-
tists and National Poliey Making, Robert Gilpin and Christopher
Wright, eds. (New York: Columbia University Press, 1964).
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The developments on the international scene put a new
premium on scien*ific and technological contributions to defense,
not only in R&D but also in strategic planning. If future wars
were going to be fought primarily with the weapons and forces
already in existence at the outset, the ablility to make effec-
tive decisions in advance, both 1rn selecting weapons and in
preparing for thelr operational use, was of unquesticnabtle
importance. In thls new era of nuclear weapons and sophlsti-
cated dellvery measures and countermeasures, when past experl-
ence could offer dublous guidance at hest, prior assessment and
declsionmaking were much more diffilcu t, of course, but they
were also much more important. There mfght be much less margin
for error. Moreover, the costs of new weapons were escalating
expnnentlally, so that the budgetary penalities for faulty
cholces were increasingly severe. From any perspective, tne
need for high-quality analytical support to help cope with
these challenges was growlng rapidly.

3. Strategic Issues

The evolutlion of advanced military technology and the
beginnings of the Cold War found the military Services in sub-
stantlal disagreement over such strateglc questions as the
likely spectrum of military threats, the balance of forces
required to defend against them, and the responsibllities and
functions that should he assigned to the forces. These ques-
tious provided the basls for the major defense controversies
that developed during the years right after World War II.

It 1s nelther particularly useful nor even meaningful
to attribute the military controversies of the period primarily
to Service parochialism or attempts at Service aggrandizement.!®

"L rcasonably balanced treatment of these inter-Scrvice
costbroversies 1s provided by Samuel P. Huntington, The Common
Defenee: Strategic Programs in National Politics (New York:
“caumbia University Press, 1961), pp. 369-42F,
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Similar differences also arose in civilian poliltical circles,
where they were regarded as legitimate questions of public
policy, not necessarily ldentiried with organizational ties or
vested lInterests; and similar differences arose within the
Services as well as between them. Nevertheless, the perspec-
tive of each Servlice was strongly lnfluenced by the mission
areas on which 1t focused, the weapons system with which it
was assoclated, and the military doctrines it had formulated.
These perspectives became highly politilcilzed dufing the armed
forces unification debates after the War, and each Service's
point of view intensified during subsequen' budgetary battles.
The result was a serles c¢f emotionally charged dlsputes that
were not readlly amenable to dispasslonate discussion and
analysis.}!’?

Traditional Service roles and missions were 1in consider-
able disarray after World War II. The functional distinctlions
that had separated ground, sea, and alr warfare, wlth each
Service orlented toward defeating counterpart ground, sea, or
alr forces and with each operating distinctive ground, sea, or
alr weapons, were no longer tenable, Modern weapons and methods
of war, as Presldent Elsenhower put 1t in later years, had
"scrambled" traditional Service functions.!® None of the three
Services could fulfill its primary mission wlthout crossing
inter-Service lines, and no major mission could be performed
without the participation of more than one Service. Functional

'"por a detalled acccunt of ‘one of the more famous inter-
Service disputes of thics perlod, see Paul Y. Hammond, "Super
Carriers and B-36 Bombers: Appropriations, Strategy, and Poli-
tics," in American Civil-Military Decisiore, Harold Stein, ed.
(Birmingham, Ala.: University of Alabama Press, 1963).

‘®Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White Housc Years: MWaging Peace,
1956-1961 (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday and Co., Inc. 1965),
p. 250. Eisenhower emerged from World War II convinced, as he
said in submitting his 19%8 reorganization proposals as Presi-
dent, that "separate ground, sea, and alr warfare 1s gone for-
ever." 1Ibid., p. 246, .
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dilsagreements led to inter-Service competition, with overlapping
and duplicative efforts, making it extremely difflcult for deci-
slonmakers to work toward a rational force structure or a unifled
defense budget. When Secretary Forrestal tried to resolve some
of the outstanding Jurisdictional disputes by convening the JCS
at specilal "roles and missions" conferences at Key West and
Newport in March and August of 1948, he succeeded in obtaining
a 8et of compromlses that only ratified Service positions as to
the majJor mission areas while redirectling rivalries into "col-
lateral" or complementary areas. What one Navy admiral called
"the war after the war" continued unabated, and in fact broke
into open confrontation during the next several years.!®

The most contentlous Inter-Service dispute of the time
revolved around strateglc nuclear air power, both with respect
%o its place in defense strategy and wilth respect to Service
roles in 1ts cemployment. Underlying the argument were different
assumptlions about the nature of future war, different estimates
of the dimensions and 1mmedlacy of the threat, and different
assessments of the effilcacy of strateglic nuclear bombardment,
all of which surfaced durlng strategic planning and budgetary
dellberations. Proponents of strateglc alr power advocated
emphasis on s3trateglc nuclear weapons, even at the expense of
other capabilities. They were strongly opposed by defenders
of combined operations and balanced force concepts, who argued
vociferously agalinst excessive rellance on nuclear strlke capa-

bllitles, whether 1n the force structure or in operational
plans.??

19Yuntington, The Common Defense, p. 369; and Walter Millis,
ed., The Forrestal Diaries (New York: Viking Press, 1951),
pp. 389-96, 475-8.

2®Por a detalled account of the arguments, see Warner R.
Schiiling, "The Politics of National Defense: Fiscal 1950" in
Werner R. Schilling, Paul Y. Hammond, and Glenn H. Snyder,
Strategy, Politics, and Dcfense Budgets (New York: Columbla
University Press, 1962), pp. 164-74.
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Both sldes had thelr partisans and there were many
varietles and shades of opinion in between; in general, however,
the arguments coalesced around Service interests. Ailr Force

spokesmen generally advocated nuclear bombing as an effectlve P

strategy that should be under centralized Air Force control.
They criticized competing Naval air capabilitlies as redundant,
and opposed the development of a flush-decked '"super-carrier"
that the Navy was promoting at the time to accommodate nuclear-
capable alrcraft. The Navy maintained that it needed nuclear
strike capabilities, including the capabllity for strilkes against
inland targets, for its mission of controlling the seas, and
that mobile, carricr-based aircraft could meke a unique contri-
butlon to any all-out alr campalgn, complementary and equal in
value to that of the land-based bombers of ‘he Alr Force. 1In
addition, the Navy sought land-based alrcra.'t of 1ts own for
ASW, antishipping, and other naval operatlions, including long-
range aerial reconnalssance, whereas the Alr Force belleved that
Naval aviation should be confined to carriers only. Behind
these arguments were charges on the part of the Alr Force that
the Navy intended to develop a separate strategic alr force,

and on the part of the Navy that the Alr Force intended to take
over the Naval alr arm--suspiclions that were kept allve so long
as Service roles and missions remained somewhat fluid.

There were other unresolved doctrinal differences among
the Services and other 1Inter-Service feuds over Jjurisdiction.
The Army, contemplating a massive ground war in Europe on the
scale of World War II, argued for greater emphasls on fulfill-
ing airlift and close alr support requirementy and clashed with
the Marines over responsibility for sustalned operations beyond
the beaches. The Navy focused on capabilities for controlling
the sea lanes around Europe and into the Mediterranean. The
Air Force stressed long-range bombing as the first priority,
and emphasized forward bases in the United Kingdom for a pre-
dominantly aerial, and relatively short, war. The three
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Services disagreed on many fronts, not only on "national commit-
ments, objectives, and risks," In the words of the National
Security Act, but also on the breferred national military
strategy, the proper types and levels of forces, and the rela-
tive merits of the assoclated weapons systems.

Given these inter-Service rivalries and doctrinal
debates, budgetary decislons became extremely difficult and
pelitically contentious. The JCS found it impossible to come
up wlth a common strateglc outlook, a unified strategic plan,
or a coherent set of military requirements and force goals that
political leaders felt they c¢ould work with. The plans and
programs of the individual Services weré too far apart, and in
some ways too incompatible--as in the case of long versus short
war concepts, or strategic alr versus balanced force capabil-
ities--to be simply added together, coordinated Jointly on the
basis of mutual accommodation and compromlse, or even split
three ways according to arbiltrary ground rules of some king.
When 1in 1948 Secretary Forrestal asked for military views on
allocating defense funds under a Presidentially directed cell-
ing of $15 billion, the uncoordinated Service requests that he
received came to some $30 billion, and the JCS were unable to
cut the total below $23.6 billion, which they consldered the
"absolute minimum."?! Even extraordinavy appeals t¢ rise above
Service loyalties and the threat to take th: decisions out of
JCS hunds--whlch 1is what eventually happened--failed to produce
a solution without outside arbitration. Left to itself, the
joint military process seemed tc resemble a bargaining free-for-
+11 at a tradilng post more than the responsible formulation of
strategic guldance by the supreme military authorities of the
land. 22

217h44.

*2The episode was a fallure for Forrestal as well, who
belleved that the $15 billlion ceiling was unreasonably low and
tried several times without success to (continued on next page)
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' The trials and frustrations of 1948, during which for
the first time Service budgets were consldered together by the
JCS and the SecDef for presentation to the President and Congress
in a single package, convinced Secretary Forrestal that the
organizational machinery of the new Natlonal Security Act was
incapable c¢f deallng effectively with major defense prcblems.
Ironically, this was a personal disillusionment for Forrestal,
who as Secretary of the Navy had been a leading opponent of
greater armed forces unification and a strong critic of greater
centrallzation. After a year as SecDef he was convinced that
the legal authority of both the SecDef and the JCS had to be
strengtheiied, and that both needed greater staff resources in
order to integrate defense policy and medlate force structure
and weapons dilsputes among the Services. He recommended adding
an Undersecretary of Defense, dropplng the Service Secretaries
fror the NSC, deleting the provislion for a Chlef of Staff to
the President, providing a Chairman for the JCS, elther one of
the three Chlefs or an additional person, and eliminating the
100-man limitation on the Joint Staff.??

Among other things, Forrestal was convinced, the SecDef
and the JCS needed independent analytical support in technical
weapons systems matters. Modern technology, he wrote 1n hils
first annual report, had created "confusion and uncertainties"
as to military capabillitles and had led to "honest disagreements"
among the Services as to the relatlive merits of various weapons
systems.?* What effect would strategic bombing have on the
Soviet war effort? Could bombers get through to their targets

(cont'd) persuade the President to raise it. "In the person

of Harry Truman," Forrestal told the press after his final
defeat at the White Houre, "I have seen the most rocklike 3
example of civilian control that.the world has ever witnessed." !
Ibid., p. 199. !

23Naticnal Military Establishment, First Report of the Sec-
retary of Defense (Washington, D. C.: 1948).

24Tbid.




in the face of contemporary radar and Jet flghter defenses?
Could alrcraft carrlers. survive 1n the Medlterranean against

land-based aircraft? Questions such as these--which Forrestal

. had actually raised with the JCS in October 1948 at the height
: of the budget controversy--had long impeded the resolution of

* inter-Service issues, yet appeared susceptlible to objectlve
analysls. Some provision for dealing with them on an impartial
inter-Service basls that incorporated civilian resources and '
technical skills, could posslbly help reduce the areas subject

to unproductive argument and facilitate the Jolnt adjudicatlon
of inter-~Service dilsputes.
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g

There was more than ever an "urgent
need" (as Forrestal had :aid before) for "objective and compe-

tent advice as to the technical capablllitles performance of

présent and probable weapons systems."2?® He was calling, in

essence, for a Weapons Systems Evaluat'!on Group.

g s e T T AT S

C. FORMULATION OF THE WSEG CONCEPT

™=

By the end of [Forrestal's first year as SecDef, the
establishment of some kind of "weapons evaluatlion study group,"
5 as he referred to it in his first annual report,?®

was a fore-
gone conclusion. The l1ldea had been under

conslderation since
3 early 1948, agreed to in principle but held up by differences
‘ between the JCS and the RDB about where the group should be

located and 1ts specifilc terms of reference. These questlons

were not trivial to the participants, but involved the basic

i concept of the group ard 1ts projected role in the military
o eatablishment.

4 2%emo from the SecDe! to the JCS (Feb. 9, 1948), request-
3 ing comments on Draft Memos for the Chairman, RDB, on tech-
a1021 capabllities and pertormance of present and probable

we nons systems (JCS 1812/4, Feb. 9, 1)48).

26
i

trst Keport, p. 7. Forrestal's report mentioned that
the estubiishment of the group might be completed by the time
20 publication; it was announced soon afterward.

22




Dl i ety L T R R L

The WSEG proposal was flrst made to Fcrrestal by Dr.
Vannevar Bush, Chairman of the RDB.2?7 Bush was the foremost
sclentific administrator of World War 1I, a former professor
of electrical englneering at MIT and Preslident of the Carnegle
Institute of Washington. During the War he was simultaneousl¥
Director of the Office of Scientific Résearch and Development
in the Executive Offilce of the President, Chalrman of the New
Weapons and Equipment Board of the JCS, and Chalrman of the
Military Pollicy Committee that served as a board of dilrectors
for the Manhattan Project. When the war ended Bush stayed on
in a leading military R&D role, first as Chairman of the Joint
(Army-Navy) R&D Board and then, after the Natlonal Security
Act of 1947, as Chairman of the RDB under Forrestal.?®

Bush's wartime experience at the natlonal policy level,
and hls wartime associations with senior political and military
authorities as well as the nation's leading civilian sclentilsts,

i cieaad

rave him extraordinary stature and influence. He had earned

the confidence of many of the wartime military leaders, includ-
ing several of the postwar Chiefls. At the same tilme, he was
critical of the JCS as an Institution. He had serlous reserva-
tions about the abillty of the Chiefs to detach themselves

from Service interests and responsibilities and act as a unitary

o kit ST 1 A S o A

body of strategic planners and advigers, and he was dubilous
about their abﬁlity to deal wilth sclen 1fic and technical
matters, such as the pot:intialities of new weapons, without

B - S S & A

the Jdirect 1ntervention H»f outside tec nical experts. He

adveeated a preater role for science ¢ d sclentists in defense
matters, In order Yo briig to bear not only substantive tech-
njcal expertise but also a "scientific polrt of view"--what he

L T TR T T e

liked to refer to as the "dilspassionate, ccld-blooded analysis

2"Mi11lis, The Forrestal Diaries, p. 541.

2 80 - . s . !
!dee Price, Govermment and Seilence, pp. 14Uff., and Vannevar 3

Bush, I'teces of the Action (New York: Morrow, 1970), especially
pp. 50°-80 and 303-4.
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5 or facts and trends." He was also a strong promoter of opera-
tlons research and had done a great deal of missionary work to
further 1t during and after the war.?®
Bush's WSEG proposal was adopted by Forrestal and for-
mally passed on %o the JCS on February 9, 1948, for comments and
suggestions. Bush had already discussed the 1dea with General "
Dwight D. Eisenhower, who was about to retire as Army Chlef of
Staff to become President of Columbila University. Eisenhower
not only proved receptive, but collaborated on the draft memo-

randum that Forrestal sent to the JCS, which was revised in
accordance wlth his suggestions: Elsenhower also brought up

L the idea at a meeting of the War Council (which enabled lorrestal
to refer to 1t as "General Eilsenhower's suggestion"), and at

his last meeting wlth the Joint Chiefs urged them to consider

it favorably. Forrestal subsequently gave credit for the 1ldea

fu to Bush, but he 1nitially counted upon Elsenhower's support to 1
sell 1t to the Jcs.?° |

29Bush summarized his philosophical reflections on sclence
and natilonal security affairs in his Modern Arme and Free Men.
i His criticisms of the JCS, as articulated when he was a member
; of the Rockefeller Commlssion on DoD Organlization, appointed h|
5 by President Elsenhower in 1953, are summarlzed in Paul Y. A
x Hammond, Organiazing for Defenee: The American Military Estab- ]
:
F

lighment in The Twentieth Century (Princcton, N. J.: Princeton X!
University Press, 1961), pp. 256-8; and als specific vicws on
WSEG/JCS malters are expressed 1n a long latter to Dr. Karl T.
Compton, hils successor as Chalrman of the RI'B (Sept. 30, 19.9),
copy din Wh 1 tiles.

L
R 10pgprectal letter to Roscoe Drummonc quoted in Millis, The 1
i rorvectal Diaries, p. S541:  "The real credit is due to Van

# 8h. The idea began perminating in his mind a year ago." 4
X Bush refers to his conversatlions with Bisenhower in . ]
; Pieces of the Aetion, p. 210. Flsenhower': direct participa- [
! iion 1s reported by Forrestal's Adminlistrative Assistant, John )i

k. Ohly (Memorundum for the Secretary, PFeb. 4, 1948), who in-

formed Forrestal that both Bush and Elsenhower concurred in

the dratf't memorandum and that Elsenhower had agreed to promote
oy the Chiefs. "I made these arrangements at the sug-

.Letion of General Gruenther," reported Ohly, "inasmuch as this

is General Elsenhower's last meeting with the Joint Chlefs, and

his opinion carries great weight."
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It is not surprising that Elsenhower was sympathetic
to the idea. As Army Chief of Staff in 1947 he had established
an Advanced Study Branch in the Plans and Operations Division
of the'Army General Staff, familiarly known in the Army as
the "Buck Rogers Committee," to consider long-range develop-
: ments in future warfare; moreover, he had a high personal
@ ) regard for broad-gauged sclentists and was a severe critic of
? . military parochiallsm during the unificatlion controversiles.
These views were manifested amply when he became President.?!
As described by Forrestal, the WSEG proposal was for
"a centrally located, impartial and highly qualified group" to
provide "the most objective and competent advice obtainable
concerning the technical capabilitles and performance of present
and future weapons systems."®? There were ambiguities in the
phrase "technical capabilities and performance," as the JCS
soon perceived, but 1t was c¢lear that the intended purpose and
scope of the group went far beyond the R&D function. The group
was to supporf the SecDef and the JCS, not merely the RDB; it
was to consider present as well as future weapons; and 1t was to
cover "performance" (perhaps "technical" performance) as well as
"technical capabillities." Its inputs were expected to be of use
in formulating war plans, asslgning roles and missions, and ad-
dressing simllar strateglc and operational matters, as well as
* in making R&D decisions. Thus, in Forrestal's draft memo:
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Beca'ise of the ever-lncreasing influence of
sclentific developments on the art of warfare,
the Joint Chlefs of Staff and I must have the
most objective and competent advice obtainablic
concerning the technical capabilities and per-
formance of present and probable weapons sys-
temg. We must algo have thoroughly impartial

*1Interviews. On the latter point, see especlally James R.
Killian, Jr., Sputnik, Scientists, and Eisenhower (Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press, 1977).

!2praft SecDef Memo for the RDB, transmitted for comments in
SecDef Memo for the JCS of Feb. 9, 1948 (see fn. 25, p. 22).
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and reliable information about the relation-
ships among various possible weapons systems in
terms of the time required for, and the feasi-
bility of, thelr development, the practicabll-
ity of their production in quantity, their
technical capabllities and limitations, and

thelr comparative costs in terms of money,
effort, and critical materials.. These techni-
cal factors may, in my opinion, profoundly

affect the answers to many of the vital ques-
tlons which face us--decislions:-as to the probable
character of warfare at various future dates, the
formulation of war plans, the assignment of roles
and missions, etc. [emphasis -added].??

Forrestal's draft memo 1s also notable for its repeated
emphasis on the ideal of impartiallty, and for its specific
focus on the importance of objectlve analyslis from a supra-

Service perspective:

In dealing with technical matters of this char-
acter, both the Jcint Chiefs and myself require
conglderably more than the very necessary, but
none the less separate, evaluationg of the
several departments, each of which has a re-
sponsibllity only for the development and
procurement of particular types of weapons.
There remains a rneed for a centrally located,
impartial and highly qualified group which,
from a technical standpoint can objectively
analyze each component program, and examline

the programs of each department in their
relationship to the programs of the other
(emphasis added].?®"

Pinally, Forrestal did not say that the RDB was 1n the
best position to undertake the task of r.oviding this "expert
cnd ot jectlve advice" merely because of its R&D purview, although
that 18 important; it was "because of the close relationship of
the RDB with scilentists, and with other: who are qualified to
express technical Jjudgments on question.: of this character."?®

'3 pid.
$YTbid.
?31bid.
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The initial JCS reaction to the proposal ﬁas hesitation,
primarlly because of apprehensions that such a group might
Infringe on JCS functions. The Jolnt Strategic Survey Committee,
one of the senior committees of the 0JCS dealing with studies
and policles on joint matters and on national security affairs,3®
cautioned that the "technical" evaluations of such a group might
becone "operational evaluatlons" and thus encroach on the statu-
tory responsibilities of the JCS or the Services. It did not’
object to the formatlon of the group as such but recommended
modifications in 1its terms of reference to ensure that the JCS
would not necessarily be committed to 1ts technlcal or other
evaluations in making their "strategic appraisals."?3’

The new Chlef of Staff of the Army, General Omar N.
Bradley (who a year later became the first Chairman of the JCS),
took an eve.) stronger stand. He interpreted the Forrestal memo
as charging the RDB with "operational analyses" of weapons sys-
tems while stlll leaving the JCS with the responsiblillty for
their "strateglc appraisal." Since operational analysis was
an essentlial preliminary to strategic appralsal, he wrote, for-
feiting the former to the RDB would put the Board in position to
"dictate" sirategic conslderations to the JCS. He recommended
that the JCS have the JSSC study the advisability of establlishing
an operational analysis group within the 0JCS instead.?3®

38The 0JCS at this time consisted of two elements--the Joint
Staff and the Joint Committees. The Joint Staff consisted of
three staff groups: Strateglc Plans; Intelligence; and Logis-
tics Plans. The Joint Commlttees included the JSSC and such
groups as the Joint Intelligence Committee, the Joint Strateglc
Plans Committee, the Joint Logistlcs Plans Committee, etc. See
First Report, Appendix A, "Report of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to the Secretary of Defense." :

37Report from the JSSC to the JCS, "Proposed Directive to the
RDB..." (JCS 18l2/5, Feb. 27, 1948).

3%Chief of Staff, USA, Memo to JCS, "Proposed Directive to
the RDB..." (JCS 1812/6, Mar. 29, 1948), UNCLASSIFIED. The
other Service Chlefs at ‘hls time were Adm. Louls E. Denfeld
(CNO, December 1947-Octoher 1948) and Gen. Hoyt S. Vanderberg
(CSAF, April 1948-May 19'.3).
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Bradley's objectlons clearly had an 1lmpact, but were
lot, however, the final word. The JCS formally responded to
Forrestal on April 23. They did not object to the establlishment
of the proposed "Analysls Group of the RDB," but recommended
stipulations in its terms of reference to preclude any infringe-
ment on the prerogatives of the JCS. They recommended that the
gronp be limited to "technical" matters rveferred to it by the
SecDef and the JCS, with the specific provliso that 1ts evalu-
ations be considered advisory only and r - binding.3®

Forrestal took no lmmediate action but kept the matter
open fer discussion. He walted for a report from an ad hoc
committee of scientists appointed by t e RDB to review the
general problem of weapons systems eva.uation“® and respondea
to the JCS on July 12 with a revised set of draft instructions
to establish what he now called a "Weapons Systems Evaluatilon
Group." In hils reply he concurred with the stipulation that
the group's findings be advisory only, but he did not agree to
limit the group's work to tasks requested by the SecDef and the
JCS, or fo "technical evaluations" alone. He felt that the
group should serve the RDB, as well as the SecDef and JCS, and
perform evaluations and analyses for all three, with reports
going directly to the requesting agency and with the head of
the group empowered to eslablish relat ve priorities in consul-
tatlon with all three ag. :leg (with r solution by the 3ecDef
hims~lf in the event of disagreement). As to limiting the scope
ard kind ¢ analysis of {the group to "teochnical" evaluation,
Porre tal was clecarly opposed:

I want to be very explicit as to the scope and

kind of evaluation and analysis which I intend

this group to undertake. T agree with the ad
hoc committee [of the KDI}] that it would be

PY 100 Memo to SecDef, "Proposed Directive to the RDB..."
rJger L¥L2/8, Apr. 23, 1948).

“Ohe committee consisted of L. V. Berkner ({hairman),
freae tel L, Hovde, Alfred Loomis, and William Shecckley.
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unwise to attempt to divide the pieces of

T evaluation, as I visualize it, into techni-

cal and other components. The interrelation.

ships are so close, and the advantages of a

i unitary and integrated approach to partlcular

v questions are such, that any attempted divi-

\ sion of the function ... would *e difficult, if

K not impossible. I therefore do not intend or

L ' desire that this group should restrict itself,

i when considering matters presented to it, to

. only the technical phases thereof, as sug-
gested by some, and to do so would, in my

3 opinion, serlously detract from its value. 1In

B view of the advisory character of the group, I

can see no disadvantages in this approach, and

of course the JCS or the Secretary of Defense

would in no wise be precluded from themselves

undertaking the analysls or evaluation of a

o problem from any standpoint which seemed rele-

vant in dlscharging thelr responsibilities....

b1

Forrestal also added an appeal for JCS cooperatlon and
a note cof assurance. He sald that the value of the undertaking
depended heavily on the extent to which the JCS itself. used the
P, group and on the development of a high degree of mutual confi-
E

—— e

dence in the relationship between the JCS and the group. He

: promlsed to see to it that the JCS recelved any studies that

% dealt with questlions relating to thelr responsiblilities. More-

f over, "as time goes by and experlence accumulates" he would

ﬁ . welcome any JCS recommendations for changes in the group's

organization or location to improve its effectiveness.'?

3 The JCS stood their ground. They replied that they
concurred in the need for the group, but defended the distinc-
tion between strategic appraisal ("evaluations and appraisals
of the strategic value of weapons systems and military effec-
tiveness under envisaged combat conditions"), which was a JCS

~ responsibility, and technical evaluation ("estimated technical

“13ecDef Memo for the .JCR, "Establi.hment of a Weapons Sys-
tems Evaluation Group in “he RDB" (JCS 1812/9, July 12, 1948).

““1pid.
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performance and the interaction of R&D and strategy"), which
was a functlon of the RDB, and they suggested that each agency
was entitled to conduct the evaluations and analyses appropri-
ate to its principai responsibilities, collaborating as neces-
sary. They proposed to establish their own Weapons Systems
Evaluation Committee, directly under the JCS on a level wlth
the JSSC, staffed by both military and sclentiflc personnel,
to perform strategic appralsals as defined--"Evaluatlons and
appralsals of the strategic'value of weapons systems and thelr
military erffectiveness, under envisaged combat conditlions"--
looking to the RDB "and any technical e i1luation group that
may be established" for advice on technical issues.*?® Thus,
the 1ssue seemed to be deadlccked.

On a purely legallstic basis, the questlon of Jurisdic-
tion certainly appears moot. The JCS cited the RDB directive
as the basis for the "strateglc appralsal" responsibility, but
thls directlve only assigned the function to the JCS in an R&D
context ("appraise the strategic value of major weapons systems

3 proposed for or in process of development"**), which was nar-

% rower than the scope envisaged by Forrestal. The same was true

;f of the RDB authority for "technical" evaluation, assuming that

g the latter could be precisely defined: the RDB charter referred

ﬁ to tuthority for "estimated technical performance ... of weapons
systems proposed for or in the process of development." C(Clar-

;2 ifying these legallstic claims was hardly likely to settle the
' real questlon. The WSEG proposal went beyond R&D; Bush knew
it, lorrestal knew it, and the JCS knew it, too.

“3JCS Memo for SecDef, "Establishment of a Weapons Systems
Evaluation Committee" (JCS 1812/10, July 28, 1948).

"SRUP 1/5, "Directive, Research anc Development Board."
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D. THE FINAL DECISION

Forrestal set about breaking the JCS-RDEB deadlock over
WSEQ during the following month, August 1948, by acting as a
mediator tryilng to reach a decision through conference and
accommodation if at all possible. He held at least three high-
level meetings during the month at which WéEG was discussed,
on August 12 and 17 and then on August 23, when he met with

- the JCS at Newport, R. I., at the Naval War College ("away from

the telephone," Forrestal said“®) to settle outstanding roles
and mission questlions still pending after the Key West Confer-
ence of the previous March. The WSEG question was the third
item on the Newport agenda, after such preeminent subjects as
the control and dlrection of atomic operatlions and clarifica-
tion of the term "primary mission" 1n the basic functlons paper.
In explaining why WSEG should be included among such lmportant
questions, Walter Millils, the military hlstorian and editor of
the Forrestal papers, described the WSEG proposal as a "thorny
subject" that touched on pivotal 1issues:

Sound military evaluation of avallable or pro-.

spective weapons systems was not only of first

importance in gulding research on, and develop~-

ment of, the new 1lnstruments of war, but bore

directly on all the current controversies as to

bombers versus fighters, alr versus surface, and

so on. An evaluation group would have great

power; and its establishment had been held up

by an argument as to whether it should be con-

trolled primarily by the clvilian head of the

Research and Development Board or be directly

under the military control of the Joint Chiefs.“®

By this time the WSEG declsion had come down to a choilce
between organizing the group under the RDB, as first proposed
by Bush, or organizing 1 under the JCS, Bradley's counterpro-

posal. At the end of July, prior to the August meetings, Bush

““Mi1lis, The Forrestal Diaries, pp. U76~T.
“61bid.
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made a compromlse suggestion--in effect that the group be
established by order of the SecDef and operate temporarily (for
1 to 3 years) as a Joint agency under both the RDB and the JCS.
At the end of that time 1t could be attached directly to eithef
one or the other.“’ Forrestal's reaction at his August 17 meet-
ing, Just before the Newport Conference, was that he wanteda a
solution that was acceptable to both Bush and Bradley; that he
preferred the Bush compromlse proposal but would be agreeable
to whichever alternative Bush and Bradley could settle on."*®
When the subjJect was taken up at Newport, Forrestal
and the JCS--Bush was not there--arrived at a "consensus" on
the main question but not on the detalls. According to the
Conference record kept by Forrestal's specilal assistant for
policy and organizational matters, John H. Ohly, the JCS agreed
that the establishment of a weapons evaluation group was
"desirable and necessary" but there was no final decision on
the precise form of organization. "It appeared to be the con-
sensus," wrote Ohly, that the group should be organized
directly under the JCS but that the JCS should "¢all upon Dr.
Bush to organize the group and get 1t operating." It was
also suggested that the chlef or deputy chief of the group
(whichever was the civilian job) might well be nominated by
the RDB. Forrestal would discuss the matter with Bush when
Bush returned to Washington, after which there would be another
meeting of the JCS.*?

*7Chairman, RDB, Memo for the SecDef, "Evaluation of Future
Weapons Systems" (July 2%, 1948).

“8Interviews.

*3John H. Ohly, Memo f r Record (Au;. 23, 1948), "Newport
Conference--Summary of Ccnclusions Reached and Decisions Made,"
in 0SD files, UNCLASSIFIFD. Another dvcision recorded by
Ohly was that Bush shoult be invited tc participate more
fully and directly in thc work of the JCS and should be asked
to uit with the JCS "on 1l appropriate occasions." It is
not clear that this led to any basic change in RDB-JCS rela-
tionships.
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The "consensus" at Newport to put WSEG under the JCS
appeared to decide the central 1ssue railsed by Bradley about
the original proposal, but did not preclude an influential role
for the RDB, particularly in organizing the group and getting
it underway. If the subject matter for evaluation was broader
than R&D, 1f it included present weapons as Well as new weapons

"proposed for or under development," and if, however "technical"

the group's orlentation, 1ts analytical scope extended beyond
the technological aspects into the area of operational employ-
ment, then the purposes and output of the group were more
directly pertinent to the strategic domain of the JCS than the
RDB. To put 1t more accurately in terms of the technological-
strategic Interactions that were of concern to both agencies,
the group was less on the RDB and more on the JCS side of the
balance. Bush himself conceded this point later on, while
8t1ll finding reasons to argue against unilateral JCS control:
I agree entirely that the normal flow of con-

clusions from WSEG should be to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to there become embedded into

broader judgments.S5?

On the other hand, Bush's July compromlse proposal,
which provided for an 1lnitial period of dual sponsorship, in
which the RDB could well have a major influence on how the

group's essentilally technical contributions were to be integrated

into its activitles, and perhaps also could see to 1t that the

group's capabilities were properly used, was still under actlve

consideration. The problem was how to implement 1t.

After the Newport decision, 1t took another 6 weeks to
draft an implementing directive, and it was another 2 months
before the directive was officlally approved in final form, on
December 11, 1948. The long delay was due to continuing con-
flicts and frictions between the RDB and the JCS and some mis-
understandings among the participants.

5%Vannevar Bush to Dr. Karl T. Comptcn (Sept. 30, 1949).
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Most of the details concerning organization and term
of reference were worked out and translated into a draft direc-
tive by Vannevar Bush, who was still Chalrman of the RDB untll
mid-October, MajJ. Gen. Alfred M. Gruenther, Director cof the
Joint Staff, and John M. Ohly, Speclal Assistant to the Sec-
Def.5%! The essential points, prepared in draft by October 11
and finally 1ssued with minor changes of wording on December 11,
were as follows:>?

(1) WSEG was established by both the JCS and the RDB,
with the concurrence of the SecDef, in recognition of
the need for combined "technical" and "operational"
evaluation.

(2) The purpose of WSEG was "to provide rigorous,
unprejudliced, and independent analyses and evalua-
tions of present and future weapons systems under
probable future combat conditions--prepared by the
ablest professional minds, military and civilian, and
the most advanced analytical methods that can be
brought to bear."

(3) The group would make studies at the request of the
SecDef, the JCS, or the RDB.

(4) The group's findings and conclusions would be
advisory and not binding.

(5) The group would be headed by a Director, appointed
by the SecDef with the advice of the JCS and the RDB
from among senior military officers of the millitary
establishment.

(6) The group would also have a Re:earch Director,
appointed by the Director with the concurrence of the
SecDef, the RDB, and the JCS, who would be 1ts chief
sclentific officer and direct the work of the group
under the general supervision of the Director.

Siinterviews.

>2Memorandum from the Executive Secretary, RDB (Oct. 11,
1948), enclosing Draft Directive for the proposed Weapons
Systems Evaluation Group, RDB 150/3, Draft #6 (Oct. 5, 1948)
(JCcs 1812/12, Oct. 14, 1948). The final version, RDB 150/3,
Draft #8, was approved and 1ssued by SecDef Memorandum (Dec. 11,
1948y (Jcs 1812/15, Dec. 15, 1948).
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(7) The Director would consult with the Research Direc-
tor on the assignment of miiltary personnel and the
appointment of civillan personnel.

(8) The Director would coasult with “he JCS and RDB

prior to accepting requests, satisfying himself as to
the acceptability, feasibility, and relative priority
of tasks, referring any serious disagreements to the

SecDef. ‘
(9) Except where the JCS or RDB or both were clearly
not concerned, all reports would be submitted to them
for comment. Formal submission of reports to the re-
questing party would include such comments.

(10) Once the Group was organized, and staffed, and
working effectively, it was expected that 1t would be
transferred from the RDB and become "a component" of

the JCg.%?®
The October draft thus provided for the establishment

of WSEG under dual JCS/RDB arrangements, as suggested in Bush's
compromise proposal of July, with eventual assignment to the
JC3, as settled at Newport; the dual relationshlp of the RDB
and JCS was preserved for organlzatvion, tasking, and reporting

on studles.
Why this draft directive remalned in limbo for 2 months

is not entirely clear from the available documentary record.
There were no further formal actions by the principals involved
until December 1, when Forrestal forwarded the last draft of the
directive, essentlally a finalized verslon of the October 11

draft, to the JCS for comment.$*

There are several jpossible explanations for the delay.
A Hoover Commission task group on defense organilzation that
had been active during the summer and fall of 1948 and was
favorably Impressed with the WSEG proposal indicated that there

3For the complete directive, see Appendix C.

S% SecDef Memorandum to the CCS requesting formal JCS con-
slderation of the proposed directive, already approved by the
RDB. "I am most anxious that the Group in question be organ-
lzed at the earliest possible date, and would therefore appreci-
ate actlon by you as a matter of priority." (JCS 1812/13,

Dec. 1, 1948).
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had been contilnuing differences between the RDB and the JCS,
and implled that there were still mlsgivings on the JCS side.

In its report, dated November 15, 1948, the Hoover task group
wrote:

Some witnesses have stated that the Joint Chiefs
of Staff seem skeptical of the importance of
technical weapons evaluation; on the other hand,
the Committee was also told that the Joint Chiefs
of Staff was keenly aware of the necessity for a
weapons systems evaluation group. But for months
this important question has remained unsolved be-
cause of conflicts of opinion as to how the jolnt
group should be set up and where it should be
located.

The Jolnt Chiefs of Staff feel that thelr
strategic responsibility musat not be impaired,
vet the simple fact 1is that tle Joint Chiefs of
Staff 1s not now equipped for technical evalua-
tion. Such evaluatlon requires personnel with
special abilities 1n scientific analysis of a
sort not generally found in uniform. The situ-
ation is not good news for the American taxpayer,
who 1s spending over $600 million a year on mil-
itary scientiflc research and development....

It should be immedlately corrected.5?®

The Hoover committee proposed that WSEG be established immedi-
ately, if not by agreement between the JCS and the RDB then by
directive settling the matter by the SecDef.56

Anotner source, Don K. Price, who was not then on the
scene but 1is well qualified to comment on the situation because
of his knowledge of the circumstances and subsequent service on
the RDB, alsc characterized the JCS as "dubilous" about WSECG and
~oncluded that they accerted the WSEG proposal "grudgingly."$7

However, Dr. Karl T. Compton, who succeeded Vannevar
Susn as Chalrman of the RDB on October 15, attributed the delay
to a misunderstanding. In a letter to Vannevar Bush a year

**loover Commission, National Security Organization, p. 68.
**Ivid., p. 19.

57Price, Government and Science, p. 177. Price was Deputy
Cnairman of the RDB in 1952-53.
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later, Compton wrote that when he took over the RDB and the
WSEG question came up, he found the WSEG proposal blocked by
Air Force representatives on the RDB:

Not yet knowlng what 1t was all about, I with-

drew the l1tem and went to see General Vanden-

berg [then Air Force Chief of Staff] to discover

the source of the opposition. It appeared that

Vandenberg's opposition was due to fear that

the RDB would continue indefinitely to sponsor

WSEG, whereas Vandenberg felt that ultimately

the principal value of WSEG was to provide guild-

ance 1n its rfleld to the JCS.

So far as I knew from the background, this

was everybody's idea and the only difficulty

seemed to be that the proposal presented ...

was indefinite as to time.S®
As a result, said Compton, he and Vandenberg reaffirmed the
understandings lncorporated in the final version of the charter:
that the RDB would sponsor the initial formation and organiza-
tlon of WSEG with the expectation of turning over the sponsor-
ship to the JCS at the end of one year, but 1f at the end of
one year "WSECG had not yet reached the strength of personnel,
organization, and experlence to proceed without help," then
the RDB could request an extension. "Under such clrcumstances,"
Compton reported, "Vandenberg said he would be the first to
support such an extension."®® 1In its final version, the WSEG

directive accordingly included the following provision:

2l ekl

It 1s expected that, after an ir itial period of
organigzation and trial, the Group will have
proved 1ts worth and will then become a com-
ponent of the JCS. The Group shall therefore
be transferred to JCS one year after the date
of 1ts authorizatiosn, subject, however to the
provision that RDB may at that time request of
JCS a postponement of thls transfer in the
event that the one year period has been insuf-
ficlent to have established the Group as an

58Karl T. Compton to Dr. Vannevar Bush (Oct. 7, 1949),
letter 1n WSEG files.

597bid.
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adequately staffed and effectlvely working
organization, $?

Compton's recollection seems plausible, in view of the
substantlial agreement already reached on the maln WSEG 1ssues,
as shown in the avallable documents. If there were lingering
JCS doubts and suspiclons, it is 1likely that Compton succeeded
In smoothing them over.

In any case, by December 1948 Forrestal was pressing for
action. Coincildentally, a flrst-class weupons controversy was
bullding up among the Services that seemed ripe for the kind of
Impartlal analytical support at the supra-Service level that
WSEG was deslgned to provide: the clash over strategic ailr-
power,

- Aim. Louls E. Denfeld, the CNO, specifically alluded
to this point a year later, durlng Congressional hearings on
the B-36/carrier controversy:

There nave been serlous differences of opinilon

between the Services with regard to the empha-

sls to be placed on so-called strategic bombing

as a part of strategic air warfare. These dif-

ferences of opinion have been a source of concern

to many officials. This concern was, in fact,

largely responsible for th2 establlshment of the

Weapons Systems Evaluatilion Group....

The Joint Chiefs of Staff took two steps,
both of which I strongly supported....
The first step resulted in the establishment

b the Secretary of Deflense ot the Weapons Sys-

toms Evaluation iroup....®%!

Once Forrestal approved the WSHG directive, officilally
ac: ' ating WSEG on December 11, 1948, it was left to Gen.
“dru.nther, the Director of the Joint Staff, and Compton of the
RDB to confer on implementatlon, including the initial step of

5% See Appendix C.

t-5.8., Congress, House of Representatives, The National

e wnse rogram--Unification and Strategy, Hearings before
th. - Committee on Armed Services, 81st Cong., lst sess. (October
TG4 )Y, 1. 351=2,

38

o - e e St T M Tk R i mn o bl s - Lk




ST W T ——

T e e

N BT e e

selecting a WSEG Director. They agreed quickly on a candidate,
and on January 3, 1949, Adm. Leahy for the JCS and Compton
for the RDB Jjointly recommended the appointment of Lt. Gen.
John E. Hull, USA. Gen. Hull was then Commanding General,
U.S. Army, Pacific. He had served in the Operations Division
of the War Department under Gen. George C, Marshall during
World War II, and as Commander, U.S. Army, Paciflc, commanded
the JCS task force conducting the nuclear weapons tests at
Eniwetok in 1947. Forrestal readily approved the cholce and
WSEG was underway.®?

The essentlal elements of the WSEG concept, as they
emerged from the extensive deliberations and were expressed in
the WSEG charter, were clear. They can be summarized as

follows:

(1) WSEG was to be an analytical support agency, to per-
form studies and analyses at the JCS/DOD (supra-Service)
level in order to support decisionmaking at that level.

(2) Its analytical purpose was to integrite operational
military and scientific/technical considerations in an
area in which military and technlcal factors were

highly interrelated.

(3) Its studies were to be conducted by some kind of
mixed arrangement combining professional military inputs
on a multli-Service basis with civilian szientific or

technical inputs.

(4) The central goal of the organlzation was objectivity,
in particular to ensure against Service or other biases

in 1ts studies.

This concept was not necessarily easy to put into prac-
tice. The success of the undertaking would depend on many
factors, among them, as Forrestal had written the JCS in July,
the extent to which the JCS used the organization in discharg-
ing its own responsibilities, and the desree of mutual confidence
and cooperation that developed between tie JCS and the g!loup.

€2JCcs8 1812/16 (Jan. 5, 1949).
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ﬁ In the fina! analysis, he saild, "The group will serve a useful
purpose only as it can provide help to those who have the
responsibllity of making declsions,"€3
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5 ef Memo for J. 8, "Establishnent of a Weapon. System ‘
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THE FIRST PHASE, 1949-1955

A. IMPLEMENTING THE WSEG DIRECTIVE

1. Early Actions

WSEG was officially activated on December 11, 1948; Lt.
Gen. John E. Hull, USA, was designated as Director on January 3,
1949; and the formation of the group was announced to the press
on January 7, 1949. During the next 6 months WSEG acquired fhe
principal attributes of a going concern: top management, a
working staff, organizational structure, operating procedures,
and, as an analytical support group, a study‘program. These
details were worked out by the Director of the Joint Staff,
the Chairman of the RDB, and the Director of WSEG. Tﬁe three
of them together initiated most of the organlizational patterns
and procedures that governed WSEG's activities for the next
several years.

The direct involvement of the DJS, then Maj. Gen. Alfred
M. Gruenther, USA, and the Chairman of the RDB, Dr. Karl T.
Compton (who had succeeded Vannevar Bush in October 948), set
the precedent of dual JCS/RDB responsibility for WSEG matters
and reaffirmed the fact of hiph-level interest in its future
development. (en. Gruenther occupled a key position in the
defense establishment, working closely with Forrestal as the
primary liaison between the OSD and the JCS and functioning in
effect as the principal military adviser to the SecDef.!

1See Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State
(Cambridre: Harvard University Press, 1959), p. U47.
Uruenther attended most important meetings at the White House
as well as the Pentagon, accompanied Forrestal on major trips,
and was frequently utilized as an intermediary in doing busi-

ness with the JCS. i1
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Compton, Fresldent of MIT from 1930 to 1948 and a member of the
World Way, II "triumvirate" of leading defense scientists (a’ong
with his predecessor at the RNB, Vannevar Bush, and Dr. James B.
Conanv, icesident of Harv rd;,? was a national figure in his
own right and had long operated at top policy levels.

The farst step in implementing the WSEG directive was .
the selectlon of G2n. Hull as Director. Hull, who was stationed
in Hawaill at the tlme, was brought'to Washington for preliminary
conferences in mid-January 1949 and took up his new dutiles on ’
PFebruary 21. The second step was the appouintment of a civilian
Research Director, Dr. Philip M. Morse, & professor of physics '
at MIT with outstanding credentials 1n military operations
research.' The appointment wrs approved on January 25 and

_Morse arrived for duty in March.

The next steps were to outline the inltial organization
and operating arrangements, and to begin the procurement of
additional military and civilian personnel.“

Herbert . York and G. Allen Greb, "Military Research and
Develorment: A Postwar History," Bulletin of the Atomie Sei-
enttgte (January 1977). In World War II, Compton was a member
of the National) Defense Research Committee, head of OSRD field
activities, and a member of the advisory committee on the
aton.¢ bomb. When he returned to MIT after the war, he remalned
active as a JCS and Presidentlal consultant in evaluating the
postwar atomic bomb tests.

S T ST s SOV RS JEE v oY S Som s S

i st

‘Nuring World War II Morse was Chairman of the National
Renearch Comiilttee on Souna Control, Director of the MIT Under-
water Sound Luaboratory, Director of the Naval Operations Group,
nnd Assigtaat Chilef (under Compton) of the OLRD Otf't'ice of Fleld
services., From 1946 to 1948 he was Director of the Brookhaven
Hatlonal Laborutoery, one of the country's main nuclear research

inatallations, and from 1947 to 1949 he served as a trustee of
the RAND Corporation.,

il el

“Unlegs ¢.herwise noted, the materia! 12 this section is
hagsed on WSEG, "fetory of the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group, .
! Deo, 7u48-1 Sep., 1943 (hereafter cited as WSTCG Listory, §
Voil. T, and on WSEG, Development of WSEG, 1949-1959, which 1s .
a gollegtion of important documents and documentary excerpts. :
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It was understood from the beginning that WSEG would be
kept rather small. Initial proJections were that the staff
might number about 35 by mid-1949 and perhaps 50 by mid-1950,
supplemented as necessary by part-time consultants. These tar-
gets were achieved, in the main, by borrowing people from ORO,
OEG, RAND, and similar organizations. By Séptember 1949 the
total complement of personnel numbered 43, including 35 pro-
fesslonals, half military and half civilian. By mid-1951 the
total was 53, of whom 38 were professionals, 19 military and 19
civilian, including those on loan. The slze of the staff grew
slowly over the next several years to a total of 70 by mid-1953,
of whom 5C were professionals, 26 military and 24 civilian.
WSEG's total slze and the roughly equal balance of millitary
and civilian personnel were controlled by 0SD, which monitored
WSEG's military and civilian persornnel allocations year by year.$

The initial organization and composition of WSEG were
determined by its multi-Service character and its technical
mission.® On the millitary side the group was modelled along
Joint staff lines, in accordance with the expectation that WSEG
would ultimately be absorbed into the 0JCS structure. The
Director's position, filled by a three-star ofricer, was ex-
pected to rotate among the Services on a regular basis. The
Director was supported by three senior military representatives,
one from each Ser"ice, at the two-star level. These had largely
advisory; Tunctions in managing the group but an influentlal role
as authoritative Service spokesmen and reviewers. There was a
small Executive Secretariat, largely military, to handle routine

S'or the initial proje ttor ;, see Acting Executive Officer,
WSEG, Memo for Administrative fficer, 0SD, "Brief of Job
Descriptions for WSKF~" (Mar. 11, 1949). Other personnel data
are taken from various volumes of the WSEG distory and from
the ?SAF Staff Study, Weapons Systeme Evaluation Croup (Sept. 8,
1953).

Details of the initial organization are based on the first
edition of the WSEG Handbook, prepared for the orientation of
incoming personnel (Mar. 16, 1949).
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administration, document control, security, and the like. The

renmaining military staff, almost all of whom were senior fileld

grade officers equally divlded among the three Services, as in

the 0JCS, were, for administrative purposes, nominally members

of a "Military Studles and Liaison Division"; in practice they

were assigned with clvilian analysts to the ad hoc study teams

assembled as requlired. Again, 1n accordance with joint princi-

a ples and practices, each Service was represented on each study

%1 team wlth one or more officers.

The civilian professionals were formally included in an

b "Analysls and Evaluation Division" under the civiliaun Research

i Director (who was also Deputy Director of WSEG as a whole). 1In

;‘ crder to carry out the study tasks, the division was subdivided
into project sections or groups, headed by project leaders and

F organized as required to study specific problems. These groups

| included military officers from the Mllitary Studies and Liailson

Ei Division who were assigned to the civilian Research Director and

&

{ project leaders to asslst 1n accomplishing project activities.
j While t.c:: was no expliclt rule agalinst military officers serv-
: ing as project (or subproject) leaders, this was relatively

) rare--apart from any question of competence or expertilse, 1t

i was generally much easler for civilians to don the mantle of

| impartiality on inter-Service question:.

;; A six-member Review Board was established to donsult
with the Director on tasks and tusk priorities, review the
results of studies, and advlise on publication and distribution

of reports. The Board was chaired by the civilian Research

irector, and included the three senlor Service representatives
~lur two senior civilians from the Studles and Analysis Divi-
sion. Although 1ts functions were advisory, the Board was
clearly intended to carry welpht with the Director and provide
voth A multi-Scrvice and a combined civlilian/military perspec-
Eive + the overall management c¢f the group.

!
%
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The internal organization of WSEG was primarily a matter

of administrative convenlence rather than functional or opera-
tional significance. It was a loose structure, designed pri-
marily for flexibility and to accommodate a varlety of shifting
study tasks, avolding rigid distinctions or fixed command lines.
: It specified that overall responsibility would rest with the

3 Director, who could exercise '"general supervision" of studies

at his discretion, while still allowing latitude to the Research
Director-~the "chief sclentific officer of the group" as the
WSEG directive called him--as the official in direct charge of
the analytical work. It did not attempt to overformalize or

e eyl T AT T T

overdefine a division of labor or working relatlionship between
the Director and the Research Director, or between military and
civilians, but in effect assumed that such arrangements were
best left to the participants to work out informally. It
proviied for multi-Service participation in studles and multi-

E Servi:e reviews without requiring a multi-Service approval pro-
cess Tor final evaluations or decis*ons. It provided a basis
for combining civilian technical and analytical expertlse with
professional military experience without ralsing questions of

hierarchy or rank order. The primary focus of the new organ-
ization was intended to be the study project, and the basic
operating unit was intended to be the mixed project team. As
the first WSEG Handbook expressed 1t: '

Since WSEG wlll always be a small team, with
the closest cooperation between all members, it
1s intended that hard and fast organizational
barriers wlll never develop 1inslide the Group....
Pree and full discussion between members of the
Group on questions of interest 1s not only de-
sirable, but 1is essentlal if tl2 Group is to
benefit from the ideas of its n:mbers....’

The authors were evidently aware that WSEG was in many respects
a unigque organlzation that would requlr-e unusual approaches.

A P S SN R R S U P o

"Ibid., p. 13.




Military officers were assigned to WSEG for a regular
2- to 3-year tour of duty, as in the Joint Staff, but there
were also provisions for the temporary assignment of "military
consultants" as required, and in fact in the first year there
were three such consultants, one from each Service. Civilian
professionals were categorized in various ways. The Research
Director was a ftemporary employte on é personal service contract
that was 1ndividually negotiated as to tenure (Morse, the first,
3 agreed to take the job for a year). Other professional staff
; members were permanent employees, most of them at the GS-13 to
GS~15 level; consultants without compensation (WOC), such as
those borrowed from ORQO, RAND, and elsewhere; or consultants
when-actually-employed (WAE), such as those brought in for

temporary perlods or part-time duties from universities or
industrial firms.®

? WSEG was clearly recognized ags the kind of organization
that depended heavily for 1lts effectiveness on the quality of
the people assoclated with 1t. In the beginning, personnel

i selection was facllitated by the prominence of WSEG's patrons

i and the attraction of 1ts anticipated importance in matters of
{ national defense. Hull and Morse were outstanding leaders, as
both thelr previous and subsequent careers attested: Hull went
on to a fourth star after hls WSEG tour and after his military
retirement served 1n elder statesman capaclties with such groups
as the Gaither Panel of 1957 and President Elsenhower's Board

A of Consultants on Forelyn Intellipence; Morse continued his aca-

i

2 demic carcer at MIT as one of the country's foremost theorists
] and teachers of operations rescarch.

¢
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3 The firgt contingent of genlor Service representatives
wiig also noteworthy for distingulshed reputation and a generally
analytically oriented bent. It included then Maj. Gen. James M,
Gavin, U'A, Commander of the 82nd Airborne Division in World

L' Bl HSEG iatory, Vol. 1, Ch. 1V, "Administrative Devel-
cphment,
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War II and subsequently one of the Army's leading strategic
thinkers in the fields of tactical nuclear weapons, mlssiles,
and space matters; Maj. Gen. E. W. Barnes, USAF, former Command-
ing General of the 13th Air Force and Commandant of the Alr
Command and Staff School at Maxwell Air Force Base orior to jhls
WSEG assignment; and Rear Adm. W. S. Parsons, USN, who worked
with Vannevar Bush on the development of the radio proximity
fuze and as part of the Manhattan ProJect on the atomic bomb,
became the bomb commander and weaponeer of the B-29 that dropped
the atomic bomb at Hiroshima, and later served as Navy member of
the Military Llalson Committee to the AEC and Deputy Commander
(to Gen. Hull) of the joint task force that conducted the Enil-
wetok nuclear tests in 1047.°

The other military and civilian staff members were like-
wise of generally high callber. Among the origlnal military
officers were Comdr. Horacio Rlvero, who later became Vice CNO,
and Lt. Col. Alfred D. Starbird, who became Director of the .
Defense Communications Agency and occupied other important OSD
positions, including in recent years Director of Test and Evalu-
ation in DDR&E. The civilians were conspicuous for thelr com-
bination of scientific backgrounds and wartime experience 1n
military operations research, so that they fitted into WSEG
work without a major perilod of adjustment. Among them were
senlor analysts like Dr. George I. Welch, a physlcist and mine
warfare specialilst during World War IXI with the Navy Bureau of
Ordnance and the 14th Air Force in China, member of the Stra-
tegic Bombing Survey 1n Japan, and an operations analyst 1in OEG
prior to joining WSEG; Dr. William J. Hor.-.', also with the
Navy Bureau of Ordnance during the war and ‘- ubsequently with

SWSEG History, Vol. I. 1In September 1949, while at WSEG,
Adm. Parsons served on President Truman's specilal committee to
evaluate the first Sovie! atomlic explosion, along with Vannevar
Bush, J. Robert Oppenheiliier, and Robert ¥. Bacher. See Harry S.
Truman, Memoire, Vol. II. Years of Trial und Hope (Garden City,
N. Y.: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1956), p. 306.
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QOEG; and Dr. Ernst H. Plesset, who served 1n the Radlation
Laboratory of the Manhattan Project, Joined the Douglas Alr-
craft Corporation at the end of the war, and was one of the

5 original staff members of the RAND project when 1t was formed.!?
i WSEG experienced considerable difficulty in obtaining
permanent c¢ivillan analysts, however, and durlng its early

iﬂ years--1n fact, untll the mid-1950's, when 1t converted com-

' pletely to contract operatlons--1it relied heavlily on the expedi-
ent of borrowing people from other agencles and using outslde
contractors or consultants to fi1ll its needs. At that time
operations research was not a profession for which people re-
ceived formal university training. As in World War II,
individuals with the requisite background in scientific and

| technical flelds acquired an interest in military problems on

L their own and gained thelr experience "on the Job." The

| reservolr of analysts trailned in World War II was at that time
quite small relative to the demand, which was growing rapidly
with the general expansion of the national defense effort dur-
ing the late 1940's and early 1950's and the concurrent spread

: of operatlons research in government and industry. The opera-

3 tions research agencles of each of the military Services, for
example, were in the midst of an accelerated growth phase.

ﬁ Desplte WSEG's newness and zonslderable prestige value, recrult-
ing qualified civilians continued to be a problem.'!’

TR
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2. Development of the Study Program

WSEG was ready to begin work by the spring of 1949, at
a time when significant events were occcurring in the defense
world. The Truman adminlstration had been 1lnaugurated in

January 1949. Secretary Forrestal resigned and was succeeded by

—_ 1

1oTpi1d. 1
ligee Bripht Wilson (Director of Research), Memo for 1
Gen. Keyes (Director of WSEG), "A Personnel l'olicy for WSEG" i
(Sept. 18, 1952). i
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a new Secretary of Defense, Louls Johnson, in March. Debate
was underway 1in the administration and Congress on amendments
to the National Security Act, proposed by the Hoover Commission
in January and signed into law in August, to strengthen the
authority of the SecDef, transform the Natlonal Mllitary Estab-
lishment into an executive Departrnent of Defense, drop the
Service secretaries from the NSC, and add a nonvoting Chairman
to the JCS.'2 In the interim General Eisenhower was back in
Washlington from Columbia University, “or perlods of a week or
more at a time, acting as senlor military consultant to the
SecDef, sitting as de facto chairman at JCS meetings (until
Gen. Omar N. Bradley, USA, formally took over as the first

Chairman in August 1949), and working on defense orgaznization
and other matters. In yet another round of budget-cutting, the
SecDef was on the verge of cancelling the Navy's new flush-deck
carrier, which he did in April 1949, precipitating the "revolt
»f the admirals" and the heated B-36/carrier contrcversy that
reached a climax during major Congressional hearings in the
fall.!?® The Soviets were not far away from their first atomic
explosion, which took place on August 29, 1949.

In March 1949 Gen. Hull began an informal series of
dialogues, conferences, and negotliations with the 0JCS, the RDB,
and the Services, all aimed at the development of an initial pro-
gram of studles for WSEG. Durlng the course of the next several
months Hull received a formidable list of proposals, including
questions of considerable national importance (such as the most
controversial issue of the day, strategic airpower), which in
total were well beyond WSEG's embryonic capabilities. Months of
staff coordination and a number of high level decislons on ques-
tions of taslk formulation, priorities, scheduling, and the like
were required before an acceptable prosram of studles was adopted.

'23ee Rels, Management of Defense, Chapter VILI, on the 1949
amendments to the Natlional Security Act.

'3 Hammond, "Super Carriers and B-36 Bombers."
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Wilthout attempting to retrace, step by step, the process
of developlng the filrst WSEG study program, it 1s worth noting
the highlights that reflect some of the initial perceptions of
WSEG and what it was expected to accompllish in the way of ana-

%V lytical support. The procedures that were followed and the
3 considerations that influenced the selection of study tasks are

1llustrative of the working relationships that began to- take
%v form. A

The potentlally close relationship between WSEG work
and the most urgent defense protlems of the perlod was evident
in the suggestions proposed on April 15, 1949, by the DJS, Gen.

i
i‘
b Gruenther, in response to an informal query from Hull as to
@ 0JCS study requirements:

¢

|

T=

(1) An evaluation of ground to air guided
missiles related to time and R&D expectancy
vig-a-vis antlaircraft.

(a) Static defense of targets of the
_ general type to be defended in the zone of
1 ’ the interior,
X (b) Defense of forward installations in
5 the combat and communicatlions zones, and
¥ (c) Defense of front line groups and
[ installatlons agalnst alr attack.

; (2) Determination of the military worth of
’ offensive mining, air and surface

(3) Evaluation of the military worth and
effectiveness of air to ground rulded misslles
for support of ground forces ar opposed to pro-
vision of such support by guns ind/or by con-
ventional bombs

(4) Evaluation of the military worth and
effectiveness of ground to ground guided mis~ i
s1les for close support of operatlonsg in rela- ,
tion to provislon of such support by tactical .
alrerafit and heavy guns

(5) Evaluation of the effectiveness of a

hunter-killer gPOU? as a weapon system in anti-
submarine warfare.'"

YWwsEG History, Vol. I, pp. 35-6.
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At the same time, in a separate memo, the Director,
Plans anrd Operations, USAF, Maj. Gen. Samuel E. Anderson,

propeosed three others:

(1) An evaluation of the success of the
strategic alr offensive '

(2) Defense of the US againét alr attack

(3) Improving bombing accuracy, i.e.,
improving the individual and group proficiency
of bombardiers.?'’

None of the above problems could be conslidered trivial,
- inappropriate for a combined military/technical analytical study
agency like WSEG, or outside the scope of major JCS responsi-
bilities at the supra-Service level. They seem ambitlous, in
retrospect, but that was in keeping with the underlying WSEG

concept. The most 1mportant was obviously the evaluation of

T TR TR T T e RAL v

the strateglic air offensive, as proposed by Gen. Anderson: 1t
had a direct bearing on baslic national security concepts, war
plans, force postures, and military budpets; it involved con-
tentious doctrinal and other 1ssues among professional military
leaders, and it had become a politically divisive issue in the
country at large, shaking public confldence in the management
of the armed forces. 1

The proposal that WSEG evaluate strateglc alr offensive

-

operations could be traced back to Secretary Forrestal's queries
to the JCS in October 1948 during the battle over the $15-bil-
lion defense budget, before WSEG was established. Forrestal at
that time asked a two-~part question: ¥First, what were the
chances of successful delivery of atomic bombs by aircraft
igainst Soviet defenses; and second, assuming successful deliv-
:ry, what would be the effect on the enemy war effory.!®

[TV PO

1%1bid. It is interesting to note that Gen. Anderson later
became Director of WSEG, in August 1954,

l8porrestal actually forwarded the question in two separate
memo#, on Oct. 23 and 25, 19U48. See WSEG History, Vol. 1,
PpD. ué-g, and Adm. Denfeld's testimony in The National Defenae
Program, House Armed Services Committee, pp. 351-2.
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The first part of the query was first referred by the
JCS to the Alr Force, which responded in February 1949 to the
effect that the strateglc alr offensive could be executed as
planned, providing it had first call on avallable resources.
The second part of the question, on potential effects, was
referred to an ad hoc committee of the JCS (the Harmon Com-
mittee, or Board, named after its chairman, Lt. Gen. H. R.
Harmon, USAF), which apparently became embroiled in controversy
over baslc intelligence data on the U.S.S.R.!7

The dellvery issue became an open dispute. The Secre-
tary of the Air Force, Stuart Symington, assured Forrestal that
the Strategic Air Command could drop the atomic bomb where and
when 1t was directed to, a claim that was followed up by major
briefings in March and April 1949 to the JCS and the President
showing what SAC planned to do in case of war. The presenta-
tions did not go unchallenged, and on April 21 President Truman
sent a memorandum to the new SecDef that essentlally repeated
the glst of Forrestal's basic questilons:

Yesterday afternoon [wrote the President] I

listened with 1interest to an Alr Force presenta-

tion of plans for strateglic bombing operations,

in the event of war, agalnst a potentlal enemy.

I should llke to examine an evaluation by the

Jolnt Chlefs of Staff of the chances of success-~

ful delivery of bombs as contemplated by this

plan, together with a joint evaluation of the

results to be expected by such bombing.?!®

Seeretary Johnson replied that the JCS were already at
vorl onosuch an evaluation in response to Forrestal's prior
reqesty that there were scerious differences amonp the Chiefs
re 1o the type of evaluation that should be conducted and the
validity of the intelligence data that was required; and that

rernpemapm e IR TR EENE L
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171Ibid.
Y8Tpuman, Memoirs, Vol. II, p. 305. Tri:xan cites this as

i edample of his deslre to have important questions fully
stndled befole making up hils mind.
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the JCS expected such an evaluation to take a full year. This
was on Aprll 27. A few days later, on May 3, the JCS informed
the SecDef that they had informally notified WSEG of the problem
and asked WSEG to conduct the desired evaluation as a matter of
the highest priority.!?

The strategic bombing evaluation first suggested by Gen.
Anderson now went to the head of the list of topiles from the
0JCS. On May 18 Gen. Hull rent the JCS a draft of & proposed
WSEG study program that inciuded a formulation of the strategic
bombing problem as the first priority task, followed by four of
the other topics that had been discussed. On May 23 Hull and
Dr. Morse met with the DJS and the "Deputy Chiefs"--the Opera-

tions Deputles--to consider the draft program, which was out-
lined as follows:

(1) An evaluation of the results to be
expected should current strategic air offen-
sive plans be implemented

(a) Capability of bomber formations to
reach assigned aiming points...

(b) Degree of accuracy to be expected
in dropping bomb load...

(¢) Material damage to be expected as
result of bombing, together with psychologi-
cal effect and loss of l1life...

(d) Resultant effect on enemy's capa-
bllity and will to make war.

(2) An evaluation of the effectiveness of:
present and projected antisubmarine warfare
weapons and weapons systems

(a) Air
(b) Surface and sub-surface

(3) An evaluation of the military worth and
effectlveness of present and projected air
defense weapons and weapons systems

(a) Interceptor aircraft

(b) Antiaircraft guns

(c) Surface to air and alir to air mis-
siles

(d) Electronic devices

|
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(4) An evaluation of the effectiveness
of present projected aircraft carrler task
force weapons and weapons systems.

(5) An evaluation of the military worth
and effectiveness of present and projected
ground force weapons

(a) For offensive purposes

(b) For defensive purposes...??®

The meeting with the Ops Deps focused on the first prob-
lem. The Obs Deps agreed on the wordlng of the first two parts
of the task--on bomber penetration and bombing accuracy--but
declded to defer consideration of the second two parts, on
expected damage and effects, whlle they assessed the require-
ment to repeat or redo the work of the Harmon Board.

Meanwhile, Congress had gotten wind of claims by Navy
fllers that they could shoot down the B-36, on which the Alr
Force based its most dramatic strateglic bombing clalms. On
May 19 the House Armed Services Committee formally proposed that
appropriate agenclies of the armed forces conduct "impartial
tests" of the vulnerability of the B-36 to simulated attacks
by USN and USAF interceptors. The SecDef transmitted the
Committee's proposal to the JCS, who recommended against such
tests unless conducted as part of the overall evaluation of
strategic bombing under WSEG. When the Ops Deps ralsed the
possibllity of such tests at the May 23 meeting, Hull and Morse
took the position that WSEGC had insufficlent manpower to take
charye of them, but offered to help plan and evaluate the re-
sults, should the JCS decide to conduct them. The Ops Deps
apreed, 2!

The econsensus reached at the May 23 meeting with the
upu Deps was accepted as informal authorization for WSEG to
proceed nt least with the first two parts of the strategic
bombing task. Gen. Hull and Dr. Morse, working in close

2O%SEG History, Vol. I, pp. 38-9.
SWaka History, Vol. I, pp. 39-40.
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collaboration, chose an overall civilian project leader
(Horvath) and assembled a project team, consisting cof about
two-thirds of the staff, 13 civilian and 9 military personnel,
with a mixture of civilian and military subproject leaders fgr
different parts of the study and, in dn 1llustration of the
organization's nonhierarchical approach to studles, two of the
three flag-rank military representatives and the Assistant
Director of Research (Welch) assigned as team members. The
group made an early trip to SAC headquarters for briefings by
Lt. Gen. Curtis LeMay, the Commanding General, on SAC opera-
tional plans. Requests for supporting studles and data were
sent out to the Weather Analysis Group of the Air Force, Aber-
deen Proving Ground, Service operations research agencles, and
other sources, and high altitude interception test information
was requested of the Air Force and the Navy.??

With the first major task underway, Gen. Hull proceeded
to finalize the remainder of the initial study program. On
June 20 he circulated a revised draft of the program, asking
for comments from the RDB as well as from the 0JCS and WSEG
staffs. He noted that WSEG would be unable to initiate all
tasks simultaneously and that the strategic air problem had
first priority, but that he wished to include the other tasks
in the progrhm, without setting a timetable as yet, in crder to
have a basis for future planning and staff recruitment. Two of
the Ops Deps (Lt. Gen. A. C. Wedemeyer, USA, and Vice Adm. A. D.
Struble, USN) reiterated that it might not be necessary for WSEG
to reevaluate the findings of the Harmon Committee as part of
1ts own strategic bombing study, and both the DJS and the DCS/
Ops of the Air For:e (Lt. Gen. L. Norstid) suggested that WSEG
submit a detalled :.ask outline in each instance prior to under-
taking the other studies.??

225FG History, Vol. T, Ch. III, "Operational Developments."

23Ty1d.  The Harmon Committee report was forwarded to the
SecDef on July 28, 1949,
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In his comments on the WSEG tasks the Executive
Secretary of the RDB, Dr. Robert F. Rinehart, discussed some
general guidelines for tasking WSEG. Rinehart observed that
i of the five projects on the proposed 1ist only one, air defense,
involved the operations of more than one Service to any extent.
Strateglic air bombardment was chiefly an Alr Force responsibil- -
ity, ASW and carrier task forces were predominantly Navy, and
b the last task involved practically the whole fleld of Army
j operations. He questioned whether WSEG as an agency of the
National Military Establishment and not of any one Service
should focus so strongly on single-Service problems. He con-
ceded that there might be a valid rationale for having a uni-

é Service problem taken up by an impartial high-level group,
especilally 1f, as in the case of strateglc bombing, the problem
was high on the list of natlonal prilorltles, but suggested

that generally 1t was preferable to encourage the Services to
improve their own analysis of their own problems. WSEG, he

] felt, could make 1ts unique contribution by directing its efforts
B toward the analysis of jolint or multi-Service problems, of which
there were many.2?* The issues raised by Rinehart were appar-

% ently not resolved at thls time, and they recurred a number of

5 times during the WSEG experience. :
F On August 12 Gen. Hull submltted a final draft of the

3 list of studies to the JCS for formal approval. He had already
: cleared the list with the RDB and 1lncorporated the main sugges-
tions of the DJS and the Ops Deps--lncluding the addition of

»

L el i i,

o

)
E, another task, on weapons systems for alrborne operatlions. On
September 1 the JCS officlally approved the following as the
first WSEG study program: . ;
2%Lxecutive Secretary, RDB, Memo for Director, WSEG (Juiy '

15, 1949). Rinehart, a mathematician and wartime operations
analyst, resumed his academic career but returned in 1962 to

work with WSEG as Director of the Weapons Systems Evaluation
Division of TDA.
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1. It 1s requested that the wWeapons Systems
Evaluation Group undertake immedlately the fol-
lowing project:
a. An evaluation of the results to be
expected should strateglc alr offensive
plarns bhe implemented.
(1) Capability of bomber formations
: to reach assigned aiming points in tar-
i get system considering means available,
i probable degree of opposition, training
and loglstical requirements and such other
' factors as are revealed to be pertinent.
(2) Degree of accuracy to be expected
in dropping bomb load...
(3) Material damage and loss of 1life
3 to be expected as a result of bombing,
: together with consideration of possible
b psychological effects...
: (4) Resultant effect on enemy's mili-
E tary capabilities or potentilal.
i t. Certaln aspect of the problem included
A under (3) and (4) above have been evaluated by
g the Harmon Committee.... It 1s desired, there-
b

fore, that the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group
devote 1ts attentlon initially to those phases
of the problem listed under (1) and (2).
; Should the conclusions resulting from these
. studies indicate 1ts desirabllity, the Weapons
Systems Evaluatlon Group is requested to pro-
ceed with a review of the findings of the
Harmon Committee 1nsofar as they pertaln to
the subject matter listed under (3) above.

¢. Although for the present 1t 1s not in-
tended that the scope of the study include the
subject matter listed under (4) above, the
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group should keep
In mind that at some later date 1t may be
requested to cover this aspect also.

2. As rapldly as staffing capabllities permit,
it is requested that the Weapons Systems Evaluation
Group undertake the following additional projects,
Insofar as possible in the priority in which
listed:

a. Ar evaluation of the effectiveness of
present and projected antisubmarine warfare
weapons and weapons systems.

b. An evaluatlon of the mlilitary worth
and effectiveness of present and projected

weapon3 and weapons systems for airborne
operations.
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¢. An evaluaticn of the effectiveness
of present and projected carriler task force
weapons and weapons systems.
d. An evaluation of the military worth
and effectiveness of present projected alr
defense weapons and weapons systems.
e. An evaluation of the military worth
and effectiveness of present and projected
ground force weapons and weapons systems. .

3. Prior to conslderation of each of the filve

projJects listed in paragraph 2, a detalled outline

of the procedures to be followed and the objec~ .

tives of the evaluatlon will be forwarded to

the Joint Chilefs of Staff for approval.?’

When he received this directive, Morse saild, "Now we are
legitimate." 28

' In view of the overriding priority and high-level

interest in the strategic bombing study, and WSEG's limited
resources, none of the other five tasks on the basic JCS list--
ASW, airborne operations, aircraft carrier forces, alr defense,
or ground force weapons-~was formally designated as a project
or recelved appreclable attention during the remainder of 1949,
Two other small projects were initiatéd, however, as a resul.
of ad hoc requests. The first, orliginated in the RDB and for-
warded to WSEG by the JCS in July 1949, was on nuclear propulsion
for aircraft. The Alr Force and Navy were sponsoring a Jjoint
R&D project on nuclear alrcraft engines, and the RDB belleved
1t desirable to have a Joint study of the operational utility
and relative strategic worth of nuclear-powered aircraft for
furtrer puldance in R&D declslons. The AEC was Interested, both
“ervicees backed the idea, and the JCS concurred with tasking
J3EG to conduct the study. A parallel request was made on
August 31 for a WSEG study on the militiry potentialities of ’
ruclear-powered submarines, which at that time were in
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“.icn 1812/18, "Projects for Consideration by the Weapons
. ssiems Fvaluation Group" (Sept. 1, 1949),

*SworG History, Vol. I, p. 47.
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exploratory development, and again the JCS concurred and for-
warded & task statement to WSEG.?’

Throughout the fall and winter of 1949 and into early
1950 WSEC was 1n something of a spotlight because of the air-
? power controversy. Congress held extensive hearings on the
question in Occober, during which WSEG and its ongoing strategic
bombing study were mentioned frejguently, in favorable terms, as
che potential source of authoritative, objective evaluations of
some of the principal issues. Congressmen cited the JCS memo

to the SecDef of the previous May, in which the JCS gzave prom-
: inent play to WSEG:
FA

TR RERR T

F e e e e

1 The JCS are engaged in a study and evaluation of

i strateglc bombing as well as other weapons and

e weapons systems.... The study and evaluation

" will furnish the most reliable sciler.tific basis

3~ for conclusions concerning strategic plans anz

weapons procurement and development. This pro-

cess will include thorough consideration of many

3 of the questions by the recently formed Weapons

' _ Systems Evaluation Group, where techniques of
scientific analysis will be applied to determine:
the r=latlve effectiveness of current and pro-

g Jected weapons systems. It will also include

! from time to time, whenever field data are re-

quired, the conduct of joilnt exercises and Joint

tests under simulated combat conditions. The

full participation of the Weapons Systems Evalu-

ation Group 1n this work should permit better

and more complete evaluations, a requirement

wh'ch was in mind when the group was established.?2®
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Asked by one Congressman whether the disputed performance char-
acteristics of the B-36 should not be a proper subject for
resolution by WSEG, Adm. Arthur W. Radford, then CINCPACFLT
(and later, in 1954, Chairman of the JCF), said he agreed:
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27 ySEG History, Vol. I, pp. 7h-6, and Vol. II (Sept. 1, 1949
to June 30, 1950), pr. 35-47.

28 JCS memo to the SecDef, "High Altitude Airecraft Intercept
- Tests" (May 27, 1949), cited in The National Defense Program, :
House Armed Services Committee, p. 611. 3
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I think that that will ultimately be the pro-
cedure, and 1 feel 1t will be an efficlent
method of settling such problems. Unfortun-
ately, it wasn't organized in time to handle
this one...?° '

During the hearings the Chalrman of the JCS, Gen. Omar N.
Bradley, was critical of both the Alr Force and the Navy for
presenting contradictory facts and conclusions, saying

...to answer assertion with assertion would
only carry on this hearing indefinitely, 1t
wouid serve no useful purpose. This 1is espe-
clally true when all of the Services and thelir
leaders are agreed that this weapon can best
be tested by the Weapons Evaluation Group.?3?

Most explleclt of all, however, was Secretary Johnson:

You have heard from fervent adnercnts of both
the Alr Force and the Navy. From what you have
neard, I belleve you will agree with me in com-
mending the wisdom of Secretary Forrestal, who
established the Weapons Systems Evaluation
Group for the express purpose of obtaining the
most competent and objective professional judg-
ment on a matter where virulent unilateral atti-
tudes have heretofore been the rule. It is cur
hope, through the Weapons Systems Evaluation
Group, to bring the capabilities of various
weapons--of all the weapons systems, including
the B-36--out of the area of interservice contro-
versy and into the area of fact.... A compre-
hensive and detalled analysis on which we can
place confidence can, in my opinion, only come
finally from such an agency as the Weapons Sy:-
tems Evaluation Group, and there will be some
who will chzlle ige even the view f this group
when 1t comes uiong, but I know of no better
process than that and T am gl:d Mr. Forrestal
Lot 1t well und:r way.?!

9 1he National Defense Preogram, House Armed Services Com-
mittee, pp. 62-3.

30 Thid., p. 521.
3171bid., p. 614.
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Comments such as this obviously c¢redited the new organ-
ization with a pivotal role in future defense decisionmaking,
and the House Armed Services Committee lent 1ts blessing to the
idea in its rinal report. Although 14 fumbled badly with WSEG's
name, the Committee stated, among 1ts coanclusions:

The evaluation of the B-36 is properly within
the province of the Joint Wezpons Systems
Evaluation Board ([sic]; future mass procure-
ment of weapons should not be undertaken untll
the recommendations of this Board, zxcept in
times of emergenc¥, are avallable to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.?

i ] i, e, v kod] 55 T 8 N i St il i, N S £t ;.va

3. The Dual Sponsorship Issue

During rhe development of WSEG's 1nitial study program
and the group's immediate 1nvolvement with one of the burning
issnues of the day, WSEG was perceived primarily as a mechanism
of the JCS, although not entirely so. It was physical}y and
procedurally close to the CJCS, in keeping with the original
understanding that ai.er a year or so of dual sponsorship by the
JCS and the RDB it would revert to the JCS., Its work was also
functionally assoclated with JCS responsibilitlies in weapons
systems areas, as most of the references to WSEG in the B-36/
strateglic airpower hearings implled. However, WSEG's relation-
shios to these elements of the decislonmaking “tructure 1in
the Pentagon were far from settled.

From the beginning the need for physical proximity to
the JCS was assumed wlthout question. WSEG was located in the
Pentagon, first in temporary quarters near the JCS but by Sep-
tember 1949--after the statutory ceiling on the Joint Staff was
raised from 100 to 210 officers--inside a new, expanded 0JCS
restricted area. Administrative services for WSEG were initially
provided by 0SD, but security procedures, report formats, filing
systems, and the like were all patterned after those of the JCS

327he National Defense Program, Hou: » Armed Services Com-
mittee, pp. 53=-6.
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and conrformed to JCS administratlve instructions, agaln 1in the
expectation that after a transitlonal period WSEG would be
attached to the JCS.??

During the tformativ: period, while WSEG was being organ-
ized and 1ts study program being developed, most WSEG business

was transacted in the flrst instance with the 0JCS, with the

RDB as the secondary partneirr. Gen. Hull discussed the proposed

projects with representatives ol both the RDB and the JCS, but

he formally submitted the draft list to the JCS, and he accepted

tasks according to priorities indicated by the JCS. The direc-
tive governing the study program noted that the projects had
been dlscussed wlti. the Chairman of th= RDB, but the authoriz-
ing document was 1l:isued by the JC3, not Joinfly with the RDB,
and it falled to specify elther coordination with or concurrence
by the RDB.

It is not clear that these procedural formallties were
considered urtoward or that they reflected any difficulties
between WSEG and 1ts two sponsors, but as the end of WSEG's
first year approached the question of dual JCS/RDB sponsorship
was reopened. Vannevar Bush (who had left the RDB the year
before but kepu in touch with the progress of WSEG from his

position as President of the Carnegle Instltution in Washington)

wrote tc hls successor =2t the RDB, Dr. Karl T. Compton, argulng

strongly against the impending transfer of WSEG to the JCS:

It secms to me that WSEG should maintain
its essentlal Independence if it 1s to perform
adequately the very 1important functions which
lie before 1t. I belleve 1t would be a serious
error at thls time to place 1t directly under

the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff....
He had @ hlgh regard for the members of .he JCS, Bush explained,
but he doubted whether they could be exyp.cted to display the
necess:r'y supra-Service perspectives and impartiality:

33 ysEG History, Vol. I, pp. 22-4,
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Each of the members of the Joint Chlefs of

Staff ... 18 the chief officer of a service.
think I do not need to argue that as yet they

and thelr organizatlion have not yet attalned to
that detachment from service 1nterests and re-

anonsibilities which enables them to act in
unitary fashion for the establishment of our
primary military policy for this country.

The analytical organizations of the services were valuable, he
sald, but none of them was 1n the poslition to perform the type
of overall analysis that was necessary at the national level:

There should be 1n addition WSEG, and there
is, but 1t should not report to these same indil-
viduals. Its considerations should be avallsgble
to them. It should work upon problems which
they propose.... DBut 1ts analyses should not
be subject to control by reason of individual
service considerations. Nelther should 1t be
blocked at any point 1n presenting those con-
clusions ... by reason of any narrow service
interest whatever.

Bush also raised the question of the technical competence and
handling of technical issues among the Chlefs:

If the Joint Chiefs of Staff themselves were
highly skillled in sclentific analysls we might
have a different situation, but they are not and
should not be. I do not believe that they should
directly control an affair whilch they cannot in
the nature of things themselves fully understand.
Rather I helleve that they should have 1its opin-
ions, and while they might draw conclusions at
varlance therewith because of other factors,
those concluslions based on scientific analysis
should never be suppressed or distorted. Rather
they should stand in thelr own light and i1f over-
ridden by reason of other conslderations the fact
that thls 1s beilng done should be clear on the
record.

Moreover, the JCS would possibly be the galiners--"They need the
protection themselves of an independent WSEG"--

A considerable section of the country 1s ...
convinced that military men in upper echclons
do not understand such things [the potentialities
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of new weapons] and are likely to be over con-
servative, and are likely to push into the
background matters of great technlcal moment....
One of the strongest arguments that cculd be

made to the contrary ... would be to point out %

an independent, strongly staffed WSEG consti- b

\ tuted for the very purpose of examining into v R
T such matters from the scientific point of view. E

I belleve the time will come when the Joint
Chiefs themselves will be glad to assert strongly

that independence is an essential part of modern *
planning. 3"

It 1s not unlikely that Bush had a specifilc purpose in
: mind when he wrote this letter, beyond merely expressing his

% philosophical outlook. It was written after conversations with

? Hull and Morse on WSEG's progress, and at a time when the public

; controversy over strateglic alrpower lent substance to the stereo-
) types of 'narrow service interests" versus "impartlial scientific

analysis." Bush wrote that he had strong opinlons on the role

of WSEG in this context and would like to be sure that they

were "known.'" If and when the subject of WSEG's transfer to j
é' the JCS was seriously considered, he wrote Compton, he hoped he )
é would have an opportunity to present them "“directly."3$ :

In Compton's reply, he promised Bush ¢ opportunlity to
present his views in person to the RDB, when and 1f the 1issue
arose, and said he was asking General Bradley to see that Bush
had a similar hearing whenever the matter was dilscussed by the
JCS. He reminded Bush of the defilnite understanding when WSEG
was formed that 1t would eventually be transferred to the JCS,

though he impllied that the transfer still required some final
action that had not yet been taken.?®

$%vannevar Bush to Dr. Karl T. Compton (Sept. 30, 1949).

351b1d.
36¥arl T. Cumpton to Dr. Vannevar Bush (Oct. 7, 1949).

64



As to the question, Compton sald he agreed with Bush's
goals for WSEG:
Certalinly WSEC must be free and independent
to express 1its opinions without fear or favor.
It must be free to undertake studies which it
deems 1mportant. It must, I think, also be
ready to undertake analyses of 1lmportant situ-~
ations submit{ed to it by JCS or RDB. I sus-

pect there would be no disagreement on these
propositions,

However, he added:

Whether the dangers which you have 1in mind can

be obviated »est by considering the chain of

command, or by the provision of a sultable

charter or directive at the time of the con-

templated transfer, or by some other means,

are questions which I think need study before

final actlion 1s taken.

He sald he would like to talk thls over with Bush in more detaill,
and he would also talk to Hull and Morse himself, "partly to

find out whether there have been some elements in the present
relationships which have handicapped the effectiveness of the
WSEG group or which threaten its effectiveness."?’

Neither Bush nor Compton mentlioned the Jurisdictional
argument that had been central to the sponsorship question in
the beginning--the JCS versus the RDB, "strategic appraisal"
versus "technical evaluation" argument. Nelther one mentioned
specific problems (or lack of problems) in the WSEG operation
thus far that might justify a reopening of the sponsorship
decislon--though Compton seemed to suggest, senslibly enough,
an exploration of the facts of the matter with Hull aund Morse.
Nor did elther of them seem to suggest a positive case in favor
of RDB sponsorship; 1f there was a case being considered, 1t was
a negative case against unilateral JCS sponsorship. What both
of them emphasized, in Bush's c¢ase partlicularly, was the ilssue

of institutlonal obJectivity, the issue that became the

7 1pid.
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foremost conslderatlon 1in perpetuating the dual sponsorship
arrangement for WSEG.

The sponsorship declsion remal1ed in abeyance for the
next several years. There was apparently reluctance in some
quarters to implement the WSEG transfer to the JCS as planned,
plus possibly some procrastination in others, where neilther the
desirability ror necessity of forcing the lssue was apparent and,
quite plausibly, after the departure of Forrestal and such évents
in 1949 and 1950 as the Soviet A-bomb, the H-bomb controversy,
the establishment of NATO, and the outbreak of the Korean War,

a top-level preoccupation with more pressing matters.®® 1In
December 1949, when the scheduled year of dual RDB/JCS sponsor-
ship was due to end, the RDB asked for a 6-month extension, until

July 1950, to permit more time for further staffing, organlza-

tional adJustments, and operating experlence. As explalned by

the Executive Secretary, Dr. Rinehart, who was also the Acting
Chalrman, Morse had no’ assumed hils dutles as Research Director
until late February 1949, and the recruitment of civilian sci-

entific staff did not get into full swing until the spring and

was not yet completed. Civilian recruitment was slow because

academic personnel with relevant operations research qualifica-

tions were hard to find. The operations research agencles of

all the Service departments, for example, were overloaded and
shorthanded. In WSEG, work on the first major project was still
incomplete, with results due within the next few months, and the

RDB was still engaged 1in assisting with "professional partner-

shlp and consultation." Moreover, Rlinehart sald, the present

dual relationship with the JCS and the RDB was working well.?®?

381, Col. S. H. Sherrill, Memo for Col. C. G. Dodge (Exec-
utive Secretary, WSEG), "Status of WSEG" (Oct. 11, 1951); inter-
views suggest that external events dominated the picture.

3SRPB 150/9.1, Acting Chairman, RDB (Dr. R. F. Rinehart),

Memo for JCS, "Extension of RDB Sponsorship of WSEG" (Dec. 6,
1949).
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On January 6, 1950 the JCS endorsed the RDB recommenda-
tion, and on January 19 the SecDef concurred.'® Administrative
officlals agreed that WSEG would continue to be shown on organ-
izational charts as subordinate to both the-RDB and the JCS,
but that in the interests of economy and efficlency office
services for WSEG would be provided by the Administrative
. Secretary of the JCS and WSEG personnel records would be trans-
ferred to the JCS. WSEG's bucdget for personnel and travel
would be maintained separately from the JCS budget, but other
WSEG funds would be merged with those of the JCS, without .
placing WSEG "under the jurisdiction of the JCS ... to a greater
extent than contemplated.""! !
Shortly before the July 1950 deadline, the transfer ’

question was taken up by the Chairman of the RDB (by this time
a new incumbent, Mr. William Webster“?) and the Chairman of the
JCS, Gen. Bradley, who agreed to recommend that the dual RDB/JCS
arrangment be continued for an additional year. In a memo for
the JCS, Gen. Bradley questioned whether WSEG should be trans-
ferred to the sole jurisdiction of the JCS, as planned, and lose
the advantages of dual supervision and sponsorship. He said the
present arrangement was woirklng "very satisfactorily," with
WSEG benefitting from close contacts with both the JCS and the
RDB and receiyving considerable assistanc2 from the RDB in the

t recrultment of qualified civilians. Moreover, he wrote, the
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“9 SecDef, Memo for Secretaries of Militery Departments et
al., "Amendment to Directive of WSEG" (Jan. 19, 1950).

“1 Assistant Director of Administration, 0SD (J. R. Loftis),
Memo for Gen. Hull, Rear Adm. Davis (DJS), and Dr. Rinehart
- (Jan. 31, 1950).

“? Webster was a Naval Academy and MIT graduate who became a
utlility executive. During World War II he served with the
National Defense Research Committee, anc¢ after the War with
the JCS R&D Board, where he chaired the atomic energy committee.
Before his appointment to the RDB he was Chairman of the Mili-
tary Liaison Committee, the OSD agency responsible for coordi-
nating weapons matters with the AEC.
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assignment cf studles by both the JCS and the RDB might well
lead to the best results in the long run.‘?

The fact that Gen. Bradley took this positlon was par-
ticularly important, because when the WSEG concept was first
propcseu, when Bradley was Chilef of Staff of the Army, he had
beer a leading opponent of RDB control as an infringement on .
JCS prerogatives in weapons evaluatlon matters. His acceptance . 5
of dual sponsorship therefore carried special welght, both at
this time and several years later, in 1953, when he was one of
the principals on the Rockefeller Committee on Department of

Defense Organization at the start of the first Eisenhower admin-
istration.**

g
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General Bradley's memo was published "in the green,"
which meant that 1t was fully staffed for presentation to the
JC3, but 1t warc never finally acted upon, for undetermined
reasons. Over a year later, in September 1951, the paper wés
formally withdrawn from further consideration bv the JCS.*®
Commenting on the status of the action at tuat time, the WSEG
Executive Secretary :.gorteuw that there had been no decision
on WSEG's sponsocrship among the offlclals primarily interested--
the SecDef, Chairman of the RDB, the Joint Chiefs, or the
Director of WSEG--which left things uncertain. In order to be
prepared in c¢ase the subject came to a head, » thought 1t ad-
visable to canvass the views of WSEG Review Board members as to
whether WSEG should (a) continue to be jolntly sponsored by the
RDB and the JCS, or (b) be transferred to the control of the
JCS. He asked for reasons so that he could brief the pros v
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*3 ¢JCS, Memo for JCS, "Sta.us of the Weapons Systems Evalua- .
tion Group" (May 31, 1950) (JCS 1812/33, June 12, 14950).
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“% See below, p. 103.
“5 Note to Holders of JCS 1812/33, Sept. 21, 1951.
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and cons to the new Director of WSEG, L%t. Gen. Geoffrey
Keyes, USA.“®

The responses argued the lssue in terms of both objec~
tivity and functional connection, and differed according to
which consideration they emphasized. Both the Research
Director and the Asslistant Research Director recommended the
joint JCS/RDB arrangement as a safeguard against loss of
"{ndependence."*? The third senior civilian likewise opposed
sole JCS control ("I have seen enough of the workings of JCS
sommittees with theilr split decisions and partisan polnts of
view to avoid having WSEG suffer the fate of becoming a JCS
L committee™), but he also criticized the dual arrangement, "the

%' loose organizational coupling where we are the step-child of
é’ both the RDB and JCS and not very close to either group." He
2 plamed the situation on the dropoff of interest in "impartial

: evaluation" following personnel turnovers in OSD, the RDB, and
5 the 0JCS, and recommended another high-level reexamination of
the need for a group like WSEG.*®

Of the three senior military representatives, one felt
X that the 1ssue of "independence" was overriding from the

46001, C. G. Dodge (Executive Secretary, WSEG), Memo for
Dr. Robertson, et al., "Request for Comments on the Status of
k. WSEG" (Cet. 11, 1951); and Memo for Gen. Keyes, same 3subject
3 (Nov. 30, 1951). -

Lt. Gen. Geoffrey Keyes, USA (Ret.), was recalled to
active duty as Gen. Hull's successor. Asked the reason for this

% unusual step, replacing one Army Director with another and re-
b calling the Director from retirement, one informant surmised
4 that the other two Services were at loggerheads over the appoint-
i ment and found it easier to agree on another Army offlicer as a
compromise. Gen. Keyes was the Army's candlidate.

“7col. C. G. Dodge, Memo for Gen. Keyes (Nov. 30, 1951);
and George Welch, Memo for Col. Dodge, "Status of WSEG" (Oct.
p 16, 1951). Wwelch also interposed a third alternative, establish- :
o ment as a separate agency directly under the SecDef, 1f WSEG 3
b wers going to be under a single sponsor, but did not pursue 1it. :

“8y., J. Horvath, Memo for Col. Dodge, "Comments on Status :
of WSEG" (Oct. 25, 1951). 5
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standpoint of the SecDef and that therefore the "dual channel"
should be maintained.“® The other two, however, sald that WSEG
should be either a part of or under the control of the JCS,
because weapons evaluation was primarily a JCS function--cr
rather, a function that was inseparably intertwined with JCS
strateglic military responsibilities.B?

In summarizing these views for the new Director of WSEG,
the Executlive Secretary cast his vote with the dual sponsorship

advocates:

To make "unprejudiced and independent analyses"
I feel that a certain amount of independence

1s necessary for the Group. Our assignment to
the direct control of the JCS would doubtless
reduce materlally the amount of independence

which we now enjoy.
The present status, he sald, was preferable:

It provides a considerable degree of inde-
pendence for the Group; 1t makes our studles
directly availlable to the two agencles (JCS
and RDB) that most need them and are best
qualified to review and to use them; it has
worked satlisfactorlly for three years and
should work well in the future.

He recommended that the Director discuss the matter with Gen.
Bradley and the Chairman of the RDB (the fourth, Dr. Walter G.
Whitman®!) to determine whether it was best to initiate actilo..
to obtain a new decision or "let sleeping dogs lie."5?2

“9Brig. Gen. Garrison H. Davidson, USA, Memo to the Execu-~
tive Secretary (Nov. 5, 1951).

50Rear Adm. H. B. Temple, USN, Memo for Col., Dodge, "Com-
ments on the Status of WSEG" (Nov. 20, 1951); and Maj. Gen.
E. W. Barnes, USAF, lMemo to Col. Dodge, "Status of WSEG (Nov.
26, 1951).

S1Whitman was a chemical engineer who had worked on air-
craft fuels for the Nationaul Advisory Committee on Aeronautlcs

during World War II and directed an MIT study on nuclear
powered aircraft for the AEC after the war. He remalined Chair-

man of the RDB untll June 1953.
52001, C. G. Dodge, Memo for Gen. Keyes (Nov. 30, 1951)

(see above, fn. U6).
70
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The Director of WSEG, Gen. Keyes, accepted the view that
the dual sponsorship of WSEG should continue indefinitely, and
decided not to raise the issue.®? 1In August 1952 the Chairman
of the RDB proposed that specific action be taken to put the
arrangement on a permanent basis--he sald that it was "working’
well"--but the proposal was not picked up and the situation was
allowed to continue informally until the abolition of the RDB
in the following July.%* Thus, the provision in the original
directive that "after an 1nitial period of organization and
trial" WSEG would be "transferred" to the JCS was never imple-
mented.

B. TASKS AND ACCOMFLISHMENTS
1. The First WSEG Program

As was indicated above, the inltlal WSEG task assign-
ments were part of a program of studles that was developed as
a single package by the first Director of WSEG in conjunction
with the Director of the Joint Staff and officlally directed
by the JCS on September 1, 1949.%5% It was an ambitious program,
with the evaluation of planned strateglic bombing operations, at
the top of the list, to be followed in due course by weapons
systems evaluations.in five designated mission or functional
areas. The JCS listed these latter areas in order of priority--
antisubmarine, airborne, carrier task force, ailr defense, and
ground force weapons systems--but left specific study vasks in
each area for later formulatilon.

S3Research Director, WSEG (Dr. H. P. Robertson), Memo for
Deputy Director, RDB (Dr. Don K. Price) (June 27, 1952).

| S Chalrman, RDB (Dr. Walter G. Whitman), Memo for SecDef,
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group" (Aug. 7, 1952).

$5See above, p. 56. The authorizing directive was SM-1T747-
k9 (Sept. 1, 1949), contained in JCS 1812/18 (Sept. 1, 19L9).

71

YR ERRANNAY G AN T S, G T R e T

———
T T

N T————
N L LA e il BT el s T, o e s




Carrying out this first program kept most of the WSEG
staff occupled for years. Its overall scope was sufficiently
broac to cover the majJor weapons systems of all three Services,
and was probably designed with'a rough tri-Service balance in
mind. The analytical latitude that the directive provided was
also, probably intentionally, quite permissive, with few if
any constralints lald down in advance. The directilve asked WSEG
to evaluate "weapons and weapons systems," for example, terms
which went beyond mere hardware or technology and could be
interpreted very broadly. The systems to be covered 1lncluded
those that were "present and projected," so that both currently
operational systems and potential alternatives could be consid-
ered regardless of time frame. The systems to be evaluated
were not tled to any presumed sphere of joint, interservice,
or multiservice concern or responsibility (although some people,
like Rinehart of the RDB, felt there was a case for such a
focus in tasking policy) but were left open for decision on a
case-by-case basis. And the evaluations requested were pointed
loosely toward "effectiveness" or "militapy worth and effec-
tiveness" without further qualifying restriction. In short,
there was nothing obvious in the directive ©to preclude WSEG's
"weapons systems evaluations" from ranging across the broad
spectrum of JCS and OSD interests.

In practice, the scope, duration, terms of “eference,
approach, and other parameters were worked out 1lndividually for
each designated task. The first task, on strategic bombing,
was unique because of 1ts speclal origin and circumstances,
but the other tasks that were undertaken were also individually
tallored to one degree or another. They differed considerably
as to the slze and nature of the prob.em, its difficulty, and

the kind of solution desired, and WSEC's handling of them varied
accordin;:ly.
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The chlef features of the strategic bombing study have
already been discussed.®® The subject was at the center of the
stormliest strategic controversy of the day, and had major impli-
cations for national strategy and defense budgets. It was the
focus of hilgh-level attention not only from the Joint Chlefs
and the SecDef, but also from the Presldent and Congress. The
study was triggered by a serles of querles to the JCS from the
SecDef, the President, and Congress for an authoritative Joint
appraisal of strategic bombing, which the JCS publicly committed
themselves to base in part on an impartial and "scientific"
WSEG study. The JCS assigned WSEG first of all to evaluate the
American capabllity for strateglic weapons delivery, wlth an
assessment of resulting damage to Soviet millitary capabilitles
and will included in the overall WSEG task statement, but de~
ferred pending study of the conclusions of the Harmon Report.
The task definition and terms of reference for the
strateglic bombing study were incorpcrated into the September
1949 directive covering the initial WSEG program that has.been
quoted above.®” These elements were reviewed in detail by the
Director and Research Director of WSEG, the Director of the
Jolint Staff, the Chairman of the RDB, and the Service Ops Deps,
and the directive underwent much redrafting and revision before
being approved. The task also recelved the personal ‘scrutiny
of the Joint Chlefs, who met on it formally. After the task
was approved, the JCS followed developments in the study closely,
at least at the Ops Deps level, aind both the Joint Staff and
the Services maintained close communication with WSEG on prob-
lems, progress, and prospects as the study went along.?*
Because of the study's general importance and continuing
relevarce, the stakes for WSEG were obviously very great and

56 See above, pp. 50~55.

$7See pp. 57-8.

58 Study operations are summarized in WSEG History, Vols. I
and II, with the latter volume covering the completion perlod.
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almost the entire organization was involved in the study. As
previously noted, the study absori:d some two-thirds ol the
availavle staff through the last part of 1949, It was carried
out 1n comprehensive detall, resulting in the massive l0-vclume
WSEG Report No. 1, Report on Evaluation of Effectiveness of
Strategic Air Operations, with a publication date of February 8,
1950.

The report was generally pessimistic as to the probabil-
ity that offensive strategic air operations could be carried
out on the scale called for in existing emergency war plans.

It emphasized major logistic deficlencies, including weaknesses
in aerial refueling capabilitilies and heavy dependence on over-
seas operating and staging bases for the great bulk of the
bombing effort (which, despite the B-36 fanfare, was still
dependent on B-29's and B=-50's). The study also highllighted
serious inadequacies in the intelligence data base with respect
to Sovliet defensive capabllities and target systems, 3?

When the strategic bombilng study was substantially
completed, 1t was brlefed to the JCS by Gen. Hull, on January 19,
1950, and then to President Truman at the White House on
January 23, as part of the JCS response to Truman's requést of
the previous April ("I should llke to examine an evaluation by
the JCS of the chances of successaful delivery of bombs as con-
templated by this plan...."®%). When he introduced the study
to the President,, the Chalrman of the JCS, Gen. Bradley,
informed him that the JCS had not specifically endorsed the
conclusions but considered the study useful for planning guid-
ance. He sald it was the first majJor evaluation carried out
by the new Weapons Systems Evaluation Group.®!

59JCS 1952/1, WSEG Report No. 1, ":ummary" (Feb. 10, 1950).

$%See above, p. 50.
$l1ysEG History, Vol. II.
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The White House briefing was conducted by Gen. Hull,
who was accompanied by Dr. Morse and several project members
including the civilian project leader. Besides the President,
the briefing was attended by members of the Cabinet, including
the SecDef and the Secretary of the Air Force, and the Toint
Chiefs. The WSEG flles do not record the President's reaction
to the briefing, other than hls agreement with Gen. Bradley
that the results should not be made public, but Gen. Hull was
apparently gratifled. When he returned to the Pentagon he
congratulated the WSEG staff on completing their first effort.®?

After the White House briefing on R-1 the strateglc
bombing project at WSEG was suspended, rather than terminated,
while the possibllity of a follow-on phase was being corsidered,

_particularly with respect to extending the study's coverage

to 1nclude bombing effects. In April 1950 the JCS formally
issued a supplementary request asking WSEG to evaluate such
effects, taklng into account the applicable conclusions of both
WSEG R-~1 and the earlier Harmon Report (which had assumed 100
percent weapon delivery for purposes of analysis), but the sup-
plementary project was accorded a relatively low priority and
little effort was put into it during the next several years,
with no formal product.®® "hen, in June 1952, the supplement-
ary request was superseded ty another JCS directive asking WSEG
to complete the evaluation of strategic air bombing as first

k. —

¢ 2ySEG History, Vol. II. A personal account of this brief-
ing session has been recorded by Dr. Morse in his recent auto-
, blography (Philip M. Morse, In at the Beginnings: A Physicist's 3
i Life [Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1977), pp. 258-9): "Truman J
and Acheson listened carefully, and [Secretary of Defense] :
Johnson stayed awake but seemed more Interested in watching :
faces than in listening. When Hull had finished, Acheson asked E
a perceptlve question; then Johnson turned to Truman, beamed
and sald, 'There, I told you they'd say the B-36 is a good
plane.' Truman looked disgusted and snapped, 'No, dammit,
they sald Just the opposite.' So at least two of our audience :
- got the point." §

¢ SWSEG History, Vol. IV (July 1951-June 30, 1952).
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set forth in the September 1949 directive, including a review
and updating of the operational aspects covered in WSEG R-1,
focusing on the effects on the Soviet war effort of atomic
strikes against fixed industrial targets. The new study was
to be initiated at the earliest practicable date and accorded
the highest practicable priority. After several adjJustments

in the precise terms of reference and the title ("The Evalua-
tion of the Effect of the Strategic Alr Offensive on the Soviet
War Effort," "Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the US Stra-
tegic Air Campaign Against the Soviet Economy in 19%54," and,
finally, "Evaluation of the Effects of the Mid-1954 I"irst Phase
Atomic Offensive Against Fixed Industrial Targets in the Soviet
Bloc"), the study was eventually completed and published as
WSEG R-10 (October 14, 1953). At the suggestion of the Army
(hief of Staff, it was forwarded to the SecDef with the recom-
rendation that he bring its conclusions and recommendations to
the immediate attention of the NSC.®*

Whereas the strateglic bombing study was directed toward
tne evaluation of operational plans for which the concept,
w2apons systems, forces, ané similar characteristlics were laild
down, the next study 1n the first serles, on antisubmarine war-
fire weapons systems, was entlirely different. The task covered
a1 entire misslon area, in which the problem, cbjectives,
t.wreats, operational means, and the like were open to definition.
R.ither than undertake a comprehensive survey of the whole sub-
Jeet, WSEG's leaders sought to focus the study more narrowly
and tackle a problem that, like the strateglc bombing problem,
was linked to current war plans--in thls case, the capabllity
to carry out ocean transport requirements in the face of esti-
mated Soviet submarine threats. A proposal to this effect was
presented to the DJS and the RDB in April 1950. In response
WSEG was asked to broaden the study to include other threats

6% Tbid.
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to ocean transpcrt besldes submarines, particularly ent .
mining. WSEG resubmitted an appropriately modifled proposal
to the JCS in June, and the JCS approved it on July 24, 1950.
WSEG mounted a seven-man study effort, completing the study in
June 1951 as WSEG R-5, First Interim Report on Evaluation of
Allied Capabilities to Carry Out the Ocean Transport Require-
ments of Current Emergeﬁcy War Plans in the Face of Estimated
Soviet Subma:ine and Mirne Threats (June 29, 1959);" The heart
of the study was an enclosure that reported on war gamling of
hypothetin:1 artishipping campaigns. As with the strat-glc
bombing study, the report was large, running to some 600 pages.

When the study was completed, the JCS formally consid-
ered 1t, noted the conclusions, and approved distributio.u of
the report to the Services, with certaln modifications to pro-
tect war vlanu 1-formation. They went along with WSEG's Judg-
ment that 9o further ASW evaluations were required for the time
being, and the project was suspended. In fact, WSEG did not
undertake another study in ASW untll the late 1950's, when it
was asked to examine the problems of defending the continental
United States against sea-launched missile attacks.®®

WSEG experienced a certain amount of difficulty with
the third study on the list, weapons systems for alrborne opera-
tions, due to problems in task formulation, personnel.aésignment,
changes in priority, and the like., No major report was ever
completed. One civillian and one military staff member were
assigned to the study initially, and they conducted consider-
able preliminary research on airborne operations in World War II
(eventually published as a WSEG Staff Study in 1951).%7 1In
February 1950 WSEG submitted a proposal to analyze the

¢ SWSEG Histovry, Vols. II and III. The report was published
under JCS cover as JCS 2141/1 (July 17, 1951).

66 3M-709-57 (Oct. 2, 1967).

87WSEG Staff Study No. 3, A Historical Study of Some World
War II Airborne Operations (February 1951).
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capabilities of airborne forces to carry out five types of
missions, such as reinforcing threatened land forces, selzing
an alrhead, and the llke, which was approved by the JCS 1n June

é 1950. In January 1951 the study effort was reviewed and re- .
2 orlented to focus on the capabllities of alrborne forces to
: perform assigned missions under existing emergency war plans.

The study was carriled out under several different project .

leaders and finally completed 1n January 1952. After a reviéw,
it was decided to publish the results as a WSEG Staff Study
rather than a report and merge any remalning work on the sub-
Ject 1Into the overall project on ground forces. The JCS
approved distrlbution of the paper to the Jcint Staff, the
Services, and the RDB.S%®

A ’ The fourth study--the third of the "additional projects"
g after the strategic bombing study--was an "evaluation of the

by effectiveness of present and projected carrier task forces

| weapons and weapons systems." Like the study of airborne opera-
tions, this was tackled as one overall project, beginning with
an initlal review of operational experience with carrier forces
i durin,; World War II and evolving, after several exchanges be-

X tween WSEG, the Jolnt Staff, the Services, and 0SD, into a

study of current carcier task force capabllitles to carry out
assigned missions under existlng war plans. During the course
of the work, carrile: task force logistics emerged as an especi-
ally important problem, and military logistics consultants were
brought in from each of the Services to undertake a separate
substudy. Supporting studles were also requested of some out- v
slde agencles, such as the Aberdeen Proving Ground, OEG, the
Bureau of Ships, the Joint Intelligence Group, and the CIA.

B oo e ot

$8%sEG Histery, Vols. III, IV, and V. The results were pub-
lished as WSEG Staff Study No. 10, 4 Determination of Some
Measures Required to Maximize the Effectivenese of an Airborne
Force When Employed Unczr the Concepts of Current Emergency 3
War Plans (Apr. 2, 1952). i
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Although 1t was regarded as a major study, the carrier
project had several different project.leaders because of per-
sonnel turnover, finally ending up with the Assistant Research
Director, who brought the study to completion. The report was
forwarded to the JCS as WSEG R-7, Evaluation of the COffensive
and Defensive Capabilities of Fast Carrier Tashk Forces in 1961,
and was briefed to the JCS by the WSEG project leader on March
24, 1952, with the entire WSEG Review Board in attendance. 1In
September 1952, the JCS asked for a similar evaluation of the
offensive and defensive capablilities of carrier task forces
projected to 1956 and 1957, to be carried out within the prior-
ities of approved WSEG programs, but the diversion of staff
members to other studles led to the Indefinite postponement of
any follow-on work.®®

The evaluation of the "military worth and effectiveness
of present and projected ailr defense weapons and weapons systems"
began as the fifth study in the WSEG program in order of prior-
ity but was shifted to third, ahead of the alrborne operations
project, as a result of the Soviet atomic explosion. In Novem-
ber 1949 the CNO proposed that the JCS evaluate as a matter of
priority the strategic significance of the alr defense of the
continential United States, assuming a Soviet atomlc stockplle;
in the fcllowing month the Director of WSEG suggested that the
ongoing WSEG alr defense study be upgraded in priority and
accelerated, and in January 1950 the JCS agreei.

WSEG assigned 10 men to the air def'ense project. An
outline was prepared and submitted to the JCS, RDB, and Services
for comment in April and, after comments were recelved, for-
warded to JCS for approval in July 1950. 1In their decision the
following October, after a large-scale ali defense exercise
carried out by the Air Force, the JCS asked for an expansion

$YWSEG History, Vols. II and IV. The historical portion
of the study was published and distributed separately as WSEG
Staff Study No. 4, Operational Experience of Fast Carrier Task
Forces in World War II (Aug. 15, 1951).
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of the scope of the study to include possilble variations in pre-

vailing air defense doctrine and tactics. With JCS approval,
WSEG published a separate study of the existing alr defense
system as a first interim report (R-4, Evaluation of Air Defense .

s L SO s, SR R

Weapons and Weapons Systems) on December 27, 1950, and proposed

to tackle alternative programs later.’?® The JCS were briefed

on the interim report and proposals for further study 1n April d
1951, and confirmed thelr previous guldance that WSEG should

go on to study the various alternatives, looking toward the

1953-54 time period.’?}

The follow-on air defense studlies were undertaken and
published as separate staff studies rather than as one compre-
hensive survey. In December 1951 WSEG publlshed a stuvdy of the
aircraft control and warning facilitles available by 1953; in
March 1952 a study of the estimated capabllities of Army anti-
alrcraft defenses for the continental Unlted States projected
to ﬁid-195ug and in May 1953 a study of the seaward extension
of coastal alr defense radar survelilance. Further work in alr

o i - i S S o B o

defense was suspended for several years aiter thls, because of
WSEG's limited resources and the urgency of other commitments.’?
. During thls portion of the early 1950's, alr defense
moved to the forefront of national strateglc issues, propelled
there by the growlng Soviet nuclear attack capabilitles and the

7%SEGC History, Vol. III. The study was published as JCS
2084/15 (Jan. 22, 1951), with coples distributed to the RDB
and the Services.

"YsEG History, Vol. III,

72WSEG Staff Studies No. 7, The Continental Air Defense
Syetem: An Examination of Aepects of the Control and Warning
Fageilities Available by 1953 (Dec. 20, 1951); No. 9, The Con- .
tinental Air Defense Syetem: Estimated Capabilities of Planned
Army Anti-Aircraft Defense for the Continental United States as
of Mid-1954 (Mar. 11, 1952); and No. 16, Some Aspects of the
Seaward Extenstion of the Coastal Air D:fense Radar Surveil-
lance (May 1, 1953). The last study wis carried out by an
electrical englneer on loan from the Highes Alrcraft Corpora-
tion. See WSEG Hiestory, Vol. V (July 1952-June 30, 1953).
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increaringly difficult cholces to be made among the competing
goals of strategic retaliatory power, European defense, conti-
nental defense, and the demands of the Korean War, to name only
a few. A number of major studies were undertaken outside of
WSEG, such as Project Charles, sponsored by the Air Force in
1951 at MIT (which led to the formation of the Lincoln Labora-
tory, "the Manhattan Project of air defense"), and the Lincoln
Summer Study Group of 1952, in an effort to mobilize scientific
and technical resources to attack the problem. WSEG: was brought
into some of these activitles, elther formally, at the steering
level (as in Project Charles), or informelly, via the partici-
pation of WSEG officers and staff members among the working
groups.’?® WSEG thus became invelved in a prosess of cross-
 fertilization of ideas and studles thut produced influentilal
recommendations, in some cases, although not necessarily under
JCS auspices. It also encountered increasing competition from
other prestigious study groups that were able to tap the rank-
ing talent in the nation to work on problems comparable to
those assigned to WSEG. Thils became a trend during the 1950's,
as demands for broad-gauged high-level millitary-technical
studies increaseu on all sides, whlle WSEG's own capaclty to
undertake more than one or two large studles at a time--not
more than two, Gen. Keyes told the JCS and the RDB in May

19527 *~-remained relatively limited. One of the results was
that in 1955, for example, when the JCS agaln became interested
in an 1ndependent analytical survey of the air defense problem,
they asked WSEG not to attempt another competitive continental
defense study, but rather to evaluate the assumptions, conclu-
sions, and recommendations of other recent studles, of which by
then there were a number, sponsored variously by the Air Force,

"*YSEG History, Vol. III.

?*Director, WSEG (Lt. Gen. Geoffrey Keyes), Mcwmc for JCS
and RDB, "Proposed Program for WSEG" (May 26, 1952).
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the Army, the Executive Offlce of the Presldent, and other ‘
agencies.’?® ]
The last project in the serles, "Evaluation of the

Military Worth and Effectiveness of Present and Projlected

b | Ground Force Weapons and Weapons Systems," was in many ways
the most amorphous and difficult to carry out. It had an un-
even history, wilth several changes of pace and shifts of direc- .
tlon, at least three different project leaders, and a long 1list
of staff studles as the principal output, culminating in a
single summary report on March 22, 1955, WSEG R-11, Some
Measures of Military Worth and Effectiveness of Ground Force
Weapons Systems with Air Support and Atomie Weaponsg.'®
There was contlnuing disagreement within WSEG, but also
with the 0OJCS and the Ops Deps, as to how to approach and carry
out the task. The 1initlal approach, proposed in the srring of
1950, was to attempt to assess the effectiveness of ground
forces on a unit basis {(e.g., 1ivisions, corps, or armies),
testing the effects of varying degrees of tactical alr support,
atomic weapons, and similar varlables. There were serious mis-
givings as to the feasibility of such a task, and considerable
interest in adopting a different aprproach almed more directly
at the practical problem confronting ~perational planneres,
which was how to stop a Soviet invaslion of Western Europe as
far to the east as possible.
By the fall of 1950 JCS approval was belng sought for
a comprehensive study that would compare the relative combat
effectiveness of U.S. and Scoviet ground force unlts of various
types (e.g., iInfantry, mechanized, armored), in both defensive

S S TRT L

T Ciamas T et

7SWSEG History, Vol. VII (July 1954-June 20, 1955). For a -
gereral treatment of the development of the contlinental defense
issue in this period, including the role of thez Lincoln sci-
entists and simllar "outside" groups, see Huntington, The
Common Defenge, pp. 326=Ul. The 1955 study was carried out
and published as WSEG R-15, Continental Defense (July 8, 1955).

T6YSEG History, Vols. III and IV.

82

R o srey)
TN UPUN SV P PRUNSIIDPAP PRONIE Vs 1T T il



and offensive situations, consldering tactical alr support,
nuclear weapons, and other factors. WSEG warned that the task
as outlined required conslderable background study and was
beyond WSEG's capabilitles without large-scale supporting
assistance from agencles like ORO and Army combat developments
offices, but the plan was approved as a basls for proceeding
with the task, without a spec¢iflc timetable.

Work continued along these lines through 1951 and 1952,
apparently with disappointing results. There were major com=
plaints in WSEG that operational situatlon studles were inade-
quate, and that data from tactical fileld trials, combat
experiments, and historical records were too sketchy or unre-
lated for systematic treatment. Nevertheless, pressure bullt
up for some kind of output. In October 1952 Gen. Mathew B.
Ridgway, then SACEUR, asked for asslstance with planning fac-
tors for the mid-1650's in the light of nuclear developments,
but WSEG was unable to help. In December 1952 the new Research
Director, Dr. E. Bright Wilson, called for a reexamination of
the purpose and scope of the study ("What does the JCS want
from WSEG? _in we give them that?"’’7). It was confirmed that
the major current interest from the users' standpoint was in
the force requirements needed to hold Europe, given the effects
of emerging new weapons. The study was accordingly recrilented,
with the goal of producing the minimum report sultable for the
JCS, utilizing much of the work already accomplished and levy-
ing additional requests for supporting assistance on both the
Army and the Alr Force. Work was stepped up during 1953 and
1954 and for a time the ground force project became the largest
in WSEG.

The project resulted in a number ¢f dlscrete staff
studies during these years, as follows:

® No. 11, Basic Capabilities of US and USSR Ground
and Support Air Combat Unite, August 1, 1953,

’""WSEG History, Vol. V, pp. 16-17.
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No. 12, Capabilities of Atomiec Weapons Systems for
the Attack of Troop Targets, June 15, 1954,

a Soviet Mechanized Army, February 4, 1955.

No. 1b, US Type Corps in Defense Againgt a USSSR Mech-
antized Army and Atomic Weapons Effecte, June 15, 1954.

No. 15, US Type Corps in Defense Against a USSR Rifle
Army, November 15, 1954.

No. 17, Operatione of a US Armored Corps Against a

Sovﬁet Mechaniazed and a Soviet Rifle Army, December 1,
195 .

e No. 18, Effectivenesg of the US Type Corpe on Offengive

Operatione, August 29, 1955.

Then, in March 1955, as noted, WSEG forwarded R-11, Some Meas-

uree of Military Worth and Effectiveness of Ground Force Weapons

Systems with Air Support and Atomic Weapons, as a summary-type
report to wind up the project.’®

There was apparently conslderable disagreement, both

within WSEG and wilthout, as to whether the results of the ground

force project were worth the effort. For the most part, the
products were of greater interest and utility to the Army than
they were at the level of the JCS. Some reviewers felt that
there was considerable educational value and even analytical
merit in attempting to grapple with ground force operational
problems 1in an overall strateglic settling and dolng so from a
Joint rather than a single service standpoint. LIttle or no
JCS interest was shown in continulng the work, however, incom-
plete though it was, and when ground force problems were taken
up in later years--for example, in studies of weapons for
limited war--entirely different approaches were adopted.’?

2. The Add-on Studies

While the first WSEG program of September 1949 was
being carried out, the Pentagon environment changed, JCS

7%SEG History, Vols. IV, V, VI, and VII.
"9Interviews.

8l

No. 13, US Armored Division Defense of a Sector Against
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perspectives shifted, new defense problems appeared, and addi-
tional demands for WSEG studles arose. Most of the new demands
were for studles more limited in scope than those that were
sponsored in the early planning period, when WSEG was getting

Most of them were sparked by some specific interest

started.
In

of the moment, so that they tended to be shorter projects.
other respects, however, they did not follow a predictable
pattern but originated in a variety of ways for a varilety of

reasons.,
Although WSEG's efforts were more than fully committed

to the flrst serles of tasks, WSEG's leaders had a certain
amount of leeway for working additional requests into the study
program, The dimensions of each task, its schedule, personnel
assignments, extarnal support, and the like, were not fixed in
advance, as in a written contract, but were subject to adjust-
ment as required during the course of the work. Trade-~offs and
modifications had to be negotlated with the OJCS study sponsor,
usually at the level of the Director of the Joint Staff, and
in lmportant cases such changes went to the Ops Deps or even
to the Joint Chiefs for approval, but they were possible.
During this early phase of the WSEG experience, add-on
tasks or program modifications were generally handled on an
individual study basis. Nelther the JCS nor WSEC had developed
a regular procedure for perilodlically reissessing the whole study
program as a matter of course. When the study program was over-
hauled, it was usually at the instigation of a new Director or
Research Director, who made a fresh review of WSEG's capabil-
ities and commitments, arriving at his own judgments as to
needs and priorities and developing new suggestions and propos-
als for consideration by the JCS and other authorities. But
abrupt changes were not easy to make: 1t was difficult to
redirect or drop obsolescent studies, once tasks were approved
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at the level of the JCS, and new tasks usually had to be
accommodated within the “ramework of the ongoing program.?®?®
Requests for extra tasks came up as early as the summer
of 1949, after the first study program had been drafted but
before it was formally adopted. The first two have already
been mentioned: the request for a study of the operational
utility and relative strateglc worth‘cf nuclear-powered alr-
craft, initiated in July 1949, and a parallel study of the
mllitary potenclalities of nuclear-powered submarines, initi-
ated 1In August. Both were inspired by RDB and/or Service
interests but authorized under JCS auspices. The nuclear air-
craft study was proposed as a comparative analysis of the rela-
tive merits of nuclear-powered vers:s conventlionally powered
ailrcraft, in order to help Jjudge uwow much R&D effort should be
put 1into nuclear aircraft engines. It was expected to be a
continulng study, with a first report within something like ©
months and additional reports "of increasing precision" as
further R&D progress warranted. WSEG assigned several analysts
to the project on a part-time basis, including both military
personnel and civillans. They reviewed R&D progress and pros-
pects to determine whether the situation was "optimisti-" and
submitted a paper on the subject that was forwarded to the J(CS
and the RDB 1n Uctober 1950. The paper did not attempt to
assess the military worth of the nuclear aircraft, however,
and WSEG called 1t a "survey" rather than a report or a study.?!
WSEG contlnued to monitor developments in the nuclear
aircraft fleld for several years, as a low priority effort, with
the possibllity open of actually making a study and issuing a
report should more s80lid information become available and more

8%Tnterviews. See also the testimouy of Lt. Gen. Samuel E.
Anderson, Director of WSEG, 1954-1957, before the House of
Representatives, Commlttee on Appropriations, DOD Appropria-
tions for 1957 (Feb. 16, 1956), pp. 6-7.

8lysEG History, Vols. I and II.
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‘nificant conclusions were reached, without a specified deadllne
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concrete characteristics of the vehlcle be defined, but ir fact
by 1952 the project had become inactive and in 1954 the Direc-
tor of WSEG asked that 1t be cancelled.®? No report was ever
completed in response to the task, although the subject came
up again in 1958, and WSEG finally did carry out a study of the
nuclear-powered alrcraft concept in response to a task order
from DDR&E. ®® '

The WSEG study of the nuclear-powered submarine, begun
at about the same time as the nuclear aircraft task and on a
similar basis, had a different outcome. It also addressed the
issue of military utility, involved a parametric comparison of
submarines with alternative nuclear and nonnuclear power plants,
and provided that WSEG would monitor the R&D on a continuing
basis and submit reports as information accumulated or as sig-

or target date. There was a good deal more interest 1n the
subject, however, and military applications were qulcker to
materiallze than in the case of the nuclear-powered ailrcraft.
In May 1950 WSEG submltted a progress report to the JCS and the
RDB, together with a study outline, which was accepted, and on
December 10, 1951 WSEG issued an "interim report" on the task,
WSEG R-6, Evaluation of the Military Capabilities of the Nuclear
Powered Submarine. The Director of WSEG delivered an oral
briefing on the report to the JCS in January 1952, and the
project effort was closed down, although the task was not
offlclally cancelled and remained on the WSEG proJect 1list for
severil years thereafter.®*

The next set of requests was fo: studies 1in the contro- ?
verslal and politically sensitive areas of chemical, blological, ]

827he cancellation request was made by Director, WSEG, foo
JCS, "Proposed Program for WSEG" (Sept. 24, 1954).

83R-37, Evaluation cf Military Applications of Nuclear-
Powered Aireraft (May 25, 1959).

$“w3EG Hietory, Vols. II, ITI, and IV.
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and radiological warfare. These were transmitted to WSEG in
the form of a single JCS request in mid-January 1950, following
a November 1949 report by the RDB entitled A Comparative Evalu-
ation of Chemical Warfare, Biolagical Warfare, and Radiological
Warfare that ldentified problems relating to operational utili-
zatlon and effectiveness. The JCS took issue with some of the
RDB conclusions, particularly as to the limited value of radio-
logical warfare, and advlsed the RDB that such conclusions
should await an operational evaluatlion by WSEG. The RDB agreed
that a WSEG study of the entire subject would be helpful, par-
ticularly in highlighting areas for further R&D exploratlcn,
and on January 18, 1950 the JCS formally asked WSEG to under-
take "an operatlional evaluation of the millvary potentialities
of chemical, blological, and radiological warfare."®?®
Meanwhile, national chemlcal warfare pollcy was under

discussion at the NSC level. 1In providing thelr advice and
comments, the JCS informed the SecDef that the policy should

be reviewed after detalled operational evaluations by WSEd4.

The SecDef relayed this to the NSC in mid-February 1950, return-
ing with a request to the JCS that the WSEG studies be "pressed
vigorously."8®

The SecDef, at this time Louls Johnson, also created

an ad&isory committee on CBR warfare, wilth a civillan as chair-
man. The committee expressed interest in whatever results WSEG
might be able to furnish by about mid-June 1950, particularly

in the field of chemical warfare, in which there was priority
Interest because of the pending pollcy questlion., Gen. Hull
responded that WSEG would be unable to submit an operatlonal
evaluation of all three types of warfare within that time, but
offered to submit an interim report summarlzing WSEG's best
Judgment at that time, based on the information and analysis

85 WsEG History, Vol. II. The JCS request was made in SM-
117-50 (Jan. 18, 1950).

8 WSEG History, Vol. II.
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avallable, together with a 1llst of the unanswered questions
that would have to be consldered f'or an adequate evaluation.
This compromise was accepted, and on July 11, 1950 WSEG sub-
mitted R-2, Evaluation of Toxie Chemical Agents, as 1lts contri-
bution to the dellberations. The report was forwarded to the
JCS, the RDB, 0SD, and the SecDef CBR committee as an interim
report for consideration in conjunction with the latter's on-
going study of chemical warfare policy.®?’

The two remalning areas, biological and radiological
warfare, thereupon became separate projects. Progress on the
WSEG study of BW virtually ceased for some time, pending the
arrival of data from laboratory tests that WSEG had requested,
but the subject remained controversial and in December 1951 the
SecDef asked WSEG to undertake an evaluatlion based on existing
knowledge and submlit findings by the followlng June. When the
Director of WSEG (Gen. Keyes) asked for an extension of the
deadline, he was given only 6 weeks, because "the lack of such
an evaluation has been a handicap to both the operating forces
and the authorities responsible for making allncations of funds
and personn.l to support the various programs." WSEG sub-
mitted i1ts report as R-8, An Evaluation of Offensive Biological
Warfare Systems Employing Manned Airceraft, publlshed July 15,
1952.8°9

The RDB took issue with the conclusions of WSEG R-8 in
a memo to the SecDef, faultlng the stud)'s terms of reference
for excluding consideration of potentlally effective agents and

nunitions that were not yet standardized but could be developed.

The WSEG Research Director, project leader, and other staff
rerbers briefed the SecDef (at this time Robert A. Lovett,
Secretary of Defense from September 1951 to January 1953), but
the RDB continued to press 1ts case agalnst the WSEG study and

87ySECG History, Vol. III.
88ySEG History, Vols. III and IV.
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in favor of further R&D.®® 1In August 1954, under the new
Elsenhower administration, the JCS asked WSEG to conduct another
review of the overall status of BW, but thils was a separate

actlon. Agaln there were arguments, this time between WSEG and

the Services over the latters' attempts to impose restrictions

on the scope and assumptions of the study. The Director of
WSEG and the Research Dlrector protested to the JCS and the
Assistant Secretary for R&D, respectively, and the restrictions
%‘ were lifted. The study was submitted as WSEG R~14, The Status
’ of Biological Warfare Weapons Systems (June 1, 1955).%°

The protest by the WSEG Research Director (at that time
William B. Shockley, the future Nobel physicist?!) is worth
noting because of the light 1t sheds on WSEG's position as an
independent analytical study group, the quasi-independent status
of the civilian Director of Research, and the importance of
WSEG's dual sponsorshilp at the supraservice level. Shockley
ﬂ‘ informed the Assistant Secretary of Defense for R&D, then Mr.
3 Donald A. Quarles,®? that the directive in question required
) WSEG to reach agreement with the three Services on the "assump-
;' tions and scope" of the study, with referral of any disagreements
ﬁ to the JCS. Thils was the first time, Shockley wrote, that such
a requirement had been included in a JCS directive to WSEG; it
permitted the technlical organlzations with a stake in the BW
program to control Iimportant asrects of the evaluation of the

J program, and "may well frustrate the impartlal evaluation which
[the directive] purports to direct."” I

% Dr.

\ e e T

I o
PR T ) i AR ) - -

PR RN TV Aoy v

89Sk History, Vol. V.
O0YSEC History, Vol. VII (July 1954-June 30, 1955).

%15hockley came to WSEG from Bell Laboratories in July 1954,

on loan for 1 vear. He was a co-winner of the Nobel Prize for
Physics in 1956 for hils work on transistors.

s~ et Lk T S N

®Imhis was a new position, created in 1953 when the RDB was
abolished. @Quarles was the first incumbent.
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It seems to me entlrely appropriate, although
unnecessary since it would occur in any event,
. to require WSEG to discuss scope and assump-
i tlons of a study with the Services. Buf to
: require acgreement with the Services, even with
resolution of difficulties by the:JCS, seems
undesirable no matter what the outcome: If the
‘ WSEG proposal is uprheld, unnecessary pro:ze-
g dures have been employed. If the Services
{ position is upheld, the study is not impartial.
' If the directive to carry out the study 1s with-
drawn, the charge that nonsclentific considera-
tions control WSEG studies will be difficult to

refute.

In summary, he sald, "WSEG should be glver evaluations to do,
offered advice if this is deemed appropriate, but not told how
to do its evaluations."

. These seem ©to me to be baslc conditions for

! objective evaluations. In fact, I do not sgee

: how I can, with a clear consclence, occupy the
) position of Director of Research with 1its

. implied responsibility for intellectual integ-
; rity of the output, under conditions substan- .
: tially different from those stated above.??

Quarles responded with a diplomatic defense of the need
to direct the assumptions and scope of a study along useful
. lines, without impairing its independence and objectivity. It
: was 2ntirely legitimate and proper, he sald, to ensure that
the assumptions employed were useful and generally acceptable:

WSEG studles are fundamentally the application
of logilcal processes to show that conclusions
flow from assumed sltuations. The situations to
be assumed should be realistic and useful, 1l.e.,
pertinent to the needs and interests of those
who will use the reports.... The situation that
the questioned paragraph of the directive seeks
to avoild arises when the Departments, on receipt
of the report, condemn the conclusions on the
ground that the assumptions are unrealistic or
unsound.

3Dr. William B. Shockley, Director of Research, WSEG, Memo
for Dr. Donald A. Quarles, Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D)
(Nov. 30, 1954).
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He suggested that Shockley construe the requirement in the
directive "as an experiment in method of operation," essentially
countinrg on the right of referral.to the JCS (and, presumably,
himself) to ensure that this "feedback loop" between WSEG and
the Services was not exercised "in the sense of domination of
WSEG but in the sense of directing the assumptlions and scope
along most useful lines." If Shockley deemed the experiment a
fallure, Quarles sald, he would ask the Chalrman of the JCS,
Admiral Radford, to discuss it with both of them.?%"

It 1s not clear that the "experiment" was really carried
through. The JCS readily agreed to delete the offending require-
ment from the study directlve, and there appeared to be ample
checks, both in the WSEG operating procedures and in OJCS staff-
ing methods, to see that WSEG studies were relevant to real
problems and clrcumstances, without requiring speciflc Service
coneurrence.

The third of the CBR studles, radiological warfare, also
continued for several years before culminating in a WSEG report.
WSEG's initial exploration of the subjlect indlcated that addi-
tlonal fleld test data were required bvefore a useful operational
evaluation could be made. 1In the spring of 1951, however, a
Joint AEC-DoD panel on RW issued a favorable report, suggesting
that it was appropriate for the JCS to express thelr vliews as
to the need for RW before further development programs were
authorized. Then, in Aprll 1952, the RDB made a formal request
that WSEG outline test requirementsz for a "military worth evalu-
atlon" and prepare to undertake such an evaluation when the data
became available. WSEG did so, and on August 26, 1953 published
the long-awalted report as R-9, 4n Evaluation of US Capabilities
in 1966 and 1960 for Employment of Radiological Warfare Weapons
Systems in Air and Ground Operationa. As the study entered the

**Dr., Donald A. Quarles, Assistant Secretary of Defense
(R&D), Memo for Dr. William B. Shockley, Director of Research,

WSEG (Dec. 4, 1954).
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final review stages, the WSEG Reseérch Director reported that
the Army had already dropped RW from the Army research budget
in anticipation of the forthecoming WSEG report.?®
In spite of the fact that WSEG had already been asked
' to take on more work than it could readily perform, several
other tasks were added to the WSEG progran during the first
several years. Two more were added during 1950, on gulded mis-
slles and atomic artillery; another was added in 1951, on
nuclear-powered surface vessels; and two others were added 1n
1952, on atomlc depth bombs and atomic warheads for the Honest
John artillery rocket.®®
The gulded missile request was potentially important
because 1t came relatively early, when the number and variety
i of misslles being proposed and developed were proliferating
‘ rapidly, and when analytical assistance was greatly needed to
support the necessary choices.?®’ In January 1950, the SecDef
asked for JCS views on the overall prospects for developing
gulded mis-~1les for mlilitary use with atomlic warheads. The JCS
in turn asked WSEG to study the military worth and effective-
ness of such weapons, 1in collaboration with the AEC, in order
to facllitate the coordination of operational guldance. It was
an area, sald the JCS, "where specific military requirements
are most important and not entirely clear." WSEG responded in
August 1950 with a formal submission that was not offered as
an actual study or report on "military worth and effectiveness"
but was intended to provide some preliminary judgments. The
JCS duly noted the paper and forwarded it to the Services, with
the observation that WSEG would continue to monltor missile R&D
developments.
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*SWSEG History, Volo. II and VI.
*$wsE¢ History, Vols. 1IT and IV.

%71t has been estimated that im 1949-50 there were at least
35 separate missile programs being dircctly supported by the
government, not counting smaller efforis su)rported by private
overhead or other funds. See York and Greb, "Military Research."
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The situation 1n missile R&D was becoming increasingly
b chaotic, far beyond the authority and capabillty of the RDB to
i control, given 1ts limited powers and part-time Gulded Milssiles
Committee (a situation that led, incidentally, to widespread
public demands for a "Missile Czar" to stralghten things out®®).
Ir May 1952, the Chairman of the RDB suggested to WSEG that
certain gulded missile programs had reached the stage where
meaningful evaluations in terms of concrete tasks should be
possible. He suggested that WSEG was .in a good posltilion to
perform such evaluations, and proposed that WSEG either initi-
ate a major project 1In the area or else act as the coordinating
agency for basic studles that could be farmed out to the Service
operatlons research groups. Because of personnel limitations,
/ however, nelther alternative was adopted, and no study was under-
i taken immedilately.®®
i In retrospect, the 1952 declslon not to pursue the gulded
misslle study appears to have been a missed opportunity for WSEG
to take the lead in what was a dynamic new area. Beginning in
about the fall of 1952, as a result of advances in the hydrogen
%‘ bomb, accumulating intelllgence about the Soviet missile pro-
% gram, and the receptivity of the newly elected Elsenhower ad-~
' ministration to fresh policy departures, U.S. misslile programs
underwent a dramatic acceleration and began to dominate miii-
tary technology. In the spring of 1953 the WSEG Review Board
| reconsldered the 1dea of a basic gulded mlsslle study along the
: lines that had been proposed in 1952; however, a major DoD re-
organization was 1n the works and the status of WSEG was un-
settled, so that 1t once more seemed advisable for WSEG to
defer the question. Activist groups of scientists,
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%% Director of Guided Missiles reporting directly to the
SecDef but having access to the President was appointed in
October 1950, but he functioned 1n an advisory rather than a
managerial capacity. Ibid.

8SWSEG History, Vols. III and IV. -
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adminlistrators, and military officers like the Von Neumann
Committee and its sponsors, supported by analytical work at
RAND and elsewhere, soon took the lead in analyzing innovatilve
missile developments.!??

The other study sponsored by the JCS in 1950 was on
atomic artillery, requested in'April as a "crash" effort. Its
purpose was to evaluate the military worth of artlllery as com
pared with alternative dellvery means for atomic weapons in
support of ground troops, considering such factors as tactical
flexibility, accuracy in all weather conditions, relative vul-
nerabllity, and logistics factors. The study was carried out
and issued as WSEG R-3, Evaluation of Artillery Delivered Atomic
Weapons (July 25, 1950). It concluded that artillery-fired
atomic projectiles would be worthwhile enough on balance to
Justify thelr development. The JCS approved the conclusion
and forwarded the study to the AEC with a request that R&D work
on such projectiles be continued.!?!

In October 1951 the JCS asked WSEG to follow develop=-
ments in the use of nuclear power for major surface ship pro-
pulsion, so that WSEG might be in a position to evaluate
military applications should the needAarise. The JCS request
stemmed from a prilor JCS declsion to establlish a military re-
quirement for the construction of a prototype of a nuclear-
powered engine sultable for a majJor warshlp such as an aircraft
carrier. In thls case, as in several others, although WSEG took
steps to monltor the relevant R&D, no study was actually com-~
missioned.!92

There were simllar requests of modest scope in 1952. 1In
January the JCS asked WSEG to follow R&D activiiies in atomic

190 ySEG History, Vol. V. For an account of this turning
pcint 1in the missile story and the role of the various partici-
pants, see Herbert York, Race to Oblivion (New York: Simon and
Schuster, Inc., 1970), pp. 83ff.

191 ySEG History, Vol. II.
1925pG History, Vol. IV.
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depth tombs, to be ir a position to evaluate thelr effectiveness
in antisubmarine warfare; and in February they asked WSEG to
monitor the Honest John rocket program, together with poten-
tially matching atomic warheads, to be in a positlon to evaluate

the utility of a nuclear Honest John weapon as a ground force .

support system. Nelther of these requests resulted in a formal
study, although the latter produced one as an offshoot. In

November 1953, the JCS asked WSEG to evaluate the Honest John ’

with a "Jackstraw" warhead and WSEG produced a staff study,
No. 28, 4n Operational Evaluation of the "JACKSTRAW" Warhead
to be Delivered by the 72mm Heavy Artillery Rocket (HONEST <OHN)
(September 20, 1954).1°03

The only new project begun in 1953 was the result of a
WSEG iniclative 1in October. WSEG had been studying air inter-
diction problems for some time in connectlon with the overall
ground forces study, but the air interdiction campalgn durlng
the Korean War stimulated additional interest in the subJect
and WSEG declded to establlish a separate aerial interdiction
project, under WSEG charter provisions allowing for self-
initiated work. The task statement and terms of reference for
the study were developed 1n WSEG and coordinated with the 0JCS
and the Services. The task was focused on NATO theater problems
and directed toward assessing the efflcacy of alternative inter-
dictlon operutions against the SACEUR target system. During the
course of the study, a team of WSEG offlicers and civilians was
sent to Korea to collect data on the employment of jet airecraft, -
with which combat experlence was new, for possible application
to campaigns in Europe; scenarios involving the use of atomic
weapons were also projected. The re