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AB TJcSUCA

This study examines the United States Army's activities in psychologica

and unconventional warfare during and after World War II to determine the i.-

petus for, and origins of, the forxal Aspecial warfaret capability created in

1952 with the establishment of the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Br&gg

North Carolina.

/- Research for the study was conducted at the Duke University library, th

archives and library of the US Arnm' John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assist-

ance, the US Ar"y Military History Institute, the US Army War College library,

the US Army Center of Military History, the Federal Records Canter, and the

National Archives. Emphasis was plac-d on original documents in the Joint

Chiefs of Staff and War D-,partý"nt General Staff/TDepartment of the Army files

for the 1941-52 period. Fersonal interviews were also conducted with selected

indi,:fduals at the Center fct Mililtry Assistance andi tbe &,my War College.

q With the impetus of the Korean War, heightening cold %ar tensions, and

the persistent pressures of Secretary of the Army Frank" Pace, Jr., the Army cr -

ated an unprecedented staff organization in early 1951: the Office of the Conif

of PFychological Warfare (OCPW). Under Brigadier General Robert A. McCluve, t,.e

0CIP4 guided the build-up of psycholcgical warfare and fortmulated plans for the

creation of an organization unique in the Arny's history: the 10th Special

Forcen (rcrip. Desogned to organize, train, and support indigenous permonnel. iil

behird-the-lnieq reqfstance activitles to fretardd a Soviet invasion in Europe

the Croup's true historical. forerunner--contrar) to the official lineage of

¶ SpeciAl Frrces--wnn the Office of Strategic Services, not the Rangers or the

[i fii J ..... . .



lot Secial Service Force. To provide the necessary training, material, and

doctrinal support for both unconvantional and psychological warfare,, McClure

convinced the Army to establish the psychological Warfare Center at Fort

Bragg. North Carolina Because psychological warfare had a formal lineage

and 'therefore greater •cceptance by the Army--which unconventional warfare

did not enjoy--Special Worces was brought into existence under the auspices

of, and subordinate to paychologicl warfare. From World War 11 to early

1953 McClure provided the continuity, expertise, and vision that was so es-

sential to creation of ýhe O•VW, Speci&:l Fortes, and the Psychological Warfare

Canter. McClure's contcibuticna have goe unrecognized, but his legacy .is

clear: the foundation that he laid was bu.,.t upon in the 196)"s, when "ape,.al

warfare" was expanded to encomptose counterin %urgency, and the Centor at Port

Bragg remains to this dey. RLP ai.hievements %ire not easily dttained: in ad-

dition t* rivalry with the Air Forc, and CIA, psychological an" unconventionsl

warfare ware relativelý new, "°out-of-the-mai.nstrem" activities that en-

countered resistance aa4 lack of understanding during a period of budgetary and

manpower constraints. The manner in vhJ.ch psychologics.a and unconwentional

warfare evolved from 1941 uncil their union as a formal. Arvy capability in

1952 suggests a theme that runs throughout the history of special warfare:

the story of a hesitant and reluctant Army attempting to cope with concepts

and organizations of an unconventional nature.

mlr
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PREFACE

My original intent with this study was to analyze hw the United States

&Amy, which was developed to fight conventional wars, evolved institutionally

after World War IU to cope with the demiands of low-intensity warfare. The

primary focus for this Investigation vas to be the evolutiot., o: the Army's

Johi F: Keanedy Center for Military Assistance at Fort Bragg, Novth Carolina,
fro', tts Inception ir: the otwrly i950',i th-ough the Vietn.,r, yeare. I still

gh~ri the aita yelrt.'-ontill

inttrii ai a follow-on prj,.t, to acco.%pli.h that originat goal; my, pre.-

li-':nr*7 -eaoitrch, hcwever, remealed that the story of how ar'! why i'he Ar7,r

decieed to \indertake such a quest in the fi±rst plece has not bhen sde.quately

told. Thi s -udy is intended to fill that vo.'d in our military h.story.

Specifically, it examines the Army's activities in psychological aM unconv.wn-

tional warfare during and after World War II to dete'-mine the impetus for, anc

origins of, the forjal "special warfare" capability created in 1952 with the

establishment of tlhe Psychologic.l Warfare Center (later the Center for Mili-

tary Assistance). An understanding of these historical roots should provide

a mnre enlightened perspective from which to assess the subsequent evolution of

"spocial warfare" in the Army.

I am indebted to Professor 1. B. Holley of Duke University for initially

j sug~zgesting this topic and fcr hv. c¢octructive advice, p :--icu~trly during the

corceptual pLqse. Tie coT, -•nts eod insgthts provided on the outiine and manu-

script by my me:P"or, ?rcfessor Theodore R~o.,p cf Duke, were invllua'be. The

long talks with Proqessor John K. flahon, Uriver3t, of Florida, duri.ag hie

vyar with the US Army itilitary History Institute, wvre most onpreciatee, as

ivJ
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were the comments on the manuscript by Professor Harold Deutsch of the Army

War College faculty. For their expert, willing assistance during my research,

I am particularly indebted to William Cunliffe and Ed Reese of the National

Arciives, Miss Hannah Zaidlik of the US Army Center of Military History, Miss

Joyce Eakin and Dr. Richard Sommers of the Military History Institute, and

Mrs. Beverly Lindtey of the John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance.

H' sincezt gratitude goes to my wife, Theresa, for her patience. initiative,

and thoroujhly professional typing of the mmuscript. Mr. Paul. T"born, The

Adjutwit Genkral' e Office, Department of the Army, was most understanding and

helpful in the interagency processing of my personal notes ar4d documents taken

from the Nationaa. Azchives, and of the final manuscript. In the. final

analysis, timely c-mpletion-of the study would not have been possible without

the encouragement, assistance, and environment needed for a serious research

a ffort which were provided by the Army War College and Strategic Studies

institute.

Finally, this study is dedicated to my wife and three children, who know

better than anyone what sacrifices have been required.

A. H. P., Jr.

Carlisle, Pennsylvania
November 1979

Evil
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PSYc-'7!,OGICAL AND UNrONVENTIONAL WARLFARE, 1941-1952:

ORIGINS OF A "SPECIAL WARFARE' CAPABILITY FOR

THE UNITED STATES ARM
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CHAPTER

flTRODUCT] N

In the first half of the twentieth century, American leaders employed

United States armed forces in support of Anerican foreign policy in "conven-

tional warfare" against the organized, uni o.:med forces of enemy nations. Al-

though the size and nature of the forces s employed varied in two world wars

and Korea, the United States Army in all o these conflicts performed its

role with regularly organized divisions a without the use of nuclear weapons.

Whether infantry, mechanized infantry, a red, or airborne, the division was

the basic formation of the Army, the key o ganization in terms of which

strength was measured in conventional war. After World War II,, political and

military leaders began to consider other forms of conflict in which American

forces conceivably might be engaged. Orgaaization, equipment, and doctrine

were reexamined in view of the possibility of a nuclear war, but: in. this

process the division remained a fundamentall military organization. Simultane-

ously, a few thinkers began to consider the possibility of having forces

capable of operating at the opposite end of the conflict spectrum from nuclear

war, below that of conventional war; a ca bility, in short, to conduct guer-

rilla, or "unconventional warfare." Regullr divisions were never designed o:

equipped for unconventional warfare; speci l units, training, and doctrine

would be necessary for such a task.

In 1952 the Army created the first formal unconventional warfare force

in its history, the 10th Special Forces Giloup, assigned to the Psychological

[2]



Warfare Center, an institution created that same year at Fort Bragg, North

Carolina. From that year to the present time, this institutiov, known con-

secutively as the Psychological Warfare Center, The Special Warfare Center

(1956), and finally the John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance (1969),

constituted the headquarters for Army schools and units oriented toward.

"special warfare."

Secretary of the Army Elvis J. Stahr, Jr., aefined "special warfare"

in 1962 as "a term used by the Armr, to embrace all military and parmnilitaryit measures and activities related to unco-.entional warfare, counterinsurgency,

and psychological warfare." 1, Unconventionel warfare primarily encompassed

guerrilla type operations and subversion, to be carried out within enemy or

enemy-controlled territory by predominately indigenous persoanel, but sup-

ported and directed by U.S. forces. Counterinsurgency, on the other hand,

included all actions, military and political, taken by the forces of the

United States alone or in conjunction with a legal government to prevent or

eliminate subversive insurgency. Finally, psychulogical warfare dealt with

communication, bot., spoken and wrJtten; it encompassed those activities planned

and conducted to influence the opinions, emotions, ar-titudes, and behavior of

the enemy, the indigenous population, and neutral or friendly foreign groups

in such a way as to support the accomplishment of United States objectives.2

Unconventional warfare, counterinsurgency, and pjychological warf-re, then,

comprised the key elements of bpecial warfare, a concept succinctly stated by

lOffice, Chief of Information, Department of the Army, S,)ecial Warfare,
U.S. Army (Washington, D.C., 1962), p. 55.

2 1bid., pp. 8f.; The Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dictionary of U.S. Military
Terms for Joint Usage, Washington, D.C., August 1968.
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Secretary Stahr as Including the c€apability to fight "g guerrillas as well

as against guerrillas and also involves the employment of psychological de-

vices to undermins the enemy's will to resist." 1

Secretary Stahr'e words were spoken in the early 1960'. whan special

warfare, then symbolized by the Special Forces "kreen Berets," reached its

zenith under the Kennedy administration. In the late 1960'a and 1970's,.

special vwafare changed somewhat in form and emphasis, and reaedei in impor-

tance within the Army. The student of special warfare history might be ex-

cused for'noting that the more recent period is reminiscent of the; 1950' s,

when special warfare as a concept struggled for survival. The, story of spa-

.cial warfare is a story of the' AAuy, hesitantly and reluctantly, groping with

concepts of an "unconventional" natu.e.

To understand the evolution of special warfare, particularly its embry-

onic existence in the early 1950'a, one .must grapple with the questions of

how and why it all beghn. An examination of the organization af the Psycho-

logical Warfare Center upon inception in 1952 reveals that its, major subor-

dinate elements--the Psychological Warfare School (divided into, psychological

operations and special forces instructional departments), the 6ttt Radio Broad-

casting and Leaflet Group and the 10th Special Forces Group--all, involved two

of the three components of special warfare; that is, psychological and uncon-

ventional warfare. 2 The third component, counterinsurgency, did not join the

lexicon of sp'ecial warfare until the 1960's and United States invoivement in

1 Special Warfare, U.S. Army, p. 5.

2Memorandum Number 14, Hesdquarters, The Psycbological Warfare CAnter,
7ort Bra,,-, .crth Carolina, 12 November 1962, "Organization and Fluintlons
I*'nual, Headquarters, The Psychological Warfare Center."
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Southeast Anit. Apparently, in the 1952 organization of the Fort Bragg center,

psychological varfare occupied a poesLion of ascendancy over urnconventional

warfare; after all, it was the Psychological Warfare Center and the Psycho-

logical Warfare Sc.ool. This suspicion of the apparent dominance of psycho-

logical warfare in strengthened by a perusal of the official unclassified

literature of the day, particularly the semiannual Department of Defense re-

'orts for 1952-52. The January I to January 30, 1952, report, for example,

while highlighting the establishmon. of Lhe Psychological Warfare Center',

akes no mention of the concomitant creation of the 10th Special Forces Group,

the first unit of its type in che Army's history.1

Thes, obsen',tions lead to some to plexin- quentiorns concerning the

origins of special warfare "hlch are not sdzqu'iely nonsrered by starting one's

investigatior with the year 1952. Why, in 19. , did the Army' decide, for the

ftrst tine in his history, to develop the formal beginning# of a special war-

fare capabilitj Ly cayestalishing the Psychologic-l Warfare Center at Fort

Bragg? What were the roots, or historical antecedents, of pqycholoylcal And

tLnconvent onsi watfare in United States Arrmy P ,.r1.•nce, and why were th•em

concepts physically 4.,,odled in the sa.r* locati-n in 19527 Finally, why, in

terms of priorit) and emphasis, wns poychologi•cal wrfare apparently nic-,L-dant

orer unconventional wsr:fare? In shnrt, wfiat were-the pre-1952 roots of tbe'

P9ych'0rg1.ca1 WArfArPg Contme" artx], cMocom~tant y, the orlg tnq of specical vsf are

1-1 the Unfte-! Stntp s -~r- In orA'er to wgg~emt m mrrre ,1,m,1ftP xnger to

theme q . itr onos ,hAn pr-•'•t!y exlt.q, thfs otudy will trarc thR hftrl-iArl

r>.fonqr. Rj rp Ž f r'Ii PR ~ (If' t !i- r 1. 1 o f t ho AT'" f, T, v
(- e'fy e r~'t r of t ~ie Air Force,* I Jarl',frry tlih t' i,3Q1iý Nno

WR~o~:o 14h I ~ ,ý on 92.



roots of paychologica1 and unaouveuLlanail warfare from World War 11 toý er&-

at~iou of tbs PeychoIogica1 Warfare Canter Ln 1952.



OCAPTER II

PSYCELOGICAL WARFARE IN WORLD WAR II

With the outbreak of World War II, the United States had virtually no

organ zed capability to conduct psychological and unconventional warfare un-

til Psident Roosevelt established the Coordinator of Information (COI) an

July 4l, 1941, and at the same time designated Colonel William J. Donovan as

the first director. ,Thus was begun a bold idea, for through M'oI and ito suc-

cessot, the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), the U.S. began "its first

org nized venture into the fields of espionage, propaganda, subversion and re-

llted activitie2 under the aegis of a centralized intelligence agency." 1

The Coordinator of Informa'ion

Izotrfcally, the creation of COI was' in large measure due to recomenda-

tionAi temmrning from Donovan's fact-finding trips to the Middle East and

hritaiK, where he had been'impressed by the British method of comnbining (in

agencies called the Political Warfare Executive [PWEJ and tie Special Opera-

tions Executive [SOEI) p.^opaganda efforts and the "unorthodox" operations of

sabots e, sub'aersion, and gerrilla warfare. He had been impressed as well

with t e Prltlsh systtem of intelliger ce and counterintelligence, as conducted

by tKeir Secret IntelliRence Service (SIS), and their ability to coordinate

•tYpr'•.1t F',,Wr, W_.•r.t of.th g., vol. I (N~. York: Walker and
Cm•r Lf7€h), p. 5; prorId lr~nch, intelligencr Dfvnini, W1X¶:, Tle

, N ,rqton, D.C., October 1946, "A Syllabus of rsyctiological War-
fxre," . 27; Crry Ford, N.'nZyvan of O.S.S. (1oston: Little, Bro:m and Com-

p 1 ), pp. 335f.

[71
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intelligence activities with psychological warfare and special operations.

Donovan thus proposed to Roosevelt the creation of a single agency in which

'to centralize the intelligence gathered by several uncoordinated, offices in

Washington,- as well as combining the functions of psychological- warfare and

special operations, on the British model.

According to Donovan's biographer, Corey Ford, the President welcomed

"the suggestion of a single agency' which would serve as a clearinghouse for

all intelligence, as well as an organ of counterpropaganda and a training cen-

ter for what were euphemistically called 'special operations."' As so often

happens to those who recommend measures of a far-reaching nature,, Donovan was

"invited" by the President to head the agency which he had proposed.2 Ini-

tially COT contained two major divisions, Research and Analysis (NA) and the

Foreign Informrtion Service (FIS), plus secret intelligence and sabotage

branches that were of a training nature only prior to U.S. entry into the war.

Dr. William L. Langer, a Harvard 'historian, became director of R&A, an office

designed to evaluate all incoming intelligence. The psychological warfare

division of COT was PIS, headed by Robert E. Sherwood, a playwright and confi-

dant of President Roosevelt. 3 As William F. Daugherty has written, the FIS

"undertook to spread the gospel of democracy . and to explain the objec-

tives of the United States throughout the world except in Latin America."t 4

To carry out these aims, F7S selected information from the wire services to be

used as propaganda on its eleven commercial short-wave stations that

1 Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., pp. 91, 106f., 110. 2 Ibid., p. 108.

31Tid., pp. 110f. ; Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, vo, ,I pp. 9, 31.

4Villiam E. Daugherty ard Morris Janowltz, A Psychological Wari -m Case-
,book (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1958), p. 127.



transmitted in several languages. After Pearl Harbor, Sherwood's orpaniza-

tion broadcast more than three hundred fifteen-minute programs w veek in

Europe and Asia.

Donovan's al!-encompassing concepL of psychological warfare was of

crucial importance. The firat stage was to be "intelligence penetration," with

the results processed by research and analysis made available for strategic

planning and propaganda. Donovan called propaganda the "arrow of initial

penetration," and believed that it would be the first phase in operations

against an enemy. The next phase would be special operations, in the form of

sabotage and subversion, to be followed by commando raids, guerrilla action,

and behind-the-lines resistance movements. All of this represented the

softening-up process of an area prior to invasion by friendly armed forces.

Donovan's visionary dream was to unify all of these functions in support of

conventional unit operations, and thereby "forge a new instrument of war." 2

To carry out this concept effectively, Donovan felt that the COI should

be made a supporting agency of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), the latter

having been created in Febriary 1942. First of all, the military services'

de facto control over personnel and material resources made it necessary, he

believed, to place CGI under JCS aut•,ority. Pragmatically, he realized that

the "O's varied secret activities could not be carried out without con-

currence and support from theater commwanders, and also that these activities

shoild be closely coordinated with conventional military operations. Unsuc-

cef)sfully, he argiied for several months with Roosevelt for COI to be brought

iFor0 d, Donorvnn ot U.S.S., p. 124.

iRoogevelt, War Report of the OSS, vol. 1, p. 16.
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under the JCS, and for PIS foreign propaganda to be =ore closely coordinated

with intelligence activities of the military services.1

O$ and W7.

The comprehsrsive nature of Donovan's concept of psychological warfare

was aot shared by everyone, however, for loss than a year after C01's crea-

tion, on June 11, 1942, President Roosevelt ordered the PIS be tranasferred to

the newly established Office of War Information (0Wl). By the same exrzutive

order, Roosevelt also dissolved the 001 and supplanted it with a new organiza-

tion, the Office of Strategic Services (0SS), with Donovan continuing as its

head. 2 The change, however, did include putting OSS Under the JCS, as recom-

mended by Donovan on June 8.3 In effect, as Edward Hymoff succinctly statae,

"COI became OSS and PIS became a division of the Office of War Information.'"4

Roosevelt's decision to reorganize the psychological warfare effort ap-

parently had several motivations. First, the increasing number oi government

information agencies created problems of overall coordination, so that there

was a need to consolidate wartime information and psychological warfare ac-

tivities. 5 There was also growing recognition that CO0 had become unwieldy,

and the President preferred that United States wartime propaganda be separated

'William R. Corson, The Armies of Ignorance (Now York: The.Dial Press,
1977), pp. 182f.; Rooseoyelt, War Report of the aSs, vol. 1, p. 20.

2 Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., pp. 127f., 337; Roose'clt, War Report of the
OSS, vol. 1, pp. 26f.; Corson, The Armies of Ignorance, p. 182.

3 Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, vol. 1, p. 26.

4 Edward Hymoff, The OSS in World War II (New York: Baltimore Books,
1972), p. 46.

5 Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., p. 176.



from strategic intelligence and subversive operations, rather than combined.'

SThen there was the problem of pfirsonslities, for Donavan and Sherwood had dif-

ferent views on the prcper role of FIS as a part of C31. According to rorey

Ford, "Colonel Donovan believed that, once a state of war existed, the prope-

ganda arm should be exploited as a weapon of deception and subversion, and

should be under military supervision," while Ro,ýert Sherwood, Chief of FIS,
T

"held that propaganda broadcasts should stick scrupulously to the facts, and

let the truth eventually prevail." Sherwood, who believed tha. "the American

image overseas would suffer . . . if we emulated Axis methods and resorted to

lies and deceit," also thought that FIS should remain under civilian direction,

and clashed with Donovan over his proposals to put 5-)l and FIS under JCS

jurisdiction. These differences of views were hardening into perscnal

animosity between the two men, and since both Donovan and Sherwood had the

respect of the President, he evidently felt that it would be wise to separate

their responsibilities. 2 Perhaps the most important factor, however, was the

opposition of Harold D. Smith, the Director of the Budget, who submitted a

memorandum to the President on March 7, 1942, proposing a reorganization of

war information services which resulted in the formation of the OWl. 3  Thus,

for a variety of reasons, the President shifted the major responsibilities for

psychological warfare to the newly created OWI.

Establishment of the OWl, however, neither solved all the problems of

11Iyioff, The OSS in World War II, p. 70.

2Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., Pp. 124f.; Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS,

p. 19; Corson, The Armies of Ignorance., p. 183.

3Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. 26-28; Corson, The Armies of
ignorance, pp. 184-186.
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coordination nor delimited responsibilities for psychological warfare, even

with a highly respected CBS reporter like Elmer Davis as its first director.

Though most of the ezisting information services were transferred to CWI,

Donovan's agency continued to'keep its fingers in the propaganda pie.

Donovan had fought to keep FIS under his direction in COl, but, having lost

that battle, he continued to assume some psychological warfare functions for

the OSS. Eventually, however, the lines of responsibility were more clearly

drawn and accepted by the two agencies. In addition to its intelligence and

special operations activities, the OSS retained responsibility for "black"

propaganda operations (i.e., information issued from a concealed or falsified

source), which were essentially covert activities designed to lower the

enemy's morale. 
1

The. OCM, on the other hand, controlled all propaganda in the United

States, and all "white" propaganda (i.e., information, official or otherwise,

plainly issued from a known source) outside the United States, with the ex-

ception of the Western Hemisphere, w.ich remained a responsibility of the

Office of Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs (CIAA) in the State Depart-

ment. 2  In March 1943, another presidential executive order more clearly

identified OWI's responsibilities for conducting foreign information and overt

propaganda operations, and also decreed that its activities be coordinated

with plans of the military services. 3

1 Paul Linebarger, Psychological Warfare (New York: Duell, Sloan, and
Pearce, 1954), p. 93; Hymoff, OSS in World War II, p. 70; Daugherty and Jano-
witz, Casebook, p. 128; "A Syllabus of Psychological Warfare," op. cit., p. 2;
Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., pp. 126-128.

2 Linebarger, Psychological Warfare, p. 93; Daugherty and Janowitz, Case-f book, p. 128; Corson, Armies of Ignorance, p. 185.

3 Daugherty and Janowitz, CaebOok, p. 129.
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The Army's Psychological Warfare Branch

When the European war broke out, the Army, like other agencies, was ill-

prepared to understand, much less plan for and conduct, psychological warfare

activities. During World War I, it had given token recognition to the im-

portance of this field by establishing the Psychological Warfare Sub-Section

of G-2 in the War Department, and the Propaganda Section, G-2, GHQ, AEF, but

from 1918 to 1941 no psychological warfare office existed at the War Depart-

ment, so the lessons of experience were lost. By 1941 there was only one of-

ficer on the War Department staff with psychological warfare experience from

the previous war. This was Colonel Charles H. Mason who, as Chief of the In-

telligence Branch, Military Intelligence Division (MID) from November 1940 to

July 1941,. attempted to reestablish a branch within the division for psycho-

logical warfare planning and operations. His attempts were in vain, however,

and Mason "complained that his efforts were met with indifference and opposi-

tion within the War Department." 1

The first positive steps toward creation of a psychological warfarc

capability came about as a result of the personal interest of Mr. John McCloy,

Srecently appointed Assistant Secretary of War. Influenced by the e~fectiveness.,

of German propaganda, he suggested in June 1941 that a special study group be

organized by Brigadier General Sherman Miles, Acting Assistant Chief of Staff,

G-2, to plan for future psychological warfare operations.2 Mr. McCloy's ac-

tion is illustrative of a theme that recurs at critical points throughout the

IThe Military Intelligence Division, WDGS, Washington 25, D.C., "A
History of the Military Intelligence Division, 7 December 1941-2 September
1945," 1946, pp. 289f.

21bid., p. 290.
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history of special warfare--,.he incervention by important ;overnmental "ivil-

Lana to prod hesitant and c",itious Army uniformed leaders irto taking action

on concepts of an "unconventional" nature.

The special group suggested by Mr. McCloy was established on June 25,

1941, as the Psychologic Branch, with Lieutenant Colonel Percy Black as its

chief. A great deal of secrecy surrounded its creation, but, curiously,

Colonel Mason, the only officer with World War I psychological warfare experi-

once, was not even informed of its existence. Black's initiat sttuy examined

all agencies--official and private--engaged in psychological i-tformation or

propaganda and concluded that "there was no effort to study the t,'Ciect of

propaganda on various groups, or relate propaganda plans to the plans of the

military high command." Some of the activities of this embryonic office in-

cluded: liaison with the Foreign Monitoring Broadcast Service, FCC, to ob-

tain daily and weekly summaries of foreign broadcasts; the completion of sur-

veys for the Office. for Coordination of Commercial and Cultural Relations,

and for the Council for Democracy; initiation of a weekly telegram service

to military missions with a brief summary of national defense progr'ess; and

a purchasing of copies of Newsweek and Life for distribution to selected

missions in Europe to counteract the pictorial propaganda of Germany. 1  As

can be seen, these initial efforts by the Army in psychological warfare were

rather modest in scope.

Shortly after its inception, the name of the 7sychologic Branch wes

changed to the Special Study Group, primarily because of the strict security

concern•i-g existence of the organization. An advisory committee of civilian

professional psychologists felt that it was inadvisable to use terms like

l~bid., pp. 291f.
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"propaganda," "control of opinion," and "psychiatrv " thus the name Special

Study Group "would be far leass rcvealing than any references to psychology

or propaganda." Again, in March 1942, the name was changed to Psychological

Warfare Branch, G-2, primarily because the growing number of personnel in-

vol.ved made strict secrecy difficult and because thip same secrecy impeded

coordination with other offices. Colonel Black was succeeded by Colonel

Oscar M. Solbert, who remained chief of the branch until July 26, 1942. His

successor was Colonel Charles C. Blakeney, who continued as chief until dis-

solution of the branch in December 1942.1

The Special Study Group/Psychological Warfare Branch continued and ax-

panded upon the type activities begun under the Psychologic Branch. One

of its most important and tangible projicts was the production of a daily

analysis of Axis propaganda, of which over 300 issues were circulated for

guidance to the Office of Facts and Figures, Office of Coordinator of Inter-

American Affairs, National Broadcasting Corporation, and the Bureau of Public

Relations. Since the War Department did not control radio broadcasting, the

Branch was limited to making suggestions. These variz-.* from items to be in-

cluded in speeches by the Chief of Staff to broadcacts with a definite objec-

tive, the latter being given to COI. The Branch also participated in planning

of leaflet operations in strategic and combat phases, and developed the Combat

r.n.• ar.da Bulletin to record lessons learned and recent activities for dis-

tributicn both in Washington and to the military theaters.

In December !942, the firat psychological warfare units were created,

with the formation of the 1st and 2nd kadio Service Sections, each with an

l1lbid., pp. 293f.; Linebarger, Psychological Warf_.re, pp. 93f.; "A Syl-

labus of Psychological Warfare," p. 29.

.
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authorized strength of thrie officerc and thirty-nine enlisted men. Together

the two formed the let Combat Propaganda Company. When the Psychological War-

fare Branch was dissolved on December 31, 1942, the company was transferred

from the Military Intelligence Service (MIS) to OS.* then back to MIS on March

2, 1943. At this point, the company was reorganized into combat propagcnda

teams with radio transmitters, sound trucks, and language personnel, then sent

to Europe for utilization. 1

Concurrent with, axZ related to, the activation of the Combat Propa-

ganda Teams was the development of a Draft Training Manual, "Combat Propaganda

Company," in the autumn of 1942. An existing pamphlet, "Mil.tary' Intelligence

r Propaganda--Confidential," written by Major P. M. Robinett in December 1940,

was used as its foundation. The manual proved to be quite useful in prnviding

organizational principles for the propt. .-ida companies formed in Europe during

1943 to 1945.2 The activities of the Special Studies Oroup/Psychological War-

fare Branch during 1941-42, then were varied but relatively low-level in na-

ture, and certainly were not considered "center stage" by the War Department.

Dissolution of the Psychological Warfare Branch

Dissolution of the Army's Psychological Warfare Branch in December 1942

was inextricably tied to the problem of defining psychological warfare--which

persisted throughout the war--and to the interagency battles and cortusion over

responsibilities in this relatively new field. JCS had created a Joint Psycho-

logical Warfare Committee (JWC) in March 1942 (JCS 12), to plan psychc logical

1"A History of the Military Intelligence Division," pp. 305, 309f.;

Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, p. 213.

2 "A History of the Military Intelligcnce Division," pp. 310-312.

A- *. -
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warfare in combat theaters and enamy-controlled ares. This coittee was re-

r constituted on June 21, 1942 (JCS 68), after the OSS and OWI were established

as two separate agencies. Membership was made up of general and flag officers

from the Army's G-2, the Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI), the War Depart-

ment General Staff (WDGS), the Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Fleet, and Donovan

as chairman. Established at the same time was a Joint Psychological Warfare

Subcommittee (JNWSC), a Supporting Committee on Psychological Warfare within

OSS, and a Joint Psychological iarfare Advisory Committee.(JIVAC),. with

Donovan as chairman. The latter committee was formed for the specific purpose

of coordinating the activities of other agencies outside the jurisdiction of

the JCS which were involved in aspects of psychological warfare, sjch as

Nelson Rockefeller's Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs (CIAA), Henry

"Wallace's Bcard of Economic Warfare (BEP), the OWI, and the.State Department.1

One of the first tasks of these various committees was the problem of

defining psychological warfare, and to that end a "Basic Estimate of Psycho-

logic.l Warfare" was prepared by the OSS Supporting Committee and ultimately

approved by the JPWC on September 7. The fine hand of Donovan may be seen in

the definition contained in this Basic Estimate, for according to it warfare

was

the coordinrtion and use of all means, including moral and physical,
by which the end is attained--other than those of recognized military
operations, but including the psychological exploitation of the re-
sult of those recognized military actions--which tend to destroy the
will of the e'ery to achieve victory and to damage his political or
economic capacity to do so; which tend to depriva the enemy of the sup-
port, assistance or sympathy of his allies or associatcs or of neutrals,
or to prevent his acquisition of sch support, assistance, or sympathy;
or which tend to create, maintain, or increase the will to victory of

IRoosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. 97f.; Corson, Armies of Ignorance,
p. 199; "A History of the Military Intelligence Division," pp. 312f.

AT



•18

our own people and allies and to acquirb, maintain, or to increase
the support, assistance and sympathy of nautrals.

The Basic Estimate further specified propaganda, subversion, c€ombat

propaganda companies and intelligence secured by research and cspionage as the

tools necessary to carry out this broad ccncept of psychological warfare.,

Although the OSS Supporti~ig Committee had spent six mouths trying to develop

a saleable definition, the JW"C, after having approved it, did not forward,

the Basic Estimate to the JCS for approval as a doctrine statement. 2

This difficulty over arriving at an acceptable definition of psycho-

logical warfare was also linked to the problems OSS encountered while trying

to find its niche as a new agency. As the War Report of the OSS states: "A

contributing factor to the whole situation wau a definite resentment of aSS,

as such, which found its strongest expression in Donovan's colleagues on the

JPWC. This resentment seemed to be based, in part, upon the fact that OSS was

& civilian agency, and, in part, upon the position of OSS as an agency of the

JCS and fear that it might encroarh upon the functions of G-2 and/or ONI." 3

At any rate, the axisting psychological warfare co-ittee system proved to be

ponderous, confusing, and generally unworkable.

Finally, on Dacembtr 23, 1942, the JCS moved to improve the situation by

issuing JCS 155/4D, which abolished the JPWC and designated OSS as being re-

sponsible for "planning, developing, coordinating, and executing the military

program of poychological varf,.re," and for "the compilation of such political,

ps-cychologlcal, sociological and economic information as may be required by

IRoosevelt, War Report of the OSS, p. 99.

2 Corson, Armies of Ignorance, pp. 200f.

3 koosevelt, War Report of the OSS, p. 101.



military operations ,,1  Concurre-.. ileh the reorganizarton of the psycho-
logical warfare macrjdn*,y of the JCS was a decision by the Antj to abolish
Its Psychological Warfare Branch, as announced by Hilitary Intelligence
Service Memo 147, 31 December 1942, for "since the Office of Strategic Serv-
ices v*s responsible for propaganda, there appeared to be no need for theBranch." 2 LUter, as will be seen, a need was found for'a psychological war-
fare branch on the Army Staff, and it vas reactivated. But at this point
the Army's Participation In psychologieal varfare. at least in the Washington
artna, appeared to be minimal.

Such vae not the case overseas, however, for the JCS 155/4D, which-had
Drecipltattd the demise of the Army's Psychologica! W•rfare Branch, also gave
Thpater Crx•nnders control of psychological vwrfare in their jurisdictional
areAm. 3  

Zn efect, the War Der~artmeor, *s Pau* Linebarger stares, considered
"the thet.er in this respect as autonomous, and [leftJ to the respective
Theater j;-.r.3:tnders the deftnition of their relationship with OWI and O3S, and
their ue-, r! each.,14

Y-•t .- : the Arm~y'x operst1oa1 vcrk In p.rychologicl wnrfare van there-
fore i,- ji* the, thearrr level, vere rho, remponsihle org.1nt?.Ation -wa normally

d " 'Iýi' .I - t abiP1 s€ < I • l.N/ rI Vn rt`nr%. lk .;nch 0'•W. ) f. ' 1.1 of t 1a'.oen th#i .ERJ' tit A! ti I ernyq (41 1
Al')w.,tq RCx<efa'e4~ O In North A frica In

/ t 
0

, . ...... ./, .• ,t!•.:a~r , p.9"I



February 1944 to the Psychological Warfare Division, Supreme faadquarters,

Allied xpaditionary Force (PND/SHAll). General Eisenhower created lND be-

cause as Supreme Comander for all allied military activities in Western

Europe, he desired to bring under his control the zyriad of Aetrican and

British aegncies attempting to conduct psychological warfare activities in

the theater..1 As for a aefinition of psychological warfare, NWD/SHAEF do-

scribed it as "the dissemination of propaganda designed to undermine the

enemy's will to resist, demoralize his forces and sustain the morale of our

supporters.'" 2 With this definition, then, and the overall objective of con-

trolling and coordinating piychological warfare in the area of Continental.

Europe controlled by the Supreme Commander, the specific mission$ of, NWDvwere:

(a) To wage psychological warfare against the snomy.
(b) To use th. various' media available to psychological war-

fare to sustain the morale of the People of friendly nations oc-
cupied by the enemy and to cause the peoplo of these countries to
acquiesce in the wishes of the Supreme Commander.

(c) To conduct so-called consolidation propaganda operations
in liberated frior.4zly countries. [Consolidation propaganda was
that directed toward
a military force and designed to insure compliaerce with the instruc-
tions promulgated by the commander of the occupying force.]

(d) To control information services in Allied-occupied
Germany.3

To carry out these tasks PWD had a number of psychological warfare tools

at its disposal. Transmitters of the British Broadcasting Corporation (MC)

lThe Peychological Warfare Division, Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeli-
tPrnary Frarce, "An Account of its Oporatlnns in the Western European CampaIgn,
194/4-45" (Bad Homburg, Germany, October 1945), pp. 17-19; Brigadier General
Rohert A. McClure, "Trends in Army Psychological Warfare," Army_ nformation
T~est, February 1952, p. 10.

2Hlxtorical Records Section, AGO, Reference Aid Number 7, "Records Per-
ta ,ing to Psycholo|ical Warfare .n Custody of Historical Racords Section," 8
Noý.,mhber 1949, p. 5, RG 319, PUO 091. 412 (7 October 1949), F1/ 25/2,, National
Ar•' Ires.

3 Psychological. Warfare Division, "Operations in Western Kurope,'" p. 13.
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and OWI were important, particularly after D-Day when FWD prepared di ectives

for both BBC and the OWI stations known as the Amerizan Broadcasting tation .

in Europe (ABSIE). Large-scale leaflet operations were carried out b the use

oZ aircraft and artillery skills, and propaganda was also disseminate to enemy

front-line units through loudspeakers.'

The basic Army field operating unit for psychological warfare v the

Mobile Radio Broadcasting (MRB) Company. As will be remembered, the nu leus

for this type of units was formed by the Military Intelligence Service (MIS)

in December 1942 and, after being transferred for a brief period to th OSS,

they went back to the Army in March 1943. The equipment for these uni s was

unlike anything most conventional soldiers had seen. Included were su h items

as public address systems, radios, monitoring sets, loudspeakers, typ riters,

mobile printing presses, and leaflet bombs. Normally they were broken up by

the separate Army groups and field armies into small teams, often to wrk in

direct support of front-line conventional combat units. One MRB Comipa y com.-

mander, Major Edward A. Caskey, described his responsibilities as bein con-

cerned primarily with tactical, or combat, propaganda. His company us d short-

range radio broadcasts and tactical leaflets printed on the spot, then e-

livered to enemy lines thro,,gh the use of modified artillery smoke shellls. He

also maintained prisoner-of-war interrogAtion teams who worked with ^-2'. As

Caskey explained: "Both Cermans and Italians [prisoners) stated that the con-

tent of the leaflets haf' greatly influenced their decision. They all insisted

that they were mostly Impressed with the veracity of our leaflets."2

Irbid., p. 17.

2 A1 I fP'4 Fmoere Headquarteri, Psycholo;'ical Warfare Branch, MWmorannIm pre-
pared in Wi4l,fn ýr.on, D.C., 26 NDf-P"b,,r 11'443., by M~Aor FAlward A. Caskey,lCom-

mar4or, l1t ,•.1 Crn,"1•,i, R(' 165 c4T(:,q), MID (C-2), Propaganda Branch Cordes-
pondeire, 19314-4 , P BoS, xox No. 333, National Archives.
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Eventually five such companies were formed in the United States and sent to

Europe to serve under PWD/SHAEF. Although these units were the result of

rather hasty improvisation in 1943 and 1944, the doctrinal and organizational

concepts that they embodied were to reappear in the psychological warfiare

units formed later, during the Korean Conflict. 1

Taken together, then, there were a number of divers. organizations in

NWD, civilian and military, that somehow had to be fused into a common psycho-

logical warfare organization. According to an account prepared by the NI)

staff, ND/SHAEF 'was the first agency, military or civilian, to coordinate

successfully in Western Europe the efforts of the numerous military and

civilian agencies which had waged Anglo-American psychological warfare since

the begpnning of the war." The Clief of FWD, Brigadier General Rabert A.

McClure, was assisted by four deputies, each representing one of the respective

civilian agencies which ccntributed personnel to FWD. Two of these agencies

were American--the OW1 and the )SS; and two were Bricish--the Political Intel-

ligence Department of the Foreign Office (PID), and the Ministry of Informs-

tion ()I0). General McClure's name bears remembering, for, as will be shown

later, he was to figure prominently In establishing the Psychological Warfare

Center at Fort Bragg in 1952.2

Not everyone was enamored with NWD operations, of course., After all, it

was a rather strange collection of personnel, equipment, and activities by

conventional unit standards. Perhaps illustrative of this was a survey report

lSaul K. Padover and Harold D. Lasswell, "Psychological Warfare," Head-
line Series, March 20, 1951, Number 86, pp. 14f.; Daugherty and Janowitz, A
Psychological Warfare Casebook, pp. 131f.; A Syllabus of Psychological Warfare,
pp. 32-43.

2 Psychological Warfare Division, "Operations in Western Europe,'" pp. 13-

17; Daugherty and Janowitz, A Psychologicr.l Warfare Casebook, p. 131..
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in August 1943 by the Iuapdctor General, Major General Virgil L. Peterson, in

which he described the PWB in North Africa (forerunner of IND/SHAEF) as "a

heterogeneous group of some 468 writers, psychologists, economists, linguists,

and world travelers," whose efforts "were somewhat lacking in coordination and

control, until they were all assembled in one building and placed under com-

mand of an American Army officer." General Peterson went on to conclude his

Sz remarks with the compliment that his Survey Group "was much impressed with the

industry and enthusiasm of the people engaged in these psychological warfare

activities," but added a caveat that displayed ambivalence toward a new and

different organization: "but does not feel qualified to arrive at any conclu-

**ions regarding their value to the Theater, or the Army as a whole."1

Professor Paul K. Sadover, a NWD combat intelligence officer, recalled that

"at first NWD was not much appreciated; hard-bitten regular Army men referred

to the psychological warriors as 'feather merchants."' But later in the war,

the organization's effectiveness received more respect from "formerly sus-

picious commanders," particularly at the tactical level, where at the end

even gung-ho generals like George Patton asked for front-line support because

"it was definitely recognized that the loudspeakers helped Co persuade the

enemy to come over with arms in the air."12

The Propaianda Branch. G-2

In many respects, the activities of the NWB in North Africa (PWB/AFHQ)

provided much of the impetus toward eventual reestablishment of a psychological

1War Departnent, Offi ce of the Inspector General, Washington 25, D.C.,
Memorsndum to the Deputy Chief of Scaff from Major General Virgil L. Peterson,
17 A;-ust 1943, oubject: Survey of Orgcuirations, Administration, Supply and
Procedures of the North AfricAn Theater of Operatione, National Archives.

2Prdover: and Loomwell, "Psycholngical War•ire," 'Headline Series, p. 16.
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weafave branch at the War 1)apartment. General McClure's deputy, Mr. C. D.

Jackson, Wi1, returned to the United States for a visit in June, 1943. During

his trip he talked with Hr. John J. McCloy, Assistant Secretary of War, who

in 1941 had displayed the interest in psychological warfare that resulted in

establislment of the Psychologic 3ranch. Still deeply interested in the sub-

Ject, Secretary McCloy proceeded to 3taff some papers left with him by Mr.

Jackson which cont Ined a proposal that a central psychological warfare branch

be established at -he War Department to direct and coordinate the work of the

theater Mi's. 1  The seed had been planted.

Prior to this, on 9 March 1943, as a result of the continuing difficulty

of trying to delineate clearly the responsibilities of OSS andý OWI with r~ipect

to propaganda, Presidential Executive Order 9312 was issued. This order gave

(OR responsibility for planning, developing, and executing all foreign propa-

gWda activities "involving the dissemination of information," which applied

to open, or "white," propaganda. This action necessitated a revision of JCS

155/4/D, which had given OSS responsibility for military propaganda.in De-

cenber 1942 and which had been the major reason for dissolution of the War De-

partment's .sychological Warfare Branch. The revised directive, JCS 155/7/D,

was issued on 4 April 1943 and simply omitted any reference to CW1 and propa-

ganda. 2 Thus a major constraint was lifted, albeit one that had been largely

self-imposed, that allowed the Army to recreate a psychological warfare branch

in Washington.

By August 1943 the papers Mr. Jackson left with Secretary McCloy were

111A History of the Military Intelligence Division," p. 316.

"Ioosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. 105-107, 213.
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beginning !o have an impact. In addition to proposing that a'central psycho-

logical warfare branch be established at War Department level, the papers

also described the system in which propaganda planring and control were car-

ried out in the North African theater. In -n interesting memorandum to

Colonel Otto L. Nelson, Secretary to the General Staff, Brigadier General

J. E. Hull, Acting As.Istant Chief of Staff, Operations and Plans Directorate

(OPD), conmented that "although the value of propaganda may not be as great

as its proponents claim, it is a recognized instrument of modern war which

can be useful." After this rather ambiva ent endorsement, he went on to state

that the principles contained in the IWB North Africa papers were sound, and

reccnmnnded that they be circulated to theater comnanders.' This, in fact,

was accomplished with a letter dated 20 August 1943 to all major commanders

that forwarded the papers "in the event you desire to establish similar

agercies." Interestingly, one of the papers migned by Colonel C. B. Hazeltine

strongly advocated a mixed civilian-military team as "a must for maximum re-

sults in a PWB organization." 2  It was this very civilian influence and in-

terface that made psychological warfare and unconventional warfare suspect to

many conventional-minded Army officers.

In the meantime, the previously mentioned report by the Inspector

Gene ,al, Major General Peterson, was released cn 17 August 1943, and contained

1OPD, WDGS, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Colonel 0. L. Nelson

from Brigadier General J. E. -ull, Acting Ampistant Chief of Staff, OPD,
subject: Organization for Feop&ganda Plar.ning, 12 August 1943, OPD 000.24
(12 July 1943), Section I, Cases 1-39, National Archives.

ZWDIS, i'he Adjutant Ceneral's Office, Washington 25, D.C., Letter to

all major coswnanders, subject: Organiza.tion for Propaganda Planning, 20
August 1943, AG 0.1.4112 (16 August 1943), filed with OPD 000.24, Sec. I,
Casea 1-39, National Archives.
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a complaint from General HcClure "that there was no corresponding agency es-

tablished in the War Department, through which he could channelize his cor-

•respondence." About this time, the JCS began to get into the act by consider-

ing plans to improve coordination at high levels, and to require theaters to

submit definite plans on psychological warfare. Both of these matters were

discussed at the August 23, 1943, meeting of the Army's General Council.

General MIcarney, the Deputy Chief of Staff, recognized the responsibility of

MVI "for most of this work," and was not prepared to decide "whether or not

the WarZDepartment should establish an agency primarily for dealing with
t •hese matters or attempt to coordinate by liaison with OWI," thus ', di-

retted the Operations Division and G-2 to "get together and submit recom-
Ssmendations. "i

,The inmediate result of this directive was a report to the Joint Intel-

ligence Committee on 8 September 1943 signed by the Assistant Chief of Staff,

G-2, and the Assistant Chief of Staff, OPD, %tich outlined all the agencies

primarily responsible for preparation and dissemination of foreign propa-

ganda, and concluded that a War Department agency for control of propaganda

should be etatablished and have a direct channel through JCS to the Combined

Chiefs of Staff (CCS). Recognizing the Army"s deficiencies in this area, the

report also noted that "the abolition of the Psychological Warfare Section of

G-2 (in December 19421 has seriously reduced the War Department's ability to

supply appropriate material to propaganda agencies." Finally, the report also

included a rather curious assessment of the value of psychological warfare:

11D•GS, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, extract from minutes of
Geaeral Council 'eeting, 23 August 1943, OPD 000.24, Sec. II, Cases 40-61,
National Archives.
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Although the proponents of psywar are prone to exaggerate its im-
portance, the military value of propaganda in recent operations
involving American forces has been clearly discernible and propa-
ganda has also been used by our enemies with marked success. It
is a powerful weapon for influencing men's minds and, therefore,
cannot be neglected. 1

Again we see a somewhat lukewarm acknowledgment of this new field, but it did

represent an endorsement, albeit begrudging, and the momentum for a new

psychological warfare branch in the War Department was gathering.

1&y the middle of October, Major General Handy, the G-3, and Major General

Strong, the G-2, h4d submitted a more detailed study to General McNarney recom-

mending the establishment of a central authority within the War Department for

"formulation and disseminatior of propaganda plans, policies, and releases.

This report was approved by General McNarney and the Secretary of War on 26

October. 2 The matter appeared to be settled.

However, there then ensued a period c.iring which both General Strong

and General Handy strenuously avoided acceptance of the new functt..n. In a

memorandum to General Handy on 6 November 1943, General Strong attached a

2 study prepared by G-3 which concluded that the new branch should be in the

Operations Division beca!nse it "has the gr-atest intere3t in operational propa-

ganda and a direct channel to the Joint and Combined Chiefs of Staff on all

operational subjects.",3 Not to be outdone, General Handy acknowledged on

SWDGS, Memorandum to Joint Intelligence Committee with inclosed report
by Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, and Assistant Chief of Staff, OPD, subject:
War Department Propaganda Control Agency, 8 September 1943, OPD 000.24, Sec.
II, Cases 40-61, National Archives.

2WDCS, Memorarndum for the Deputy Chief of Staff, subject: Psychological

Warfare/Establishment of Agency for Dealing with Problem of Psychological War-
fare, 16 October 1943, OPD 000.24, Sec. II, Cases 40-61, National Archives.

3 WDGS, MID, G-2, Memorandum for Major General T. T. Handy from Major
General George V. Strong, G-2, 6 November 1943, OPD 000.24, Sec. II, Cases
40-61, National Archives.
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10 November that G-3 did have an in ereit in operational propaganda, but

that the new branch should be under G-2's direction because his positions

as a member of the Emergency Combi d Propaganda Committee and as a Joint

Chief of Security Control gave him lose touch with War Department coordina-

tion a•d control of propaganda. 1  matter was finally resolved by referral

back to the original recommendatio approved by General McNarney on 26 Oc-

tober, which had specified the new ropaganda agency would be established

in the Military Intelligence Divis on (G-2).2

This attention to the dialog e between G-2 and G-3 over a new function

may appear innonsequential, but it provides some insight into attitudes toward

psychologtcal warfare. General St ff divisions normally do not avoid or

give ip a function considered to b• important--if it has "high visibility."

7 :,.e reluct:ance displayed by both G neral Handy and General Strong to accept

an activity that was new, perhaps ifficult to understand, and considered by

many officers to be merely a minor side show in the war effort, is illustra-

tive of a theme that recors contin ally throughout this study--the story of

a hesitant and reluctant Army, whe faced with concepts of an "unconventional"

nature.

Creation of the new Propaga a Branch in G-2 was formally announced on

November 15, 1943, by Military Intelligence Division Directive Number 78.

During the General Council meeting held the same day, General Kroner, the G-2

representative, pointed out that ha head of peychological warfare activities

!WDGOperations Division, Memorandum for Major General George V.
Strong from Major General T. T. HRndy, Subject: War Department, Propaganda
Branch, 10 November 1945, OPD 0001.24, Sec. II, Cases 40-61, National Archives.

2 "A History of the Military! Intelligence Division," pp. 317f.
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in North Africa, Brigadier General McClure, had indicated that there was no

corresponding agency in the War Department to consider psychological warfare

problems "at the proper level." General Kroner concluded his remarks by stat-

ing that "this is indicated as a need for this very important branch1."' 1 The

seed planted six months earlier by General McClure's deputy in his discussions

with Assistant Secretary of War McCloy and by General McClure's own personal

statements during the intervening period, had finally borne fruit.

Broadly speaking, the new branch's primary fesponsibility was to co-

* ordinate all propaganda functions for the War Department. More specifically,

it would prepare and disseminate propaganda items for uso of the OWl, CIAA,

and other nonmilitary organizations. The G-2 would be advised by the branch

on all propaganda problems presented by theater commanders, and propaganda

matters brought before the JCS and CCS would be coordinated by War Department

action. Propaganda plans of the OWl and CIAA would be processed through the

JCS by the branch. It %ould coordinate with similar branches in the Navy,

State Department, and other government departments. Finally, the ranch chief

was to serve as the Army member of the JCS liaison with OWI and CIAA. 2

The branch chief selected for this fledgling officc was Lieutenant

Colonel John B. Stanlay, who was transferred from the Special Services Divi-

i sKon. Initially only four officers staffed the branch, but eventually mere

lIbid., p. 318.

2W= S, G-2, Memorandum from Major General Strong for Commanding General,
Army Air Forces; Assistant Chief of Staff, Operations Di'vision; Chief, Civi]
Affairs Division and Director, Bureau of-Public Relations, subject: Propa-
ganda Section, MID, 23 November 1943. Memorandum attaches copy of MID memo-
randum number 78, 15 November 1943, establishing a Propaganda Branch in the
MID, and requests cooperation and coordination of all addressees. Filed with
OPD 000.24, Sec. II, Cases 40-61, National Archives.
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were assigned, to include some who had been associated vith the old Psycho-

logical Warfare Branch beforewits dissolution. Internally, the br.mch was or-

ganized into Operations and Research and Analysis Sections, and remained

basically in this configuration until May 1945. At this point, upon the recom-

-, mendation of Lieutenant Colonel Stanley, the function of preparing intelligence

reports based on the analysis of foreign propaganda was transferred to the

Sociological Branch, G-2. With this function vent most of the Research ard

Analysis Section. 1

, -At the end of the war, a few senior officers recognized the need to

build upon the Army's experience and retain a capability for psychological war-

fare. In a December 1945 letter to the War Department, Major General L. L.

Lemnitzer, then head of the Joint Strategic Survey Comnittee of the JCS,

stated:

To avoid a repetition of the ND mistakes we made in World War II
and to take full advantage of the experience gained in that war, I
recommend that a comprehensive study be made of this subject at an
early date with a view of:

a. Analysing [sic] all available PWB material of World War II,
including particularly the PNB reports from the various theaters of
operations to establish sound PWB principles, techniques, organiza-
tion, equipment and procedures for future employment of this weapon.

b. Establishing short courses in our staff schools to provide
future commanders and staff officers with a general understanding
and appreciation of this new weapon of warfare.

c. Examining the feasibility of establishing a small PWB sec-
tion in the War Department to provide continuing study of this sub-
ject, or failing that, to assign this responsibility to an existing
section or agency best prepared to assume it. 2

The Propaganda Branch had foreseen the need for such a study. In May

I"A History of the Military Intelligence Division,- pp. 318f.

2 JCS, Joint Strategic Survey Committee, Letter from Major General L. L.
Lemnitzer, USA, to Lieutenant General J. E. Hull, Operations Division, War De-
partment, subject: Research and Analysis of PWD Activities in World War 1I,
22 December 1945, OPD 000.24, Sec. III, Cases 62- , National Archives.
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1945 letters had been sent to theater PWB's requesting the appropriate his-

torical materials. 1  The branch continued in existence until January 1947,

when the responsibility for psychological warfare activitilas wLs transferred

from G-2 to the Plans and Operations Division.

A-2praisal

It is difficult--if aot impossible--to discuss the evolution of ArmyI experience L psychological warfare during World War II without takin& into

aefcount the impact on it of the major civilian agencies that had an interest

in this activity. First, the Coordinator of Information, then its successor,

the Office of Strategic Services, and, finally, the Office of War Informa-

tion--all had an influence on the Army's development of a psychological war-

fare capability as they engaged in their interagency struggles to sort out

repponsibilities in the nevr field. In many respects, it was the confusion

and lack of coordination generated by the profusion of agencies that forced

the War Department to reestablish a Propaganda Branch in November 1943.

Through this office and the theater Psychological Warfare Branch, the Army

found it necessary to wrrk closely with these agencies, and in particular the

OWI, for the duration of the war.

This reliance on civilian agencies did not sit well with many profes-

sional military men. An illustration of this attitude can be found by quot-

ing from the unsigned letter of an officer with Headquarters, Western Task

Forces, in 1942:

I still believe we could get along far better without the OWI. The
psychological situation is far too complex to ba handled by poets
and gentlemen of the press in Washington and even the Gmrman Prepa-
ganda Machine worked in reverse in the face of actual military

lIbid.
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operations. The only propaganda whizh can achieve results is the
propaganda of deeds not words. One U.S. medium tank has proved far
more effective than all the bag of trick gadgets, which merely- of-
fend good taste and give nothing concrete where want is great.

This officer ended his letter vith the conclusion, "I believe that such

agencies as the OWl and OSS can be profitably eliminated in the future."'

Ironically, it was a civilian--Assistant Secretary of War John NcCloy--

who pushed the Army into developing a branch at the War Department -fll_

planning and coordination of psychological warfare activities, initially in

June 1941 and again in November 1943. And it was a civilian'-Mr. C. D.

Jackson of the OW--who, as General McClure's deputy, provided Secretary

McClcy with the PWB/AFIiO organiz-ational papers that were in turn used by him

as a stimulus to resurrect a psychologicnl warfare branch in 1943. The

initiative demonstrated by !LZluential civilian officials to prod somewhat

conservative Army leaders into renturing forth in a new and uncertain field

is a theme we shall sea throughout our investigation of the origins of a

special warfare capability for the Army.

Certainly Brrgadier General McClure was an exception to this theme. The

civilian-military team that he headed first in North Africa in TWB/AF6Q, then

later in NWD/SHAEF, served as the model for successful Army psychological

warfare operations- during the way. The Mobile Radio Broadcasting (MRB) cown-

panies emplnyed in Europe were the first tactical propaganda units of their

type in the Army's history, and were to influence the development of similar

units during the Korean War. And McClure himself had a strong hand in urging

that a central psychological warfare agency be established in the War

1WDGS, G-2, unsigned letter from individual with Headquarters, Western
Task Force, 26 November 1942. Apparently the writer was previously aisigned
to G-2, RG 319, G2 322.001 (1 October 1942), Box number 576, National
Archives.
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Dbpartment. All in all, General McClure must be considered the moat impor-

t nt Army officer to emerge in this new field during World War II.

Although small throughout the Propaganda Branch, G-2, and its predeces-

a e, the Psychologic Branch, thm Special Study Group, and the Psychological

Warfare Branch, performed a low-key, but valuable service. Its "principal

success," states "A History of the Military Intelligence Division," "Was in the
& idance it gave to operational units in the field, and as an agency for the
Ijaneoprtin" ,,hi lth

€?ordination of propaganda activities with military operations, Jhile the

extent of this success may be somenihat overstated by the MID history, none-

theless the fact that such &n agency was founid to be necessary was demonstratod

Ib4 the creation of the Propaganda Branch ten months after dissolution of the

P;ychological Warfare Branch.

Armr" personnel employed in psychological warfaire ii• all theaters

p obably never totaled more than 2,000 at any one time,z a minuscule number

v en compared to many other activities. Despite the often leus-than-enthusi-

a tic manner in which the Army embraced it, however, gradually psychological

warfare gained 7reater resp-ctability. Formal organizations end procedures

wfre developed--painfully an! bpgriidqngly at timcs, to be sitro--that eventu-

silly benstowd thia new ondwa,,or vii.h a d(Ierep of legittm.Acy.

The ItM'-Ct of pqVch-1,log•C1,C •Ar-fAre fit alwavq difficult to axsoorA. Ihst

Clne-akl Flsporhr,4or, at le'amr thotigtt tho FitrnpeAn exporft-eiir ux'fulu.

in tt!'fa war r"[ wrrirrf In flph N 1!.A.bFF'i arco,,,it. of Its operarion),
wfjich wjij trital i- evtry gon-te of th,, wor'I, we hse .'en m•nv groat

A r~ tý f i tý,rv n ~ ~ I o 312; PIR also
, ; n:, ,., A'•,:-:'•r• l~'r • '• a 1, . r ". ! the C. lr 'l' , st .1rn

Th Pzý,ýt V ICiT, 1 iS) l) 1 f
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changes in military science. It seems to me that not the least of
these was the development of psychological warfare as a specific
and effective weapon.

The exct contribution of psychological warfare toward the final
victory cannot, of course, be measured in terms of towns destroyed
or barriers passed. However, I am convinced that the expenditure of
men and money in wielding the spoken and written word was an impor-
-taut contributing factor in undermining the enemy's will to resist
-and supporting the fighting morale of our potential Allies in the oc-
cupied :ountries.

Wit %out doubt, psychological warfare has proved its right to a
place of dignity in our military arsenal. 1

Thus, World War 11 saw the nation--and the Army--develop the foundation

for a modern psychological warfare capability. What it would do with tLis

foundation, so painfully acquired, would remain to be seen.

Llttor, (General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower, Readquarters, U.S.

Forces, Buropean Theater, Office of the Commanding General, in '"The Psycho-
logical Warfare Division, Operations in Western Europe," p. 1.



CHAPTER III

UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE IN WORLD WAR II

Activation of the 10th Special Fnrces Group in May 1952 completed the

original group of organizations which comprised the Psychological Warfare

Center, and supposedly provided the United States Army with the first unit in

its history formally organized to conduct "unconventional," or guerrilla,

warfare. A logical question, therefore, would corcern the Army's rationale

for embarking on this new venture, so alien to its more traditional role of

conventional warfare. One also wonders if there had been any previous experi-

ence with unconventional warfare in the Army's history that may have served

as a forerunner for its desire to create such a capability in 1952. Then

there is the question of why the Army decided to combine unconventional war-

fare with psychological warfare in 1952. As with psychological warfare, we

must begin our search for the answers to these questions by examining American

experience during World War II.

"Official" Unconventional Warfare Units

The task of tracing the origins of unconventional warfaze in the United

States Army is complicated by the fact that in the early 1960's a number of

World War II "elite" units were included in the official lineage of Special

Forces. One of these was the First Special Service Force, a joint American-

Canadian unit formed in 1942 at Fort Wi.llam Henry Harrison, Montana, and com-

manded by Major General Robert T. Frederick. Also included in the official

lineage were United States Army Ranger Battalions, the first of which was

[351
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formed on June 19, 1942, at Carrickfergus in Northern Ireland, under the com-

mand of Colonel William 0. Darby. A similar organization, Brigadier General

Frank Merrill's 5307th Composite Unit (Provisional), better known as "Merrill's

Marauders," was not officially a part of Special Forces lineage but has been

informally adopted by Special Forces.

Whatever the "official" lineage, however, using these units an lineal

antecedents of unconventional warfare is misleading since none of them, by

definition, was an unconventional warfare organization. According to the

Dictionary of U.S. Military Terms, unconventional warfare "includes the three

interrelated fields of guerrilla warfare, evasion and escape, and subversion

conducted within enemy or enemy controlled territory by predominately 'in-

digenous personnel usually supported and directed by personnel from an outside

country."12 The First Special Service Force, the Ranger" Battalions, and

"Merrill's Marauders" did not fit this description; they were primarily long-

range penetration organizations that specialized in reconnaissance, raiding,

and commando operations. British Royal Marine Commandos and Orde Wingate's

Raiders performed similar tasks for the British throughout the Second World

War. Yet the author himself remembers standing in a mass formation with the

77th Special Forces Group at Fort Bragg in early 1960 when the First Special

Service Force was reconstituted and consolidated vith the Ranger Battalions,

1 "Lineage of Special Forces," undated mimeographed fact sheet located in
G-1 archives, John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance, Fort Bragg,
North Carolina. Department of the Army Directive AGAO-322, Octoler 18, 1960,
consolidated the various Ranger Battalions with the First Specir.l Service
Force and redesignated them all as the let Special Forces--whir.h became the
parent unit of all Special Forces Groups.

2The Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dictionary of U.S. Militxry Terms for Joint
Ussae, Washington, D.C., August 1968.
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then activated as the parent unit of all Special Forces Groups. And a memor-

able day it was, as retired Major General Frederick came down from Canada to

preside over the conferral of First Special Service and Ranger unit colors,

lineage, and honors to the Army's Special Forces.

Looking back upon that scene, one wonders today why Special Forces felt

it necessary to adopt the lineage of units that were not true forerunners of

unconventional warfare. An argument could probably be made that a few in-

dividuals fron. these units became early members of Special Forces, and that

some of the tactics and techniques of their former organizations were incor-

porated into Special Forces training, but these alone are insufficient explana-

tions. Apparently the answer was simply that the Army had no true unconven-

tional warfare units of its own to draw history from, therefore someone in

authority decided to take the next best alternative of borrowing the lineage

of some of its better-known "elite" special-purpose units of tforld War II

fame. While the lineage of these units undoubtedly adds to the luster of

Special Forces, very little is served by dwelling on their history as fore-

runners of a United States Army unconventional warfare capability.

OSS and Unconventional Warfare

Personnel of the Office of Strategic Services, however, did participate

in, unconventional warfare activities during Wozld War II, and the United States

Army contributed officers and men to this unique organization. The OSS, tr-,n•*-

forwed from the Coordinator of Information Office after the formation of the

Office of War Information in June 1942, bore the stamp of William Joseph

Donovan, an imaginative, forceful man of 58, who had been known since his

youth as "Wild Bill. ' Donovan was a highly decorated World War I hero who be-

came a milltonaire Vall Street corporate lawyer before being chosen by

U.
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President Roosevelt, as one critic of OSS expressed it, "to direct the New

Deal's excursion into espionage, sabotage, 'black'- propaganda, guerrilla war-

fare, and other 'un-American' activities."' Uhder the leadership of such a

dynamic personality, another scholar described the OSS as "a combined re-

search, foreign espionage, and special operations agency" through which the

United States "became engaged for the first time in intensive strategic intel-

ligence research and extensive espionage and political action operations on a

world-wide scale.",2

As an agency established to meet the special conditions of. World War II,

the OSS "was the first of its kind in the history of the United. States."

Largely because of the imagination and foresight of General Donovan, who

had the ability "to visualize an oak when he saw an acorn," the OSS "undertook

and carried out more different types of enterprises calling for more varied

skills than any other single organization ol. its size in the history of our

country."'3 Such disparate tasks required a veritable potpourri of talent with

Americans from all walks of life participating. Writers over the years have

varied widely with their estimates of OSS strength, with figures of between

12,000 and 30,000 offered. 4  However, the recently released official War

1R. Barris Smith, OSS: The Secret History of America's First Central
Intell.ience Agency (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972), pp. 1-2.

2 Harry Howe Ransom, Central Intelligence and National Security
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), p. 64; The OSS Assessment
Staff, Assessment of Men: Selection of Personnel for the Office of Strategic
Services (New York: Rinehart & Company, Inc., 1948), p. 10.

3 0SS Staff, Assessment of Men, pp. 64-65.
4 See, for example, the variance of figures in Ford, Donovan of O.S.S.;

Ransom, Central Intelligence and Natioual Security; Hymoff, The OSS in World
War II; Smith, ,SS.
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Report of the OSS placed that agency's maximum strength in December 1944 as

13,000 personnel, with approximately 7,500 of that number stationd oversea.

Donavan's organization was basically broken down into three main func-

tions: intelligence, special operations, and training. Intelligenci and

special operations were each further subdivided into several branches, with

research and analysis, secret intelligence, and counterespionage, for example,

under intellirgnce, while encompassed by special operations were activities

such as sabotage, guerrilla warfare, and psychological warfare. Interestingly,

the psychological warfare capability was known as "Morale Operations" (MO), a

branch responsible for creating and disseminating "black" or covert propa-

ganda.
2

During one of his several reorganizations of OSS, Donovan, in January

1943, established the post of Deputy Director, Psychological Warfare Opera-

tions (NWO) to supervise and divert the activities of both the Special Opera-

tions (SO) and Morale Operations (MD) branches. In May 1943, a third branch

specifically organized for guerrilla warfare--the Operational Group (OG) Cow-

mand--was also placed under the Deputy Director, NWO. Still later, this title

was changed to simply Deputy Director, Operations, with SO, MO, and OG as

subordinate branches. 3  Although one can easily become confused by the myriad

of seemingly interchangeable organizational titles and activities in OSS, the

main point to be made here is that Donovan, even after having lost the re-

sponribility for overt, or "white," propaganda to LN4 in March 1942, continued

1Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, p. 116.

2Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., pp. 167-168, 338-339.'

3 Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, p. 205.



1 11

40

throughout the war to think in terms of a close interrelationship between

psychological warfare and what in later years became known as unconventional

warfare.

Although its role in strategic intelligence was important, that aspect,

of OSS most applicable to this discussion of unconventional warfare was

"special operations," a term which covered, according to Harry Hove Ransoms,

espionage, counter-intelligence in foreign nations, sabotage, com-
mando raids, guerrilla and partisan-group activity . . . and in vari-
ous other forms of psychological warfare and underground operations.
In essenc3, OSS assumed operational rtsponsibility in a field previ-
ously ignored and scorned by many diplomats and military profession-
als.

OSS and the Army

The last point is significant; the OSS was not a military organization,

but personnel from the military- services--along with civilians--did partici-

pate in its activities. Among the military services, the Army contributed by

far the most'personnel during the war. In November 1943, the number detailed

to OSS by the Army stood at 4,097 persons; by May 1945, that figure had more

than doubled to 8,360.2

As early as October 10, 1941, when he created a "Special Activities"

section in C0I, Donovan was seriously considering the idea of special opera-

tions, to include the formation of guerrilla units. Many of his ideas had

been obtained from a study of the organization and methods of Britain's

Srecial Operations Executive (S02), Moving quickly, by December he had pro-

pfw to the President that the United States organize "a guerrilla corps,

) atnsom, Central Intelligence, pp. 64-65.

2DA, Office of the Chief of Staff, Minutes, Meeting of the General

Council, 13 November 1945. Figures axtracted from the Report of the War De-
pertment Manpower Board, p. 15, Military History Institute (MRI).

i___ __ __ __ __ _ __ __ ____ __I_



!p

41

independent and separate from the Army and Navy, and imbued with a maximum of

the offensive and imaginative spirit." By the early part of 1942 he was re-

queating training areas from the Department of Interior, and instructor per-

sonnel from the War Department. Lack of a War Department allotment, however,

impeded initial recruiting efforts for the projected guerrilla organizations.

Predictably, the military services had some misgivings about a guerrilla

corps "independent and separate from the Army and Navy." In the first place,

during this period after Pearl Harbor, United States forces were in disarray

and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had yet to be organized. Furthermore, Donovan's

"proposal was perhaps not very wise as a bureaucratic maneuver, as William R.

Corson jias observed: "For Donovan tc think, even with FDR's endorsement, that

such an organization could be brought to pass in the face of the military's

obvious objections was, charitably, act of lunacy on his part."

Aside from thc bureaucratic sensitivities involved, many senior military

leaders had serious reservations about the practicality of Donovan's ideas.

Major General Strong, Army G-2, in commenting on a memorandum from the COI in

June 1942 (by this time COI had been dissolved and Donovan was Director, OSS),

on "Orgenization of Guerrilla Warfare Command," regarded the proposal as "es-

sentially unsound and unproductive." He believed that most of the operations

envisaged by such a force could and should be carried out by specially trained

regular troops; therefore, "to squander time, men, equipment, and tonnage on

special guerrilla organizations and at the same time to complicate the command

iRoosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. 70, 72, 80-82.
2Corson, Armies of Ignorance, p. 177. In a bit of understatement in

War Report of .ht'OSS, Roosevelt commented' that "there seemed to be a deep-
seated disapprova'. of the organization of independent military forces on the
part of the War Department" (p. 223).

-- - - ---.
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and supply systems of the Army by such projects would be culpable mismanage-

ment." While recognizing the value of sabotage and subversive activities as

an aid to military operations, Strong questioned the feasibility of directing

such forces from Washington. Guerrilla warfare, if conducted at all, was a

function of regular Army task forces whose operations would "take the form of

raids axwl are practically identical with commando operations." 1  This last

statement revealed a fundamental, but not uncommon, misunderstanding of the

true nature of guerrilla warfare.

Despite the reluctance of the military services, however, one of the

Vi benefits of OSS being brought under the direction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

was the issuance of JCS 155/4D on 23 December 1942, which gave OSS responsi-

bility for the organization and conduct of guerrilla warfare. Personnel em-

ployed in this functi.on would be limited to "organizers, fomenters and opera-

tional nuclei of guerrilla units."'2 Thus OSS had a charter. While Donovan's

initial ideas for a "Guerrilla Group," comprised of ten "Guerrilla Battalions,"

did not survive intact, he did ultimately create a variety of unconventional

warfare activities that depended heavily on the participation of personnel

from the Army.

Probably the best known unconventional warfare operation in which United

States Army personnel contributed significantly was that of Detachment 101 in

Burma, commanded by Colonel W. R. Peers. Detachment 101 organized and trained

native Kachin tribesmen to conduct successful guerrillr warfare operations

1WDGS, G-2, Washington 25, D.C., Memo for the Assistant Chief of Staff,
G-l, subject: Coements on Memo from the COI re Organization of Guerrilla War-
fare C~omnand, June 23, 1942, from Major General George V. Strong, RG 319,
Army Intelligence, 370.64, Box Number 874, National Archives.

2 Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. 105, 223.
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against the Japanese in 1943-1945. One former OSS member suggested in a con-

versation with the author that 101 "represented a sort of microcosm of the en-

I 1tire range of OSS capabilities. The Kachins, led by 101, performed a variety

of uncotmentional warfare missions: They gathered intelligence, aided in es-

cape and evasion efforts for downed United States fliers; they undertook espi-

onage and counterespionage misalons, the attacking of Japanese lines of com-

munications, and other such activities in support of allied conventional

operations. 2 Almost 700 United States Army officers and enlisted men con-

tributed to 101's operations in Northern Burma over a three-year period. Total

guerrilla strength reached something over 10,000 by February 1945. After the

completion of its mission in Burma, Detachment 101 received the Presidertial

Unit Citation. 3 According to one student of OSS history, Detachment 101 per-

formed "the most successful OSS guerrilla opetations of the war." 4

While Detachment 101 may have enjoyed the most spectacular tactical com-

bat success, the major OSS effort during the entire war was directed at

4 5France. Here, United States Army personnel made a significant contribution

iHugh Chandler, private interview held at Fort Bragg, North Carolina,

March 8, 1973.
F2 U.S. Army Special Warfare School, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, ReadiM._

in Guerrilla Warfare, December 1, 1960, p. 29.

3William R. Peer3 and Dean Brelis, Behind the Burma Road (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1963), pp. 207-220. Information on Detachment 101
activities is also contained in Charles F. Romanus and Riley Sunderland, Time
Runs Out in CBI: United States Army 1n World War II, China-Bulrma-!ndia
(Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of Military History, Department of
the Army, 1959). See al.so Kermit Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, vol. 2
(New York: Walker and Company, 1976), pp. 369-392.

4Smith, OSS, p. 248.

5 Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. x, 358.
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to the three groups of OSS operational units that worked behind enemy lines

in direct support of the French Resistance. The first group consisted of 77

Americans who worked in civilian clothes as organizers of secret networks, as

radio operators, or as instructors in the use of weapons and explosives.

Thirty-three members of this group were active in France before June 6, 1944

(D-Lay). ' The sdcond group consisted of 78 Americans who were members of tbe

"jedburgh teams," which were organized in Britain or Algiers and parachuted

into France beginning with D-Day. Jedburgh teams consisted of a British or

American offiaer, a French officer, and a radio operator. These, teams operated

primarily in uniform, and were to coordinate and legitimatize Maguis activi-

ties under the aegis of Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force, tO

obtain supplies for the Resistance groups, to report significant intelligence,

and as a secondary role to engage in guerrilla warfare and attacks on German

lines of retreat or communication.1

The largest group in France consisted of some 356 Americans, who were

members of OSS "Operational Groups" (OG's). Recruits for the OG's were all

French-speaking volunteers from United States Army units, primarily infantry

and engineer (for demolition experts) outfits. Medical technicians were pro-

cured from the Medical Corps, radio operators from the Signal Corps.2 Working

in uniform, these teams were parachuted behind the lines after D-Day to per-

form a variety of missions, including cutting and harassing enemy lines of

SThe Office of Strategic Services, 1944-1945, "OSS Aid to the French Re-

sistance in World War II: Origin and Development in France, Summary," pp. 10-
11, U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance (USAJFKCMA)
Archives.

*i 2 Operational Group Command, Office of Strategic Services, Grenoble,
France, September 20, 1944, "OSS Aid to the French Resistance in World War
II: Operations in Southern France, Operational Groups," pp. 1-3, USAJFKCMA
Archives; Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. 170, 222.
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communication, attacks on vital enemy instajlations, organization and training

of local reeistance elements, boosting of morale and sustaining local resist-

ance elements, and furnishing of intelligence to the Allied armies. In-

terestingly, Dunovan drew a distinction between the mission of Rangers and

Commandos and those of the OG's, although some aspects of their tactical

operations were similar. The crucial difference in his mind was that the OG's

"fitted into the pattern of OSS activities behind the enemy lines.''1

Actually, the mission of the Operational Groups was not only distirct

from that of the Rangers and Commandos but also from that of other OSS activi-

ties. The OG Branch had been established on May 4, 1943; then on November 27,

1944, the Operational Group Command was activated as a separate entity within

OSS. In addition to basic military training, OG recruits received more spe-

cialized instruction on such subjects as foreign weapons, operation and repair

of enemy vehicles, enemy espionage organizations, c, unications, demolitions,

organization and training of civilians for guerrilla warfare, parachute jump-

ing, and amphibious operations. Their basic function was to organize resist-

ance groups into effective guerrilla units, equip them with weapons and sup-

I plies, and lead these units into attacks against enemy targets, in concert

with orders from the theater commander. As for how the zoncept of their em-

ployment differed from other Special Operations activities, an OSS general

orientation booklet published in 1944 described it thus: "OG personnel ac-

tivate guerrillas as military organizations to engage enemy forces. They al-

ways operate in uniform as military units and are not primarily concerned with

lRoosevelt, War Report of the OSS, p. 223; Department of the Army, Or-
ganization and Training Division, Washington, D.C., "A Study of Special and
Subversive Operations," 25 November 1947, G-3 Hot File, 091.412TS, 1949, Box
10, National Archives.
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individual acts of sabotage." Clearly, the O's were primarily designed for

guerrilla warfare, and the principles that they embodied were to have a sig-

nificaut influence on the Army's effort to form a similar capability in later

years.1

Anothter interesting and pertinent aspect of the OC concept was its basic

operational unit, the section, composed of two officers and thirteen enlisted

men. Eight years later the first formal unconventional warfare unr't formed

in the United States Army--the 10th Special Forces Group--was to adopt this

s•e structure for its basic operational detachment. Also signifiz-ant is the

fact that the first commandpr of the 10th Special Forces Group wa3 Colonel

Aaron Bank, an Army officer who had served with the OSS in France. Even the

nme "Special Fo* ces" is reminiscent of the combined headquarters formed in

1943 by the OSS and the British Special Operations Exicutive (SOE) which in

1944 was renamed "Special Forces Headquarters" (SFHQ). 2

"Throughout France," states the War Report of the OSS, "before and af-

ter D-Day, SFHQ supplied, directed, and coummunicated with the Maquis in the

largest resistance uprising in history.'" 3  A less enthusiastic analysis of the

role of SFHQ, and in particular the OSS, was rendered by the G-2 Divi&Lon, War

1Office of Strategic Services, Operational Group Command, Washington,
D.C., booklet, "OG--Operational Group Comand," December 1944, USAJFKCHA
Archives; Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, pp. 223-225.

2 Operational Group Command, Office of Strategic Services, Grenoble,
France, September 20, 1944, "OSS Aid to the French Resistance in World War II:
Operations in Southern France, Operational Groups"; Special Operations Research
Office, Undergrourns in Insurgent, Revolutionary, and Resistance Warfare
(Washington, D.C.: The American University, 196j), p. 204; Roosevelt, The

Overseas Targets: Wr Report of the OSS, vol. 2, p. 145; OSS booklet, "OG--
Operational Group Command."

3 Roosevelt, The Overseas Targets: 'War Report of thE OSS, vol. 2, p.
219.



- 47

Department General Staff in a "Suwmary of Franch Resistance, 6 June - 31 August

1944," and the following opening paragraph is quoted from the intro uction to

that report:

It must be borne in mind that so-called resistance activiti s in
France were the combination of the efforts of the local French them-
selves under the organization and direction of American, British, and
French agents of SFHQ infiltrated from the United Kingdom and N rth
Africa. In the majority of cases, the specific acts of sabctage were
co itted directly by the local French; and it is to them, for their
courage and d~ring. that the greater portion of credit for the •nd re-
sults accomplished must be given. However, it Is not at all ou4 of
place for OSS in general, and SO particularly, to take credit fdr its
share in the planning and directing of the overall scheme of sabotage. 1

This rather interesting evaluation probably tells us more about the lov

regard with which unconventional activities in general, and the OSS jn par-

ticular, were held by many Army officers than it does about the value of the

Resistance itself.

While the success oi OS and S0E efforts in France is difficult to es-

tim•.te, in coeu.enting on the effectiveness with 4nich the Maotuis cut enemy

lines of comua'nication in support of the Normandy landings, reneral Eisenhower

stated that te 7rench Resistance forces were worth fifteen divisions to him

in his invasion of the European continent. 2

Guerrilla Warfare iv the Ph'iltrpinen

One large unconventional warfare operation that was not OSS-dilrected, but

one_ in -Which 'mnited States Army personnel pleyed a key role, was thei Philippine

Campaign, 1941-1945. There a numher of Arny officers escAped to the mountains

lOepartment of the Arnv, (;rieral Staff, G-2, "Sumnary of French resist-
ance, 6 June - 31 Ai'st 1944," TJS)'q1

2 Lieutenant Colonel Henry C. Hart, "United States Employment of Under-
gro nd Forces," Mj.ttnar Rpevfef 76 (Y.nrch 1947):52-56; U.S. Army Special War-
fare School, Reaiy n te ii1j W/rfir., p. 28.
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when the Japanese overran the islands, to sioablish extensive intelligence

networks and guerrilla forces. In Northern Luzon, Lieutenant Colonel Rgssell

Volckmasn equipped, trained, and commanded five Filipino regiments that suc-

eaesfully engaged the Japanese in combat both imaediatcely before and during

the landing of U.S. forces at Lingayen in January 1945. On Mindanao,

Lieutenant Colonel Wendell Fertig eventually consolidated sme 37,00 guer-

rilLa troops, and held 90 percent of the 'island until the end of the var. 1

Both Volckmann and Fertig were to figure prominently in the activation of the

Army's Special Forces in the early 1950's.

Attitudes Toward Unconventional Warfare

At the end of World War II hostilities, President Roosevelt foresaw the

need for a permanent strategic intelligence organization for the postwar

period, and asked General Donovan to give some thought to its possible strue-

ture. Replying with a "Memorandum for the President," Donovan proposed the

"estalishment of a central intelligence authority," which would report di-

rectly to the President, "with responsibility to frame intelligence objectives

and to collect and coordinate the intallience material required by the Execu-

tive Branch in planning and carrying out national policy and strategy."

Donovan also urged the Presiaent to keep the trained and specialized personnel

of OSS from being dispersed after the war so that they could help contribute

to this proposed organization.2

1Colonel R. W. Volckmann, We Remained: Three Years Behind the Enemy
Lines in the Philipyines (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1954); U.S.
Army Special Warfare School, ReadinRA in Wuerrilla Warfare, p. 28; Department
of the Army, Organization and Training Dlvi-iion, Washington 25, D.C., "A
Study of Special and Subversive Operations," 25 November 1947, G-3 Rot File,
091.412TS, 1949, Box No. 10, National Aichives.

2Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., pp. 302, 340-342.
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Someone in the federal bureaucracy leaked a copy of Donovan's memorandum

to the press, and the resultant public furor over what the Chicarto Tribune

called a proposed "Super-Spy System for Postwar New Deal" forced Roosevelt to

tell Donovan that he "would wait out the storm ;nd submit the proposal at a

more propitious moment." That was in February 1945. In April the President

died, and with his death the fortunes of OSS were dealt a severe blow. 1 While

Donovan had enjoyed the confidence of FDR, the situation was considerably dif-

ferent with President Truman, who, charges Edward Hymoff, "had no concept of

OSS as an organization nor what it represented for the future of American

foteafn policy decisior-making."
2

President Truman ordered that the OSS be disbanded on October 1, 1945.

One Acholar has suggested that Truman was motivated

apparently because of pressures from the armed services, the FBI, the
t.?part-nent of State, and the Bureau of the Budget. Another infl-cence
was undoubtedly Mr. Truman's own apparent prejudice against the cloak

. dagger operations by the United States. To continue an interns-
Z.iroal spying organization in peacetime seemed somehow un-American in
ý,he atmosphere of the immediate post-war period.3

:t would perhaps be instructive to dwvell on this analysis for a moment.

In the first place, one a,'s? not fall into the trap of exaggerating the suc-

cess of OqS uncorrventional warfare operations. It may well be true, as one

historian has suggested, that the most significant long-range wotik wes done

in strategic intelligence by the much less publicized and romanticized "col-

lege professors, lawyers, and others who worked tirelessly in the research

unltt, in the. analysis of economi.c objectives, and in other operational anal-

ysis and technical groups within OSS," for it was these groups who contributed

lIbid., pp. 303-304. 2 ý+ymoff, The OSS in World War II, p. 341.

3 Ransom, Central Intelligence, pp. 71-72.

It
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much data on which successful wartime operations were based, and developed

techniques useful to contemporary intelligence research "d analysis." 1

Moreover, unconmentiotal warfare operations of the OSS actually con-

stituted a rather mall portt.on of the overall United States war effort, and

mny of these resistance activities were haphazard, poorly organized, and un-

coordinated with the overall operations. And yet, one World War II par-

ticipant has written that "unconventional warfare operations [not necessarily

those sponsored by 0S] during World War 11 reaped a substantial strategic

harvest,"' citing as examples the accomplishments of Russian, Yugoslav,

Albanian, and French partisans in immobilizing large numbers of German and

Italian divisions. 2

The point of this particular discussion, however,, is not to attempt to

Judge the relative success or failure of OSS unconventional warfare opera-

tions, but' rather to illustrate--as another resistance participant, Charles

Thayer, has done--that the Iirst American experience with modern, sophisticated

and large scale guerrilla movements took place during World War II. More im-

portantly, it was basically a civilian-led United States agency--the OSS--and

not the military services, that stepped in to attempt to capitalize on the po-

tential for guerrilla warfare. 3

In providing leadership in this area, General Donovan's infant organiza-

tion appa:ently incurred the wrath of other governmental agencies, including

the military services. Opposition toward the intelligence and special

'Ibid., pp. 62-63.
2Slavko N. BjelaJac, "Unconventional Warfare in the Nuclear Era," Orbis

4 (Fall 1960) :323-337.
3 Charles Thayer, Guerrilla (New York: Harper and Row, 1963), p. 180.
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operations efforts of OSS was so intense that Dr. William Langer, head of Re-

search and Analysis, later observed that "perhaps Bill Donovan's greatest

single achievement was to survive." Even after 'eing placed under the direc-

tion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) in 1942, Donovan insisted on OSS inde-

pewien.e and freedom from subservience to any single agency or military serv-

ice. 1 It was this independence of OSS that was especially resented by "the

traditionalists in the armed forces," claims journalist Edward Hymoff in The

OSS in World War II, primarily because "they had been plagued during th. war

by citizens in uniform who had become officers only because they were in O5S,"

and in addition, "even more frustrating for the military professionals were

the irreverent individuals in OSS who constantly flouted both authority and

standard operating procedures."' 2 Hymoff himself was a member of OSS, &-.J per-

haps best typifies the attitude of many Donovan "operatives" by his statement

that one of the things he liked most about the unorthodox agency was that "it

was so unmilitary." 3  Donovan always protected his "irreverent individualists,"

however, by reportedly often saying, "I'd rather have a young lieutenant with

guts enough to disobey an order than a colonel too regimented to think and act

for himself."'
4

One of the most consistent and outspoken opponents of OSS was Major

General George V. Strong, Chief of Army G-2 (Intelligence), who felt from the

beginning of COI's existence that Donovan's organization conflicted in in-

terests with the Army, and also offered the argument that "Wild Bill's" inde-

pendence would make him ineffective as a "team player." Later, when OSS was

lFord, Donovan of O.S.S., p. 131.

2Hymoff, The OSS of World War II, p. 341. 3 1bid., p. 2.

4 Smith, OSS, p. 6.
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initially struggling for survival after having come under the direction of

the JCS, General Strong, accord~.ng to Corey Ford, "refused to exercise his au-

thority so that OSS could obtain the supplies and personnel of which it was

desperately in need." In fact, for six months after OSS came under its direc-

tion, the JCS failed to give Donovan's organization any operational instruc-

tions or official directive as to its responsibilities. This logjam was

broken only after President Roosevelt learned of the delay and told General

Marshall, Chairman of the JCS, to "give Bill Donovan a little elbow room to

operate in." 1

In the face of such determined opposition to OSS, it appears that the

most significant factor in the survival of Donovan's unconventional outfit was

the personal backing of FDR. As Stewart Alsop and Thomas Braden noted, in

Sub Rosa: The OSS and American Espionage, the major. OSS adversaries were the

Army, Navy, and FBI, but these services "were fully conscious of Donovan's

close friendship with Roosevelt," and therefcre were aware that "if it came

to a showdown, the back door of the White House was always open to William J.

Donovan and a special plea." 2 The interesting parallel between Roosevelt's

support of OSS and John F. Kennedy's vigorous promotion of Special Forces in

the face of reluctant foot-dragging by some senior military leaders 3 will not

be lost on students of special warfare history, particularly when one con-

siders the subsequent loss of influence by both organizations after the deaths

of the two presidents.

1Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., pp. 109, 129, 162.
2 Stewart Alsop and Thomas Braden, Sub Rosa: The O.S.S. and American

Espion.age (New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1946), p. 15.
3 Herbert Riffkind, "From Rockets to Rifles: The President's Guerrilla

Policy," The Reviewr (iay-June 1962), pp. 1-12.
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Although the services--and particularly the Arwy--contributed personnel

to OSS, some commanders were reluctant to utilize OSS teams in their areas of

responsibility. Detachment 101, for example, was initially prevented from

operating in Burma because General Joseph Stilwell, commander of American

forces in China, Burma, India (CBI), was "fervently prejudiced against the

'irregular' military activity proposed by OSS," and "disparaged guerrilla

tactics as 'illegal action' and 'shadow boxing.' 1  Stilwell eventually re-

lented and later praised the contributions of 101, but General Douglas

MacArthur absolutely refused to permit OSS to operate in the South Pacific

throughout the war, even when General Donovan offered a plan to support guer-

rilla operations in the Philippines. 2

It would appear that in addition to the personal rivalry, bureaucratic

antipathy, and jealousy which were provoked by General Donovan's organiza-

tion, the operations of OSS may have antagonized military leaders of the "regu-

lar" United States Army who, by their training and experience, were condi-

tioned to think primarily in terms of conventional warfare. Some of these

leaders, therefcre, may well have looked askance at what they considered to

be the unorthodox and unnecessary OSS guerrilla warfare activities. As an ex-

ample, Charles Thayer in his book Guerrilla claimo that many general officers

"harbor a deep-seated aversion to guerrillas, apparently because they fit no

conventional pattern and their underhanded clandestine tactics have little in

common with the military code of honor and chivalry which career soldiers

like to associate iuith their profession.'3 In yet another attempt to explain

lSmith, OSS, pp. 243-244.

2 Ransom, Central Intelligence, p. 66; Smith, OSS, pp. 34, 250-251.

3 Thayer, Guerrilla, pp. xvii-xviii.
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the reason for the ave vion of many United States military leaders to uncon-

ventional warfare, Fra Un Mark Osanka, a student of guerrilla activities,

has offered this perha s more convincing rationale:

Guerrilla warfare as not been an American forte [because] in most
of its wars . . . he United States has not had to rely upon guer-
rilla warfare. rican experience with guerrilla warfare has been
limited by the str ngth of American arms. The United States has
been able to mobilze overwhelmin& economic and military power and
to bring it to bea. directly on the enemy, attacking him not where
he was weakest but where he was strongest, because we are stronger
still. American litary doctrine has reflected this experience.1

Even in the face of opposition from the military, however, by the end

of the war a nucleus o officers trained and experienced in guerrilla warfare

had been developed by he OSS. According to Thayer, serious efforts were made

at that time to persua e the Pentagon that this nucleus be retained in some

form for future potent al war, but "these recommerdations were to no avail on

the ostensible ground hat such 'elite' groups were incompatible with the

democratic tradition." While this explanation of the Pentagon's refusal

may seem a bit extreme, a respected military historian, Russell Weigleyj

states in his History f the U.S. Army that there has been a "long-standing

suspicion of elite for es" by the A-my. 3 Certainly this "suspicion" may well

have been an im~ortant factor in the Army's reluctance to create an "uncon-

ventional warfare" capability in the immediate postwar period, particularly

with the still-fresh memories of OSS-Army rivalry during the war. Interest-

ingly enough, Thayer ]so points out that while most of the guerrilla-warfare-

1Franklin Mark sanka, ed., Modern Guerrilla Warfare: Fighting Commu-
nist Guerrilla Moveme ts. 1941-1961 (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe,
1962), p. xxii.

2Thayer, Guerrilla, p. 180.

3 Russell Weigle:,, History of the United States Army (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1907), p. 543.
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trained personnel were discharged, a nucleus of psychological warfare experts

was retained, "largely as & result of the nawly acquired respectability of

this technique in the course of World War II.'10 Consider for a moment this

latter statement in light of what has been previously discussed. Psychological

warfare gained "respectability" during World War II, but what Thayer fails to

. point out is that there were formal staffs and units within the Army charged

with the responsibility for psychological warfare. In other words, psycho-

logical warfare had an identity, however tenuous, within the Army, an identity

that 'guerrilla warfare did not share, since most of the officers and men who

operated in this environment were assigned to the OSS--an organization that was

certainly not considered to be part of the Army. At any rate, psychological

warfare "survived" in the im.ediate post-World War II Army, although just

barely, while the Pentagon apparently gave little consideration to building

upon the nucleus of OSS-trained officers to create a formal unconventional

warfare capability.

Dissolution of OSS

Dismemberment of the OSS took place quickly with President Truman's order

dissolving the agency in October 1945. By this time General Donovan had re-

tired to civilian life, and the remains of his former organization were dis-

persed to somewhat unreceptive State and War departments. Many of the care-

fully trained personnel gradually drifted away to other jobs outside govern-

ment. Portions of the Secret Intelligence and Special Operations Branches

were assimilated in the War Department's newly established Strategic Services

Unit (SSU), which, according to Corey Ford, "was nothing more than a caretaker

1Thayer, Guerrilla, p. 181.



body formed to preside over the liquidation of the OSS espionage network."

Buigadier General John Magruder, formerly Assistant Director of OSS, was head

of 8SU, but by February 1946 he had resigned in protest over the agency's con-

tinuing loss of highly trained personnel. For all practical purposec, any type

of foral United States capability for guerrilla warfare disappeared. What

little remained of OSS consisted primarily of some secret intelligence and

analysis personnel. Seemingly, there was little desire or need in the immedi-

ate postwar period for the types of skills and services that had been offered

by 085 during the war. 1

&Apraisal

The only true unconventional warfare organization in the United States

Sduring World War II was the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), a civilian

agency. Although a few Army officers participated in non-OSS directed guer-

rilla operations in the Philippines, most of the Army's experience in uncon-

ventional warfare came from providing personnel to serve with the OSS. Of

particular note were the OSS Operational Groups (OG's), which were recruited

entirely from the Army and employed extensively in Europe. In terms of or-

ganixation, training, and concept of employment, the OG presaged the basic

* operational detachment to be adopted by the Army's 10th Special Forces Group

Ismith, OSS, pp. 364-3'3; Ford, Donovan of O.S.S., pp. 314, 343; Hymoff,

The OSS in World War II, pr 341-342; Alsop and Braden, Sub Rosa: The 0.S.S.,
p. 233; Allen Dulles, The craft of Intelligence (New York: Harper and Row,
1963), p. 43; OPD Memo Vmber 6168, 30 September 1945, states General Magruder
was instructed "to C-.46inue liquidation of activities and personnel not needed
for peacetime purposes," CCS 385 (2-8-42), Sec. I, PT. 10, Box No. 87, National
Archives. A memorandum by the aief of Staff, U.S. Army, as part of JCS 965/2,
28 August 1945, "Withdrawal of All Service Personnel With OSS," indicated ap-
proximately 8,000 U.S. Army officers and enlisted men on duty with OSS in
July 1945, CCS 385 (2-8-42), Sec. I, PT. 10, Box 37, National Archives.



e /

57

upon its creation in 1952. Thus, for the Army the true roots of a modern un-

coamentional warfare capability lay in its association with the OSS.

Clearly, the central figure in unconventional warfare during World War

11 was Major General William Donovan, Director of the Office of Strategic

Services. Edmond Taylor, a former member of COI/OSS, vividly describes in

his book Awakening From 11istory Donovan's fascination with the potential that

he thought unconventional warfare offered:

The paramilitary and guerrilla aspects of the OSS mission probably
interested him more than any other. By combining utilimited nerve,
Yankee ingenuity, and self-reliance, the American tradition of

Si frontier warfare, and the most advanced twentieth-century science or
technology, Donovan believed that effectively unconventional solu-
tions could be found to almost any strategic problem. Abovu and be-
yond his other, sometimes mutually incompatible goals, Donovan, I
think, hoped to demonstrate through OSS that the normally untapped
reserves of individual courage and resource, and the dynamism of the
Individual will to win constitute the basic raw materials of victory,
.nd that in an increasingly mechanized world, human dignity is still
not only a moral but a strategic quantity.

Taylor, an unabashed admirer of Donovan 0'I stayed in OSS--though

sometimes attached to it by nothing more tangible than the invisible presence

of Donovan in my mind .... "), offers a personal conclusion of the General's

dedication to unconventional warfare in an eloquent, yet moving passage: "As

far as I was concerned General Donovan's demonstration was conclusive, and it

made an abiding contribution to the development of my personal outlook on the

unending struggle for survival among nations and civilizations, institutions

and ideologies, that we call history."'2

Without question, Donovan inherited many of his ideas from the British.

But only a man of his stature, perseverance, and personal dynamism could have

IEdmond Taylor, Awakening From History (Boston: Gambit, 1969), pp.

345f.
2 mid., p. 346.



i~t 58

sucoessfully applied the"e unw:thodox concepts in the face of the intense op-

position and c mpeting Uureaucratic interests that mrkead- United States inter-

agency efforts during the war. Thus, while soms of the Army officers detailed

to 088 were to use this experience and play important roles in the creation of

tOe 10th Special Forces in the early 1950's, surely Willisa• J. Donovan must be

considered the "spiritual" father of Army unconventional warfare.

Actually, Donovan's influence on the Army extends beyond that of uncon-

ventional warfare; it also embraces psychological warfare. As discussed in

chapter II,. the initial idea behind formation of the Coordinator of Information

(at least a conceived by Donovan) included combining intelligence, special

operations, and propaganda functions in the same agency. Indeed,, as will bo

recalled, his all-encompassing concept of "psychological warfare" included all

the elements--and then smen.--of what the Army was later to call "special war-

fare" (with the exception of counterinsurgency). Probably Donovan's greatest

disappointment was to lose the responsibility for open, or "white," propa-

ganda, to the Office of War Information in 1942, when C01 was reconfigured

* into the 0SS. !ven after this setback, Donovan never lost his Insistence on

the close interrelationship of psychological warfare and special oparations

(IN), and continued to stress this throughout the war. It is the author's be-

lief that this interrelationship, so firmly believed in by Donovan, had an in-

fluence on Brigadier General McClure's ideas about combining psychological and

unconventional warfare functions at both the Army Staff and the Psychological

Warfare Center in the early 1950's. The Coordinator of Information, then, can

be considered a common point of origin for both unconventional and psychological

warfare in modern American experience. In a very real sense, William Donovan

can also be legitimately considered the spiritual father of a "special warfare"

• / ..
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capability for the Army.

In comparing the experience of the Army with psychological and unconven-

tional warfare during World War II, one is struck by the similarities in 1,n-

stitutional responses to thece two relatively new activities. To many pro-

fessional military men, both were unorthodox, untried activities, heavily in-

fluenced by civilians. Togecher, they never involved more than 10,000 Army

personnel at any one time--a minor sideshow, tought many, in comparison to the

overall "conventional" war effort. The response to both was often hesitancy,

skepticism, indifference, and even antagonism.

Psychological warfare, however, gradually gained greater acceptance and

respectability within the Army. The crucial difference was that formal staff

sections and units were developed by the Army to employ this weapon. Yes,

there was still a heavy reliance on civilians, but military men were in com-

mand and made the final decisions as to its use--particularly in the virtually

autonomous theaters. Thus, psychological warfare gradually acquired a measure

/ / of legitimacy within the Army, and survived as a formal activity after the war.

Unconventional warfare, on the other hand, remained the province of a

civilian agency, the OSS. Although Donovan's outfit relied heavily upon per-

sonnel from the Army, and was subject to JCS direction, it nonetheless remained

a separate and distinct organization. The tensions created by this inde-

pendent, "unconventional" posture were perhaps best described in the final

portion of the War Report of the OSS:

An agency engaged in secret and unorthodox activities is peculiarly
susceptible to difficulties in its relations with other agencies
and departments of its government. Secrecy inevitably creates a
psychological attitude of distrust and suspicion on the part of
others. In many instances, this attitude is aggravated by the clash
with established procedures and regulations which the performance of
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Irregular and unorthodox activities often entails. 1

As a result of this independence, OSS--and unconventional warfare--did

not attain the degree of acceptance within the Army ultimately enjoyed by

peychelogical warfare. Lacking solid institutional roots, OSS failed to sur-

vive with the war's end. Its demise meakit the disappearance of any formal

United States capability for unconventional warfare. Only the legacy of

William Donovan and the experience of the OSS personnel "wh remained were left

to build upon for future development of a similar capability. Both would :e

drawn ipon with the ccming of the Cold War.

1 Roosevelt, War Report of the OSS, p. 255.



CHAPTER IV

THE INTERWAR YEARS, PART I: PSYCHOLOGICAL VARFARE

I petus of the Cold War

"It is hard now to remember how menacing the Soviet encroachments ap-

1
peared," wrote Ray Cline in 1976. Cline, a former deputy director of the

C7A, was speaking cE the 1947-48 period, during which American concerns about

Soviet intentions were gathering in intensity. The situation was such that in

March 1948 the Commander in Chief, European Command, Colonel Lucius Clay,

cabled Washington: "I have felt a subtle change in Soviet attitude which I

cannot define but which now gives me a feeling that it [war) may come with

dramatic suddenness." 2 The Soviet Union's exnansion Into Eastern Europe;

pressures on Greece, Turkey, and Iran; the Berlin Blockade; the fall of Chin4

to the Communists and the USSR's detonation of an atomic device in 1949; and

the Korean War in 1950--these were lust some of the developments that gradu-

ally hardened the attitudes of U.S policy:nakers and shattered American dreams

of a post-World War II peace.

These attitudes emerged frco what Daniel Yergin hag called the "two com-

mending ideas of American postwar foro.ign policy--anti-Commrunism and a nv

doctrine of netional security." The results, asym Yergin, were policies that

1Ray S. Cline, Saecre. .,p c an 3cholars: 3lieprint of the Essential
CIA (Washington, D.C.: AcropolisJ Books, 1976), p. 98.

2Coron, nThe Armies of _igoLorance, p. 302.
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"included containment, confrontation and intervention, the methods by which

US leaders have sought to make the world safe for America."'1 A our policy-

makers struggled to find effective means to respond to the perceived military

and ideological threats, they examined ways to improve U.S. capabilities in

intelligence and psychological and unconventional warfare-. The initial result

of this quest was the creation of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), but it

"was also to have an impact, ultimately, on the military services, particularly

the Army. To understand the origins of a special warfare capability for the

Army, ve first must briefly sketch the early history of the CIA, for the two

are inextricably intervoven.

Creation of the CIA

Three months after he disbanded the OSS, President Truman, on January

22, 1946, created the Central Intelligence Group (CIG)--the direct predecessor

of the CIA. He had realized the need for a centralized body to collate and

coordinate intelligence information and to eliminate friction among competing

military intelligence services. By the spring of 1946, the War Department's

Strategic Services Unit (SSU) was transferred to the CIG, giving it the rem-

nants of an OSS clandestine collection capability. This resulted in the es-

tablishment of the Office of Special Operatioos (OSO), responsible for espi-

onage and counterespionage. By June 1946, the Central Intelligence Group had

a strength of approximately 1,800, of whtich about one-third were overseas with

OSO.

With the passage of the National Security Act in July 1947, the CIG be-

came an independent department and was renamed the Central Intelligence Agency

1 Daniel Yergin, Shattered Peace: The Origins of the Cold War and the
National Security State (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1977), p. 54.
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(CI). The major tasks assigned to the Agency were: (1) to advise the iSC

on matters related to national security, (2) to make recommendations to the

NSC regarding the coordination of intelligence activities of the departments,

(3) to correlate and evaluate intelligence and provide for its appropriate

dissemination, (4) to carry out "services of coon concern," and (5) "to per-

form such other functions and duties related to intelligence affecting the

national security as the NSC from time to time direct." Functions of the CIG--

clandostine and overt collection, production of national current intelligence,

and interagency coordination for national estimates--were continued by the new

agency.

While the original discussions which centered around the creation of

both the CIG and CIA focused on the problem of intelligence coordination,

within a year cf the 1947 Act the CIA was charged with the conduct of covert

psychological, political, paramilitary, and economic activities. On December

14, 1947, the National Security Council adopted NSC 4/A, which gavo the CIA

responsibility for covert psychological operations. Shortly thereafter, on

December 22, the Special Procedures Group was established within the CIA's

Office of Special Operations to carry out psychological operations. By June

1948, this authority for covert operations had been broadened by NSC 10/2 to

Anclude political and economic warfare, and paramilitary activities (such as

support to guerrillas and sabotage). To replace the Special Procedures Group,

the Office of Special Projects was created and shortly thereafter renamed the

Office of Policy Coordination (OPC). Its head was Frank Wisner, the former

OSS station chief in Pumania. By the end of 1948, the CIA had a limited co-

vert. Action capability.

This capability for covert action was expanded significantly as a result
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of the lorean War and the CIA's participation in paramilitary activities in

the Far East. OPC's personnel strength vent from 302 in 1949 to 2,812, plus

3,142 overseas contract personnel, in 1952; its budget, from $4,700,000 to

$82,000,000; and its overseas stations, from seven to forty-seven during the

sm period. Another stimulus for CIA/OPC's expansion had been NSC 68, issued

on 14 April 1950, which called for a nonmilitary offensive against the Soviet

Union, including covert economic, political, and psychological warfare to fos-

ter unrest in her satellite countries. Similarly, NSC 10/5, which on October

21, 1951, replaced NSC 10/2, again called for an intensification of covert ac-

tion and reaffirmed the CIA's responsibility for its conduct. Finally, in

August 1952, the clandestine collection, secret intelligence functions of the,

Office of Special Operations (OSO) vere merged with the covert action capabili-

ties of OPC. The resultant amalgamation was called the Directorate or Plans

(DDP), with Frank Wisner of OPC in charge and Richard Helms from OSO as his

second in .command. Thus by 1953 the CIA was six times the size it had been in

1947, and the clandestine services had become by far the largest component in
1

the agency.

This necessarily brief overview of the CIA's early history has covered

only the highlights, but there aru a few points that should be emphasized for

the purposes of this study. First, there was the influence of OSS. Corey

17or a concise sumnary of the early history of the CIA, see U.S. Congress,

Senate, Select Committee to Study Goveronental Operations With Respect to In-
telligence Activities, Supplementary Detailed Staff Reports on Foreign and Mili-
tary Intelli nce, Book IV (94th Cong., 2d Seas., Senate, Report No. 94-755,
April 23, 1976) (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1976), pp. 4-41.
Also, see Tyrus G. Fain, ed.. The Intelligence Community: HistoryE. Organizo-
ticn. and Issues, Public Documents Series (New York: Bowker Company, 1977), pp.
6-18, and Cline, Secrets. Spies and Scholars, pp. 99-110. For a more detailed
examination, see Cozoon, Armies of Ignorance, pp. 221-329.,
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Ford, William J. Donoven's biographer, states that the CIA "was the direct

outgrowth of Donovan's World War II organization, and was based on funds-

mental OSS principles." Allen Dulles, first civilian director of the CMA,

states in his The Craft of Intelligence that Truman based his establishment

of the CIA on the controversial recommendations offered by Donovan prior to

Roosevelt's death in 1945, and also that "much of the knowhov and some of the

personnel in OSS were taken over by the Cientral Intelligence Agency.' In

fact, in 1949 one-third of the CIA's personnel had served with OSS. 3  In its

first year, however, the Agency was primarily intelligence-oriented, so people

with World War II "special operations" experience were not recruited. By the

latter part of 1948, a growing number of former OSS personnel with guerrilla

warfare experience began to join the intelligence agency. This influx con-

tinued in the later 1940's, and, when the Korean War broke, even more former

OSS personnel Joined the CIA. 4

Second, the preoccupation of U.S. policyrnakers with the Soviet threat

during this period would be difficult to overestimate. The impetus of the

Cold War provided an environment of fear that allowed a resurgence of interest

in psychological and unconventional warfare. As stated by the Senate Select

Committee report on intelligence activities, "Decisions regarding U.S. spon-

sorship of clandestine activities were gradual but consistent, spurred on by

the growing concern over Soviet intentions."5 Finally, the growth of the

lFord, Donovan of OSS, p. 316.
2 Dulles, The Craft of Intelligence, p. 45.

3 Senate Report No. 94-755, Book IV, p. 28.

4Hugh Chandler, private interview held at Fort Bragg, North Carolina,
March 8, 1973; Hymoff, The OSS in World War II, p. 347.

5 Senate Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations, Repoct No.
94-755, Book IV, p. 26.
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Office of Policy Coordination (OPC) was important, for it was this part of the

CIA with which the Army would have the greatest interaction as it groped to de-

velop its own capability for psychological and unconventional warfare.

Army Demobilization

During Lhe period 1945-46, Army psychological warfare staffs and units

were dissipated rapidly in the general demobilization of the wartime military

establishment. To be sure, a few senior officers recommended that the Army

profit from its experience in this relatively new field. As will be recalled,

in December 1945 Major General Lemnitzer urged that the Army determine its lesa-

sons learned in wartime to develop psychological warfare principles, organiza-

tion, and procedures for the future. He also recommended that instruction be

included in the service schools "to provide future commanders and staff of-

ficers with a general understanding and appreciation of this new weapon of

warfare."
1

Brigadier General McClure echoed the sentiments expressed by General

Lemnitzer with a letter to the Propaganda Branch, War Department, in early

1946: "1 urge that a comprehensive document on the subject of psychological

warfare be produced and used in the National War College and the Command and

General Staff School." McClure pronounced his own verdict about the level of

knowledge in the Army on this subject by concluding: "The ignorance, among

military personnel, about psychological warfare, even ncv, is astounding."' 2

1joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Strategic Survey Comittee, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Lieutenant General J. E. Hall, Operations Division, War Depart-
ment, Subject: Ressarch and Analysis of PWB Activities in World War 11, 22 De-
cember 1945, from Major General Lemnitzer, USA; RG 319 Army Operatiors, P&i
091.412 (22 August 1946) (P/W #7), National Archives.

2 Office of Director, Information Control, Office of Military Government
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And at a higher level, th.e Chief of the JCS Historical Section, Major

General E. F. Harding (USA), recommended in February 1946 that the JCS employ

a civilian professional to write a history of World War II psychological war-

fare. To make his point about the necessity for such a study, Harding noted

that the Army's World War I experience in this activity was not recorded, and

argued the importance of psychological warfare in modern total war. 1  Despite

these entreaties, the nation longed to return promptly to normalcy, and the

military services were faced with managing the problems of rapid demobiliza-

tion, so not much attention was given initially to the relatively minor sub-

ject of psychological warfare. 2

Not that there were not some in the Army who early on had grave reserva-

tions about the intentions of the Soviet Union, a major ally in war. As a

Senate report on U.S. intelligence activities states, "American military in-

telligence officers were among the first to perceive the changed situation."13

for Germany, APO 742, U.S. Army, Letter from Brigadier General R. A. McClure,
Director, to Propaganda Branch, MID War Department, RG 319, 091.412 (13 January
1946), Box No. 263, Washington National Records Center (WNRC). Note that after
McClure left PWD/SHAEF at the war's end, he become the Director, Information
Control, a related activity.

Joint Chiefs of Staff, Historical Section, Memo for the JCS, Subject:
History of Psychological Warfare During World War II, 8 February 1946, from
Major General E. F. Harding, Chief, CCS 314.7 (2-8-46), Box No. 39, National
Archives.

2 A perusal of the Army Genrral Council Minutes for the immediate postwar
period provides one with the flavor of the mindboggling problems faced by the
Army during the rush to demobilize. The General Council met weekly, was com-
posed of the senior War iepartment leadership, and chaired by either the Chief
of Staff or Deputy Chief of Staff. Minutea in U.S. Army Military History
Institute, Carlisle Barracks, PA.

3 U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Ccrnmittee to Study Governmental Operations
with Respect to Intelligence Activities, Foreign and Military Intelligence,
Book I (94th Cong. 2d Sess., Senate Report No. 95-755, April 26, 1976)
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1976), p. 19.
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In a leagthy letter written in January 1946, Major General W. G. Wyman, the

G-2 of Army Ground Forces, presented his views on the ideological threat--both

domestic and intermAtional--posed by the USSR. Entitled "Project to Combat

Subversive Activities in the United States," Wyman began by stating: "The

confusion of mind and the inconsiderate thinking of the soldiers of the Ground

Forces in the United States is illustrative of similar thought which exists

amongst troops of occupation and the civilian population of the United States."

Obviously alarmed about the problems associated with demobilization, he asked

rhetorically, "[WVhere is the mental penicillin that can be applied to our

loose thinking to insure the wholesome thought that is so urgently needed in

our country today?" Launching into a comparison of com-unism and democracy,

he outlined several areas of the world under Soviet domination or pressure

("the tentacles of communism'), then addressed the domestic scene: "Our

troubles of the day--labor, demobilization, the discontented soldier--these

things are the sores on which the vultures of co-munism will feed and fatten."

tion: Having given an overview of the ills, Wyman then turned to his prescrip-

There mubt be some agency, some group either within or outside our
national security forces, which can interest itself in these matters.
There must be some weapon by which we can defend ourselves from the
secret thing which is working at our vitals--this cancer of modern
civilization . . . . A new government policy is desperately needed
to implement the psychological effort indicated. . . . We must
tombat this creeping shadow which is in our midst.

General Wyman concluded his letter by urging that the War Department,

"in the interest of national security," recommend to the President that:

a. Federal intelligence agencies concentrate on collecting in-
formation on activities subversive to our government at home and
abroad.

b. A government agency be selected to wage a psychological war
against these activities.

I
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c. A policy be established to publicize such subversive activities
and expose them to our people. 1

This rather remarkable analysis vividly portrays the mood of the tims.

While Ceneral Wyman's views may appear somewhat extreme today, they repre-

Ssented the genuine concerns and fears of a segment of American society, both

in and out of uniform. A larger portion of the population, however, desired

peace and a return to normal, and it was these conflicting pressures that

policy-makers struggled with in the immediate postwar period. These same cri..

flicting pressures impacted upon the evolution of psychological warf' -. in

the Army.

Psywar to Plans and Operations Division

In MLy 1946 a recommendation was staffed by the Intelligence Division,

G-2, that War Department responsibility for psychological warfere be moved

from G-2 and that a special staff division be cr:eated for this activity. How-

ever, both the Chief of Information and the Director, Plans and Operations

Division, felt that such a special staff division was not justified in peace,

so the recommendation was withdrawn t.n late June. General Norstad, the Direc-

tor, Plans and Operations, did e-r.press the view that planning and policy

guidance for psychological warfare should be the responsibility of his divi-

sion, but only if the Propaganda Branch personnel from G-2 were transferred to

him with the function. 2

lHeadquarters, Army Ground Forces, Washington 25, D.C. Letter to
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, War Dapartment General Staff, Subject: Project
to Combat Subversive Activites - The United States, 15 January 1946, from
Major General W. G. Wyman, G-2, RG 319, Army Operations, P6O 091.412 (15
January 1946), National Archives.

2WDGS, Intelligence Division, Washington 25, D.C., Sunmary Sheet, 22
May 1946, RG 319, Army Operations, P&O 091.412, Section IA, Case 7, National
Archives.
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At the same time that this paper was being staffed, General McClure--who

vas in Germany as Director, Information Control--responded to a request from

Colonel D. W. Johnston, Chief, Propaganda Branch, for his recommendations as

to the ercpar place for psychological warfare agencies "Within the staff struc-

ture of all appropriate echelons." Using his wartime experience as an example,

McClure argued strongly that psychological warfare should not be under 0-2:

A great part of my difficulty in carrying out what I felt was my mis-
sion was with G-2. The G-2's all felt that they had a monopoly on
intelligence and were reluctant in the earlier stages to give any of
that intelligence to Psychological Warfare knowing that it would be
broadcast or used in print.

He believed that an association of psychological warfare with G-3 was more

productive: "My greatest contacts were with G-3 and it was with the opera-

tional phases and even long range operational plans . . . that I feel we did

our best work." McClure's clear preference, however, was for a separate,

special staff section:

I am firmly convinced that rPm activity as important and as rami-
fied as Psychological Warfare is one which should have the personal
attention of the Chief of Staff and that the Director of Psycho-
logical Warfare should likewise have access to the Chief of Staff
and even to the Commander himself.

And here General McClure found the opportunity to put in a plug on a favorite

theme of his by stating:

I had that relationship with the Chief of Staff and the Supreme
Commander [Eisenhower] throughout the war and even then it was not
as satisfactory as it should have been because of our failure in
peacetime to indoctrinate Comsmanders and Staff Officers with the
capabilities and limitations of Psychological Warfare.

He concluded his remarks by recommending again that "Psychological Warfare be

a separate Staff Section reporting directly to the Chief and Deputy Chief of

Staff with the closest liaison with the G Sections as well as with other
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Special Staff Sections."l It was to be another four and a half years before

the special staff section that McClure recomended would come to fruition on

the Army Staff, and hi would be its first head.

Realizing that any attempt to create a special staff section for psycho-

logical warfare at that time would be futile, Colonel Johnston' nonetheless

proceeded with an attempt to move the function out of the Intelligence Divi-

aion. On August 22, 1946, he submitted a lengthy memorandum for the Chief of

Staff recommending the establishment of & "Psychological Warfare Group" under

the Plans and Operations Division, in the WDGS. Relying heavily on General

McClure's arguments in his 21 June letter, Johnston emphasized that psycho-

logical warfare was "primarily operational in nature and does not fall readily

7 within the scope of the Intelligence Division." Perhaps the most interesting

aspect of Johnson's rationale for making psychological warfare a Plans and

Operations Division responsibility was his belief that it would eliminate

future interference by civilians in this field:

In the event of a future emergency, while overall poli.ical and psycho-
logical warfare policies will stem from the White House and the State
Department, the existence of a nuclear organization within the War De-
partment possessing a complete plan for military psychological warfare
and the technical means for implementation, would avoid the situttion of
Woild War II, wherein theater commnanders had thrust upon them civilian
sgencies to conduct psychological warfare within their theaters, with re-
sultant cornflict of authority and lack of control over training standards
and performance. 2

1Office of Military Government for Germany (U.S.), Office of the Direc-
tor of Information Control, Letter to Colonel D. W. Johnston, Chief, Propa-
ganda Branch, MID, G-2, 21 June 1946, from Brigadier General Robert A. McClure,
RG 319, Army Operations, P&O 091.412, 22 August 1946 (FN #7), National
Archives.

2WDGS, Intelligence Division, Washington, D.C., MID 912, Memorandum for
the Chief of Staff, Subject: Eetablishment of Psychological Warfare Group,
Plane and Operations Division, W1PGS, 22 August 1946, RG 319, Army Operations,
P&O 091.412 (22 August 1946) (FW #7), National Archives.
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Here again we see evidence of the resentment of many regular ofricers toward

what they considered to be unwarranted civilian interference. It is unlikely,

however, that General McClure shared Johnston's view on this particular issue,

in light of his experience as Chief Z PW1b/SHAEF during the war. Nonetheless,

the view prevailed among many in the Army.

In any event, a decision was not made on Colonel Johnston's recommenda-

tions until October, and the results were probably somewhat different than

he had envisaged. The original paper had picked up some additional facets, and

what the Acting Chief of Staff approved on 3 October 1946 was a series of War

Department recommendations to the State-War-Navy Coordinating Comittee

(SWNCC) "to give early consideration to, and make prompt recommendations con-

cerning Psychological Warfare Policy," and also to "consider informing the

U.S. 'public of foreign subversive activities within U.S." 1 In these recommen-

dations, particularly the latter concerning subversive activities, the influ-

ence of General Wyman's January letter can be seen. With regard to the tnitial

recommendation to establish a Psychological Warfare Croup in the Plans and

Operations Division, however, the decision was to decentralize certain psycho-

logical warfare operations to other divisions and agencies, but with Plans and

Operations providing overall planning and policy guidance. 2

Some foot-dragging then ensued until, during an informal conversatioti on

November 6, 1946, between General Hodes and General Lincoln, General Hodes;

agreed to take over immediately the psychological warfare functions of G-2

IWDGS, Plans and Operationis Division, Washington 25, D.C., 1emo for
Record, S-aoject: Establishment of Psychological Warfare Group, P&O Division,
WDGS, 4 October 1946, RG 319, Army Operations, P&O 091.412 (27 September
1946), National Archives.

2 Tbid.

//"/
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and to absorb its Propaganda Branch. The Propaganda Branch was formally dis-

continued by Intelligence Division Memorandum No. 100 on 29 Novembr 1946, and

the Branch personnel assigned to the Policy Section, Plans and Operations Divi-

sion. 2 A minor era in the evolution of War Department bureaucracy was thus

passed. Psychological warfare, which from 1941 had been a G-2 responsibility,

was passed to the operations side cf the house.

Actually, the responsibility for psychological warfare had been diluted

in the process. While War Department Memorandum Not 575-10-1, issued on 10

January 1947, charged the Director of Plans and Operations with the responsi-

bility for general supervision of Army psychological warfare activities,

several other War Department agencies were given pil ces of the pie. These

included the Director of Intelligence, who retained the responsibility for

collection, evaluation, and interpretation of socio logical and psychological

information, and the analysis of foreign propaganda.,-as well as the Director

of Organization and Training; the Director of Service, Supply, and Procure-

ment; the DXrector of Research and Development; and the Chief of Public In-

formation, Real centralization of psychological wsrfare activities was not

to occur until later, when the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare

was formed in January 1951, with General McClure as its head.

F WD.3, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25, D.C., handwritten
notes datf.d 6 November 1946, RG 319, Army Operations, P&O 091.412, Section IA,
Case 7, National Archives.

4DGS, Intelligence Division, Memorandum No. 100, Subjbct: Discontinu-
ance of Propaganda Branch, I.D., 29 November 1946, RG 319, Army Oper&tions,
P&O 091,412 (29 November 1946), National Archives.

3 WDXS, War Department Memorandum No. 575-10-1, Responsibility of War
Depa'rtment Agencies for Psychological Warfare Functions, 10 January 1947,
"RG 319, Army Operations, P&O 091.412 (18 December 1946), Nationzl Archives.
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Eisenhower and McClure

About the tim, that responsibility for psycholigical warfare wte being.

passed to the Mlans and Operations Division, some interest in the field was

being edxhibited at a higher policy level. Dixcussions of the subject of Co-

vert operations as a future form of var--apparently initiated because of the

interest of Secretary of War Robert Patterson--took place in the WVNCC. As

on offshoot., in December 1946 a SI2ICC subcommittee formulated guidelines for

the conduct of psychological warfare in peacetime arnd wartime. Then, In April

1946 a SWNCC subcomittee was formed to consider and plan psychological, war-

fare; in June 1947 it vas renamed the Special Studies and Evaluation Subc~w-

mitte...

Army Chief of Staff Dwi ght Eisenhower entered the psychological warfare

&arna at this point. In a memo dated 19 June 1947, Eisenhower -indicated rxi

teDirector of Plans and Operations his desire for the War Departmen:. "to

take those steps that are neceasary to keep alive the arts of psychological

warfare and of cover and deception and that thefe should continue in being, a

nucleus of personnel capable of handling these arts in case an emergency-

arises."12 At the same time the former World War 11 Sluprem Allied Commander

asked his old Chief *f the Psychological Warfare Division, SHRP for comments

on the subject.

McClure euphasized in his reply that "psychological warfare mast become

1 U.S. Congress, Senate Report No. 94-755, Book IV, pp. 26f.; also KG
319, Army Operations, P&W 091.4)-1 (12 May 1947), National Archives.

2War Department, The Chief of Staff, Washington 2.5, D.C., M.emove um
for the Direcocor, Plans and Oper.2tions, UDGS, 19 June 1947, from Dwihrit D.
Eisenhower, KG 319, ArM Operations, PWO 091.412 (19 June 1947), National.
Archives.
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a part of every fuzure war plan," lamented the dispersion of people with World

War I1 experience, and specifically recommended that:

a. A mixed civilian-military group, on a voluntary basis, be
charged with studying psychological warfare policies and practices
during this war.

b. Research be undertaken, at once, into the effectiveness of
VW (psychological warfare].

c. A NW Branch of the Director of Information be established.
d. A NW Re'erve, of limited number, be ;.tablished.
e. Training for PW be undertaker, at the General Staff College

and the National Defense College. 1

In light of the strong views that he expressed earlier concernina the

desirability of a Special Staff section for ,sychological warfare, McClure's

recommendatiou to put this function under the Chief of Information appears

strange. Perhaps he had decided that such a proposal was futile, in view of

the previous resistance to this idea shown by the War Department Staff. Per-

haps It was simply becaus* his post-World War II experience in Information had

convinced him that this wia the proper course. As he e-plain,.d in his memo-

randum to Eisenhower: "It [psychological warfare) Is more than intolligance;

it is more than operations . . . it is, inforuiation--eecured and disseminated

to friend and enemy.'2

Very little resulted !rom General McClure's recoummndations. A civilian

historian, Dr. B. P. Lilly, had boen rmployed by the JCS to write a history of

psychological warfare for World War II, so that took care of the first two

reconwaends tons, coording to the Director of Plani and Operations in the

IIVDS, Plans xnd Optratlons DivIsion, Me)mrondum "or the (Mief of Staff,
Subject: Psychological Wirfare, 21 June 1347, from Brifgad.er General Robert
A. NeClure, P&. staff reaction, and Director, P& Memo for the Chief of Staff,
29 July 1947, RG 319, A:!y Operations, 1948-52, Box #9, P&4 091,412 (21 June
1947), National Archives.

2 Ibid.
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staff reaction requested by Eisenhower. It was not believed that psycho-

logical warfare should be a function of the Chief of Information but, rather,

the responsibilities in this field should remain as outlined in War Department

Memo 575-10-1. Nor was the establishment of a psychological wa:fare reserve

believed to ba practical. With regard to McClure's final recommendation, the

Director of Plans and Operations, Major General Lauris Nortatd, simply replied

that the subject of psychological warfare was included in the curriculum of

the National War College, the Command and General Staff College and the Air

War College.1

Another senior officer who was unhappy with the progress of U.S. psycho-

logical warfare was Major General W. G . Wyman. He wrote to General Norstad.

on 14 June, and, with his. usual intensity, declared "I believe that the SWNCC

group that has been set up is not sufficiently powerful to accomplish the ur-

genc national requirement in this field. Such a group must have no diverting

duties to take them way from this very extensive aubject which is so important

to us." Va went on to stats that a national psy:hological warfare objective

oust be established, and the Army needed an interim directive so that it could

"bring an aggressive program to bear on appropriate objectives without: further

delaT." eH concluded by reaffirming the necessity for action at the highest

level: "I m convinced that a national agency must be set up, using SWNCC per-

haps, but stirred up and goaded far beyond any present concept tO imediate ac-

tion.•'2

l1 bifl.

2 le~adquarters, Army Ground Forces, Ft. Monroe, VA, Latter to Major
General La'ris Norstad, Director of Plans and Operations, WDCS, from. Major
General W. C. Wyman, 14 June 1947, RG 319, Army Operations, ?&O 091.412
(14 June 1947), Section II, Cases 16-30, National Archives.
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Norstad's reply indicated agreement on the need for a national agency,

but he reminded General Wyman that the overall direction and control of peace-

time activities was primarily a State Department function. He infzrmed Wyman

that two officers from the Plans and Operations Division were members of the

SWNCC Subcoemittee on Psychological Warfare, which wa- primarily a contingency

planning organization that should not engage in the day-to-day business of

"selling democracy." He went on to draw a distinction between the peacetime

activity of "selling democracy," an information function, and "psychological

warfare," which "should apply only to wartime or prebelli-erency and have as

its frank objective the coercion as well as the provisitn of thought." 1  Wyman

agreed with Norstad's shying away from the term "psychological warfare," but

felt that there was "a great need for a synonym w. ich could be used in peace-

tinm that would not shock the sensibilities of a citizen of democracy.' 2

The problem was not a new one. During World War II, agency differences

over "open," "white," or "overt" as opposed to "closed," "black," or "covert"

propaganda, had been a source of continuing difficulty. In fact, it had been

one of the primary factors that caused dissolution of the Coordinator of In-

formation, and the division of psychological warfare responsibilities between

OWI (overt) and OSS (covert). But this was a nev kind of war--a "cold war"--

in which most Americans desired peace. Many military men wanted to have

IWDGS, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25, D.C., Letter to

Major General W. C. Wyman, Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, Ft. Mbnroe, VA.
from MAjor Gener&l Lauri* Norstad, 16 July 1947, RG 319, Army Operations,
P&O 091.412 (14 June 1947), Section II, Cases 16-30, National Archives.

2Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, Ft. Monroe, VA, Latter to Major
General Norstad from Major General Wyman, 22 July 1947, RG 319, Army
Operations, P&O 091.412 (14 June 1947), Section II, Cases 16-30, National
Archives.
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nothing to do with psychological warfare in the first place; it was not "real

soldiering." Even those who felt that psychological warfare was important.

were understandably perplexed as to the proper role of the military in this

multifaceted and unorthodox activity. The correspondence between General

Norstad and General Wyman mirrored the dilemma faced by concerned professionals.

Norstad asked the Chief of Infarmation, Major General M. S. Eddy, for

his informal views on this sensitive subject. Eddy's reply, in a lengthy memo-

randum written in October 1947, prcvides us with some valuable insights. He

began by concurring, "in the need to undertake without delay an extensive cam-

paign of psychological warfare, in both overt and covert phases, as a matter of

national necessity to offset the effectiveness of the growing NW campaign

launched against the United States by [the] U.S.S.R." But then he discussed

the absolute importance of carefully presenting such a campaign to the American

public, and the role of the military in such an effort:

Although the succces or failure of such a PN campaign will be of the
most vital military concern, the political structure of the U.S. pre-
cludes making NW a military effort. In fact, the political considera-
tions are so sensitive in this field that the whole program may be do-
feated at its inception--no matter who assumes the initiative--if the
entire question of ways and means of broaching the subject to the
President, the Congress, the people--particularly the press--is not
minutely examined by the best brains available and handled with the
utmoxt tact, finesse and discretion. Otherwise, the American people
and the Congress wiUl misunderstand and disapprove the project at the
outset.

He believed that covert psychological warfare would probably not be ac-

cepted by the American people 1witiout a great deal of preliminary education

and groundwork," and emphasized that it should be conducte" "under the aegis

of an agency not directly connected with the armed forces." The public and

Congress, on the other hand, would probably accept overt psychological warfare,

but ouly if they were fully informed as to its need and methods. This would

: - :- ; _ _.
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necessitate the voluntary cooperation of the information media. Terms like

"l"psychological warfare," "propaganda," and "subversion" must be carefully

explained "so am not to arouse public indignation or fear of 'gestapo-ism' and

authoritarianism in our own country." And as for the role of the military in

this endeavor, Eddy thought that "the entire subject should be sponsored by

civilians--not members of the military establishment--both in and out of the

government. Publicly recognized military participation should be limited to

advice, concurrence and such performance as may be delegated to it." 1

General Eddy's views provide a vivid portrayal of the murky- and po-

litically sensitive area that was psychological warfare in the early Cold War

period. The extreme caution he advocated undoubtedly contributed to the

ambivalent attitudes of many senior Arrf officers toward this "grey area" ac-

tivity during the interwar period.

General McClure, however, was not ambivalent, and rarely missed an op-

portunity to press for a strong Army role in psychological warfare. Respond-

ing to a request frcm Eisenhower for a small number of civilian candidates for

a psychological warfare rese',ve, McClure in early November 1947 recommended a

group of eight for poli:,y planning purposes and outlined how they could be

used. He then added:

Although activities of this group would have to be coordinated with
other armed services and with the State Department, it appears to me
that the Army is privileged to take the initiative ii, securing U.S.
Government coordination of Psychological Warfare activities since
the Army is the principal implementing agercy in four occupied coun-
tries and a contributing agency through its Military Attache and

IDepartment of the Ax-ny, Chief of Information, Washington 25, D.C.,
Memorandum for the Director, Plana and Operations Division, Subject: Psycho-
logical Warfare, 31 October 1947, from Major General M. S. Eddy, RG 319, Plans
and Operations Division, 1946-1948, 091.3 - 091.7, Section I, Box #28, P&O
091.412 TS (31 October 1947), National &-chives.
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military Nis ion systems. 1

McClure Wa correct; the Army was heavily involved in civil affairs,

information conet ol, and "reorientation" activities in several occupied coun-

tries. No one was mere &,ware of this than this former Chief of PWD/SHAEF,

who left that position after the war to become Director of Information Control

in Germany, and at the tim. of this memorrndum to Eisenhower was Chief of the

War Department Now York Field Office, Civil Affairs Division. 3eneral McClure

was to sound thi theme many times during the next few yeara.

One of the men recomended by McClure for the psychological warfare re-

serve group was William S. Paley, Chairman of the Board of the Columbia Broad-

casting System. Paley came to see General Eisenhower shortly after the

McClure memorand and expressed his willingness to help in psychological war-

fare planning, t preferred to do so as a civilian consultant rather than in

uniform. In a orandum to Secretary Forrestal on the subject, Eisenhower

agreed with Pal 's preference "inasmuch as the sense of the discussion among

interested agen ies has been to effect that civilians should control and pre-

dominate in the current organization and planning."

Thus havi sg established his acceptance of civilian leadership in psycho-

logical warfare planning, the Chief of Staff then made a pitch for a strong

role for the ml itary in the ongoing process:

I realize tt at there are hih-level comittees considering the sub-
ject, but i• seems to me that the m: .tary must give continued impetus
to the orga4ization and realistic functioning of this important ac-
tivity. Futther, the Armed Services should prepare plans now involving
enunciation of policy and methods applying to actual war.

'War Department - Special 3taff, Civil Affairs Division, New York Field

Office, Memorandum for General Dwight D. Eisenhower, Subject: Candidates for
Psychological W1rfare Reserve, from Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, aiief,
NOr York Field 9ffice, 5 November 1947, RG 319, Army Operations, PWO 091.412
(5 November l94g), National Archives.

I ___________'_____...._____________________,__,-__- .______.'
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The argument for military participation in psychological warfare planning

made, Eisenhower tactfully put a plug in for Army leadership, using his old

PWD/SHAEF chief and his association with Paley as a sweetener:

I do not know whether the responsibility for this planning should be
referred to the JCS or to an ad hoc committee under your iwmnediate
supervision. In the latter event, I could, if you so desire, detail
as the head of a combined comnmittee, a brigadier general (Robert A.
McClure) who had extensive experience in his field during the war in
Europe. lie was closely associated with Bill Paley and others of sim-
ilar qualifications. He is therefore in a position to crystalline
the experience and knowledge acquired during the past war and should
facilitate the development of a workable plan for the future employment
of psychological warfare under conditions of actual war.

Ever the diplomat, Eisenhower closed his memorandum to the Secretary

with supreme tact: "This note has no other purpose than to express readiness

to be helpful. If the matter is completely in hand through the processes of

the high-level committees, my suggestions may not be pertinent." 1

The Chief of Staff's offer was not acted upon; McClure stayed at his post

iv New York. Nonetheless, Eisenhower's interest in psychological warfare was

evident and it wes equally evident that Robert A. McClure carried some weight

with the Chief. BEt the Army continued to feel its way gingerly in this am-

biguous and politically sensitive field.

The ArM's Reaction to NSC-4

The task of delineating agency responsibilities for psychological warfare

proved to be difficult. In early November 1947, the secretaries of Defense,

Army, Navy, Air Force, and the JCS determined that propaganda of all kind,--

overt and covert--was a function of the State Department, in consultation with

IDepartment of the Army, The Chief of Staff, Memorandum for Secretary
Forrestal, Subject: Psychological Warfare, from Dwight D. Eisenhower, 17 No-
vember 1947, RG 319, Army Operations, National Archives.

ii
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thq CIA and a military representative. Accordingly, President Truman assigned

psychological warfare coordinatien to the Secretary of State on November 24, a

decision that was reversed within three weeks. Secretary of State George

Marshall opp6sed taking responsibility for covert actions that might embarrass

the Department and discredit U.S. foreign policy. He favored placing such ac-

tivities outside the Department, but still subject to guidance from the Secre-

tary of State. Similarly, the military wanted to maintain some control over

covert psychological activities, but they did not went Co assume operational

responsibility. Unwilling to risk association with covert activities, the

Dapartments turned to the CIA. 1 The result was NSC-4, entitled "Coordina-

tion of Foreign Intelligence Information Activities," a directive that in

December 1941 "empowered the Secretary of State to coordinate overseas informa-

tion activities designed to counter communism," and an annex, NSC-4A, which

"instructed the Director of Central Intelligence to undertake covert psycho-

logical activities in pursuit of the aim set forth in NSC-4." 2  Shortly

thereafter, on December 22, the Special Procedures Group was established

within the CIA's Office of Special Operations to carry out such covert opera-

tions. 3 Thus responsibility for covert psychological warfare was fixed, or so

it appeared. But much needed to be done to pin down agency responsibilities

for the overt side.

The Army's initial reaction to NSC-4 was an attempt to get its own house

in order. A study was initiatei in January 1948 "to determine what steps are

required to strengthen and coord'.nate all domestic and foreign information

1 Senate Report No. 94-755, Book W-, pp. 27-29.
2 Tbid., Book I, pp. 48f. 3 Tbid., Book IV, p. 28.
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measures of tha Department of the Army in furtherance of the attainment of

U.S. national objectives in compliance with NSC-4 and existing regulations."

The study discussed the "insidious a&id destructive" Communist propaganda which

"directly threatened" U.S. national security, advocated strong counterpropa-

ganda measures, both foreign and domestic, and declared that "inasmuch as the

use of propaganda as a weapon of either war or peace is of fundamental concern

to the Department of the Army, it is believed imperative that Army efforts in

this field be coordinated and directed."

Then, with regard to the sensitivity of psychological warfare, an as-

"sertive posture:

The fact that the American people and Congress do not like and/or are
afraid of domestic propaganda, is no excuse for us to sidestep our
responsibility. The responsibility of accepting the consequence of
doing nothing is far greater. The American people have proved too
many times that they can "take it" if they are told why.

There was a lengthy discussion of opinion surveys from World War II--a

cause for concern since they indicated "a lack of psychological conditioning of

the soldier's mind before going to war." Thus the wish: "If the Armr, could

engage in 'white' propaganda for civilian consumption, it would be beneficial as

prior indoctrination of the future power of Army manpower."

The study emphasized that three Army Special Staff Division--Civil Affairs,

Public Information, and Troop Tiformacion and Education--were engaged in dis-

semination of "white" prop.iganda, but that it was uncoordinated. Furthermore,

there was "little or no pnlicyg-uidance on general supervision from P&O Divi-

sion," as specified by th_- WArz .7a*-tment M4emorandum No. 575-10-I issued in

January 1947. Since the st:ay vas prepar3d by Cokonel Yeaton of the Plans and

Operations Division, this letter conclusion was a raeher candid and surprising

admission.
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In any event, to remedy the situation described, the study reoended:

That the Chief of Information be directed to supervise. all cur-
rent operations of the Department of the Army in the field of in-
formation, public relations, or education which have psychologiccl
or propaganda implications.

That all "white" propaganda, domestic and foreign, implemented
by the Department of the Army and disseminat6d by the three (3)
Special Staff Divisions (Civil Affairs, Public Information and Troop
Information and .Education) be coordinated by the Chief of Informa-
tion.

That for psychological warfare or propaganda purposes, the Chief
of Information receive policy guidance from the Director of Plans
and Operations Division through appropriate and continuous liaison.

The Chief of Information concurred with the recommendations, but felt

strongly that the Plans and Operations Division should coordinate the overall

psychological warfare effort. Understandably, he also cautioned against

painting the Chief of Information with the psychological warfare/proptganda

brush. The P&O Division concurred with this, but saw "no danger if handled

as suggested." On December 18, 1948, the study recommendations were approved

by the Secretary of the Army. 1

As we have seen, the Army's initial reaction to NSC-4 produced very

little in the way of far-reaching measures, but rather an attempt to improve

n• its internal coordination of psychological and information acts -(ties.

These steps were rather modest in scope, but indicative of the cross-

currents of uncertainty and caution, on the one hand, and a desire to "do

something!' about a perceived condition of national malaise and weakness, on

the other. They reflected not only a sense of frustration by some with the

lack of strong national direction in psychological warfare, but also

1 Departoent of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Summary Sheet and Study to Chief of Staff, Subject: A Study of Psycho-
logical Wqrfare, from Lt General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of Plans and
Operations, 10 February 1948, RG 319, P&O Division, 1946-48, 091.3 - 091.7,
Section I, Box No. 28, P&O 091.412 TS (15 January 1948), National Archives.
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uncertainty about the Army's role in providing the leadership needed in such

a politically sensitive area.

Another interesting facet of this action was General McClute'm role.

The officer who prepared the study for P&O Division--Colonel Yeaton--apparently

felt that it was important to note for the Chief of Staff that the peper had

been presented to McClure, "who gave complete concurrence."' Even from his

office in New York, General McClure continued to influence the Army's thinking

on this subject.

McClure's influence continued to be felt--at all levels of psychological

varfale. A memorandum for the n-w Chief of Staff, General Omar Bradley, writ-

ten in March 1948 by Lieutenant General J. C. Wedemeyer (who had replaced

Norstad as Director of Plans and Operations), gave some indication as to

McClure's stature:

In the last war this activity [psychological warfare] was not promptly
or efficiently developed. Organization and functions were accomplis";ed
under duress. During the course of the war, many men became quite pro-
ficient in this unusual, but very vital work. I believe that Brigadier
General Robert A. McClure should be brought to the War Department for
consultation in the premises. 2

The follow-up memorand.,e to this paragraph by the Assistant Chief, Plans

and Policy Group, of the Plans and Operations Division, simply confirms the

key role of McClure in policy matters:

* General McClure visited Washington before and after his trip to
Europe. On the occasion of each visit, he spent considirable time in

lIbid.

2 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Divisio,., Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, 18 March 1948, f-om Lieutenant
General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director, Plans and Operations, RG 319, Plans and
Operations Division, 1946-48, 091.3 to 091.7, Section I, Box No. 28, filed
with P.,) 091.412 (30 November 1948), National Archives.

.
',X.,
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Policy. He was consulted on the provision of SANACC 304/6 and his
recommendations are embodied in JCS 1735. Ha edited a-d approved
our psychological warfare study now in the hands of the Joint Plan-
ners.

General McClure now feels that close liaison has been estab-
lished between P&O and himself. He has beon of great assistance in
the past, and his opinion will be sought in the future on all major
psychological warfare issues. 1

Further evidence of McClure's stature--and his close relationship with

General Wedemeyer--was a June 1948 "Dear Bob" letter by Wedemeyer, who wrote

General McClure thanking him for his comments on an Army pamphlet entitled

"Tactical Psychological Warfare" to be used at the Ground General School at

Port Riley:

"Your constructive views make it possible to improve these training
publications. I hope that we can send similar material to you in
the future, in order to obtain the continued benefit of your knowl-
edge and experiences. Furthermore, I trust that you can find time
to put down on paper more of your experiences and reflections on
the broader aspects of psychological warfare, because we finl our-
selves short of seasoned, mature Army writing in this field.

Switching to a higher policy level, McClure--in a "Dear Al" letter to

General Wedemeyer in July 1948--laid out in considerable detail his concerns

and recommendations on psychological warfare. He began by addressing a recent

conversation with General Omar Bradley, who appreciated the value of psycho-

logical warfare during wartime, but apparently felt that the Army should

1 Department of t.'e Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Director, Plans and Operations, Subject: Proposed
Trip of Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, 30 March 1948, from Co'.onel
William S. Biddle, Assistant Chief, Plans and Policy Group, 1, 319, Plans and
Operations Division, 1946-48, 091.3 to 091.7, Section I, Box ..o. 28, PF.)
091.412 (30 March 1948), National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Plans and Operattorg Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Brigadier General Robert A. McCl'ire, Civil Affairs Division,
New York Field Office, from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, tri.rector of
Plans and Operations, 18 June 1948, RG 319, Army Operations, filed with P&O
091.412 (28 May 1948), National Archives.
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confine itself to planning and leave the overall responsibility to the state

Department. McClure had some misgivings about this approach:

I am sure few people realize that today the Department of 'the Ad..'.y is
the foremost U.S. propaganda agency of our Government. Why, and how
come, would require involved explanation to the uninforied. T
and I know the answers. By default State Dnpartment ha:. not taken
over its responsibilities in this field for many reasons--particularly
appropriations.

Having stated his major theme, McClure then supported it by presenting

a tour d~horizon of the Army's activities. The Armed Forces Radio networks,

the Overseas Stars and Str.".pas newspaper, the Troop Education and Information

program in Europe and the Far East, the Army's "complete responsibility for

the propaganda to four occupied countries," the fact that the iirmy controlled

more radio broadcasts than State world-wide, the U.S. Military Government news-

papers published in three foreign countries, the 50 to 75 documentary films

distributed each year, rhe vorld newsreels made in three languages each week,

t?,e control of all U.S. c- - ercial films shown in occupied countries, the

cultural centers established in 60 cities of the occupied areas, the magazines

publisoed for foreign distribution ("we, the Army, publish five while State

publishes one"), and the millions of pamphlets and leaflets printed for educa-

tional purposes in four occupied countries--all of this, and more, pren-..ted

McClure to declare, "I should say today that the Army has five times the out-

let fO prosaction of America than State has and probably a greater audience

for its propaganda."

h urthermore, the Army should not take a s head -in-t-be-sand attitude on

these activities, because, "Call it wohat you may, in.ternationalG information,

propaganda, or Phychological Warfare, the respon bilities still rest with us."

The reponuibilitol for directing and coordinating propaganda that was in line

with clearly establibhed U.S. Government objectives could not be ignored, but

Lbl~dfrfrindsrbto ' h ry •blhfv hl t~



there me '*no Arm or Xational Defense AgencT doing so." To illustrate his

point, McClure used his rom office--which was responsible for a siseable par-

tion of the prograsn in oc;upied areas--as an example of the lack of central

direction and codicadar.: "In the year I heve I in in charge of the New

York ild Office of Civil Affairs Division there has neer been a conference

outuids of vV =a office on propaganda policy." iJpprently this last statement

startled smome--perhaps General Wedeneyter--for tae handwritten exclamation

"Vo appears next to it.

Coatinuing to beat the drum, McClure ack-ovledged that NSC-4 was a step

in the right direction tovard the coordination necessary, but "a grzat %•eed

for unity of pupose and central direction remaired." Then, a touch of as-

Pertive pride: "?be Aray has tsken a major interest in this field and should

be privileapd to take the lead, if necessary."

lawiag laid his foundation, McClure then summarized his plea to the Di-

rector of kans and Operations by stating:

Mhi whole purpose of this letter to you is to urge:
a. recognition of the responaibility of the Army;
b. an organization in being within the National Defense setup

to carr on the operations which the Army has assumed;
C. a organization to plan for and further psychological war-

d. a study of Psychological Warfare--its capabilities and
shortcomings;

a. utilization of those villiug, experienced civilians, who
are anious to help a future Psychological Warfare organization.

This was followed b,, two pages of specific recoumendations, to include

a mational organization to handle botth black and white propaganda ("the present

separation of black and white proparanda between State and CIA is basically

unsound") and a number of others addressing technical research and various

studies needed, psychological warfare instruction for service 3choola, ways

to improve the Reserve program for psychological warfare officers, and an old
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theme: "indoctrination of commanders in the capabilities and limitations of

propaganda in warfare."

Apologizing for a lengthy letter, McClure closed by stating that he had

made it a personal, rather than official, communication since "much of this is

outside of the field of my official responsilbility."1'

It was, in fact, a rather arAzing letter, particularly so since it was

written by a man who admitted that much of what he wrote about was outside

his "official responsibility." In terms of breadth, scope, and imagination,

it must be considered one of the most comprehensive personal communications on

the subject of psychological warfare written by an Army officer duri.,g the

interwar years. McClure's letter has been dwelt upon at some length because

of the insights that it provides to the thinking of a man who later was to

play such an instrumental role in the organization of the Army for psycho-

logical and unconventional warfare.

General Wedemeyer acknowledged McClure's dedication and expertise with

a thotightful--but delayed--reply in September: "T am deeply grateful, Bob,

for yor fine letter and the inclosures. I realize that you are unquestion-

ably our outstanding authority on this very important subject, psychological

warfare, and feel deeply indebted for your contribution." In an interesting

side note, he mentioned that Frank Wisner, Director of CIA's ne-uly created

Office of Special Projects (later renained Office of Policy Coordination), had

recently inquired about the possibility of McClure "joining up with his

teai9' because he recognized that "you are perhaps the most knowlc.czeable and

lf•pnrttment of the Army, Civil Affairs Division, N.4.r York Field Office,
Lotter to Lie',tenant Coeeral Albert C. 'Vd#,.inevar, Director, Plann and Op-ra-
tifos Division, from Brlvadler Coneral Robert A. McCittre, Chief, N-1 York
Field Offics, 8 July 1948, PC 319, Army Operations, P&O 091.412, National
Archiveq.
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experienced officar in the game."11 McClure did not do so. however, snd there

is a certain irony in this minor episode in view of the conflicts that were

later to arise between Wisner's "tem"' and that of '3eneral McClure as. Chief

of the Army's Office of Psychological Warfere in the early 1950's.

The esence of Wedemeyer's response to McClure's principal argument

converdinsg recognition of the Army's r'asponsibilities and also the need for

a national psychological warfare organizaticn was basically that the situation

was out of the Army's hands. Until the NSC made a decision on a number of

proposals before it for such an organization, he replied, not much could be

done at the policy level, nor could Army plans for paychological warfare be

firmed up. 2

Actually, Wedemeyer had given the subject more thought than might have

been indicated by his response to McClure. In early August he had written a

memorandum to General Omar Bradley, the Chief of Staff, to offer "a few of my

thoughts" on psychological warfare:

Thus far in our planning, both within the Joint Staff and in P6& Divi-
sion, we have been iticlined to think of psychological warfare as a
means which we should develop for giving further effect to strategic
plans already developed. That is, we have considered it desirable to
draw up a "psychological warfare annex" to each strategic plan.. I an
now inclined to think that this may be an unsound approach. It re-
stricts psychological warfare activities within the narrowed limits of
the strategic operations" already determined without due consideration
of the psychological problem. 3

1 Departmer.t of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Chief, New York Field Of-
fice, Civil Affairs Division, from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Direc-
tor of Plans and Operations, 17 September 1948, RG 319, Army Operations, P60
091.412. National Archives.

21bid.

3Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for General Bradley, Subject: Psychological Warf.Lre,
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This was an important insight. What Wedameyer as suggesting was that

psychological warfare should be considered as an inte ral part of the stra-

tegic planning process, rather than as an afterthought, to those plans. The

lack of understanding by senior co anders and staffs f the crucial distinc-

tion between these two approaches has historically pla ued the efforts of

psychological warfare planners. The tentative recogni ion of this bj Wedemeyer

represented an important philosophical advance, but o that was not always

adhered to by his successors.

With this as background, Wedemeyer went on to out ine to Bradley "a new

approach" which the Plans and Operations Division was p epared to initiate:

a. We will select a small group of experienced forward thinking,
young planners and assign them the task of developiig in broad outline
a war plan based on the following single war objective: to cause the
people of Soviet Russia to overthrow their present totalitarian govern-
ment and to render them maximum practicable assistance in this under-
taking.

b. It is expected that such a plan will develo to the greatest
possible extent the full capabilities of a psychological warfare .ap-
proach. It nay produce a radically different scheme of military
operations irom that contemplated under the HALF.OON concept.

c. When this plan is developed, if it appears t have sufficient
merit, we will then suggest that vou present it to tfe Joint Chiefs
of Staff for joint consideration. 1

Despite its somewhat grandiose objective, Wedemeye!'s proposal did indi-

cate the importance of assessing, and perhaps acting upon, the potential

psychological vulnerobilities of a society--another important insight.

Bradley's response was guarded, indicating that whi~le the proposal was
i

"lip good idea," it "might be impracticable as a line of action, but on the

9 A'-z't 19ý4, by Crneral A. C. Wedelmeyer", filed with PM3 091.112 TS (I Sep-
te-'- PI),, 9), 319, Plbins and Oneration! Division, 1946-48, 091.3 to 091.7,
Section I, Box N-. 28, Natiorni1 trcives.

17hi-d.
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other hand it may not." He '.onceded that, tn any event, "it would furnish

some ideas for modification of HALFMDON," the general plan for Europe. There

is little indication, however, that much resulted fron Vdeye 'a proposal,

partially due to the fact that he was unable to pry ewy. from oth-er div:Lsions

the caliber of planners needed for the task envisaged.l

fhile not enough to satisfy some like General McClure, some work had been

done in Army psychological warfare, both at the staff level and in the field.

In June 1947, on the basis of a directive from the Director of Organizatlon

and Training, WDGS, a pilot "Tactical Informacion Detachment"- was ectivated at

Fort Riley, Kansas, as an experimental unit. This derachmnt sent,: teams,

utilizing loudspeakers and leaflets, to participate in Army field maneuvers in

the continental United States, the Caribbean area, and Hawaii., The Tactical

Information Detachment was to be the only operational psychological warfare

troop unit in the United States Army when the Korean War erupted in June 1950.

Studies were started by Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, for a combat propa-

ganda unit of a cellular type to replace the mobile teams of the Mobtle radio

Broadcasting Companies used in World War II. Psychological warfare extension

courses were prepared by the Army General School at Fort Riley primartly for

specialists in the Military Intelligence Reserve. 2

At the Department of the Army, the Plans and Operations Division--in

September 1948--prepared a "tentative Psychological Warfare Plan (ArmyY' for

wartin*, which included estimates of Special Staff personnel required at

IDepartment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for General Schuyler, Subject: Lt. Col. William H. Baumer,
16 August 1948 by Lt. Col. Robert M. Cant, Chief, Personnel Branch, -.&O Divi-
sion, filed with P&O 091.412 IS (1 September 1948), RG 319, Plans and Opera-
tions Divisiont, 1946-48, 091.3 to 091.7, Section I, Box No. 28, National
Arcblves.

2Linebarger, psycholo ical Wazfare, p. 301.
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theater, Army, and corps levels, as well as operating personnel to setre tac-

tical units down to the level of Regimental Combat Teams. Staffing of this

tentative plan followed, but in late December 1948 it was determined that "no

action is required or possible since, until higher authority has determined

the degree of Army responsibility in PW [psychological warfare], the degree of

Army need for T/0E units cannot be determined.'IL At the end of 1948, then,

the Army was still gingerly feeling its way, waiting for "higher authority' to

decide the extent of its, role in psychological warfare.

In early 1949 some movement was seen toward providing for national-

level overt psychological warfare planning. In February, the National Security

Council agreed that an organization for the peacetime planning of overt psycho-

logical warfare should be established within the State Department, and directed

the NSC staff to prepare a proposed directive on the matter. The directive es-

ta.fished an organization consisting of a director appointed by the Secretary

of State, consultants from, the same agencies, as well as liaison from the CIA.

This organization was to be charged with planning and preparation "for the co-

ordinated conduct of foreign and domestic information programs and overt

psychological operations abroad in the event of war or threat of war as de-

termined by the President." A similar planning function previously assigned

to the SANACC Subcommittee on Special Studies and Evaluations was to be termi-

nated, according to the directive. While there was some disagreement among

iD1partment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., DF to Director, Organization and Training Division, Subject: T/OE for
Psychological Warfare Units, from Director, Plans and Operations, 20 September
1943; also YN-,,rand'im for Record, Subject: T/OE for Psychological Warfare
Units, 22 December 1948, RG 319, Plans and Operations Divis•on, 1946-48,
091.3 - 091.7, Section I, Box No. 28, P&O 091.412 T3 (20 September 1948),
National Archives.
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the military services as to certain revisiuns to the proposed directive, they

were resolved--at least initially--in the interest of expediting the action.

As General Haddocks (who had replaced General Wedemeyer as Director of Plans

and Operations) penned on a memorandum to the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans

and Combat Operations, General Wedemeyer: "P.S. The important underlying

factor in this matter is to get started. The directive can be amended as

need therefor arises, after the group starts work."'1 To this epistle, General

McClure undoubtedly would have added, "Amen!"

The Carroll Report

One of the reasons the Army moved rather hesitantly in psychological

warfare was Secretary of the Army Kenneth C. Royall's concern about Army in-

volvement in this activity. He definitely opposed any association with co-

vert operations, stating in June 1948 that he did not want the Army "even to

know anything about it."'2 However, through the combined efforts of two

civilian members of his staff--Under Secretary Draper and Assistant Secretary

Gray--and General Wedemeyer, Royall gradually relented at least to the point

of allowing more participation by the Army in overt psychological warfare.

Mr. Draper started the ball rolling by employing a civilian consultant,

Mr. Wallace Carroll., to prepare a study concerning the Army's role in, current

1 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Combat Operations,
Subject: Planning for Wartime Conduct of Overt Psychological Warfare (NSC
St.aff Memorandum of 23 February 1949), 4 March 1949, RG 319, Army Operations,
1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&O 091.412 TS (23 February 1949), National
Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Diviston, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Record, Subject: Briefing on USC Meeting, 3 June
1948, RG 319, Army Operations 1948-52, Box No. 9, Hot Files, National.
Archives.
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psychological warfare activities. Carroll's 3tudy, forwarded to the Under

Secretary on February 24, 1949, recommended that a separate "unit" be es-

tablished to take charge of the Department of the Army's psychological warfare

responsibilities. The "unit" would be headed by a geileral officer or qualified

civilian, who would coordinate with the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and

Operations (who at this time was General Wedemeyer).'

Apparently, the Under Secretary made the results of Carrollas study

available to Royall, because in a subsequent discus3ion between Ge-neral

Wedem4yer, the Secretary, and Mr. Gray, Wedemeyer reported that "Mr. Royall

has changed somewhat in his view in that be accepts that we in the Department

of the Army must participate a little; in fact, it was pointed out to him by

Mr. cray that we are actually participating in Europe. Mr. Royall wants thid

activity under a civilian Secretary and has designated Mr. Gray to super-

vise same.'' 2

In this report to the Chief of Staff, General Omar Bradley, Wedemeyer

stated that Mr. Gray subsequently asked him (WTedemeyer) to speak to the Sec-

retary with a propesed organization that would have Gray as head, a civilian

assistant for ps, "ological warfare, and a group of .,ight to ten officers in

the Plans and Operations Division. Wedemeyer concluded by reminding the

IDopartmunt of the &x--yr, Office of the Under Secretary of the Army,
Washington, D.C., "The Army's Role in Current Psycholo-icas Warfare," A Re-
port to W11liaM H. Draper, Under Secretary of the Army, by Wallace Carroll,
24 February 1949, RG 319, Ainr;y Operations, 1949-'2, Box No. 1.0 Hot Files,
P&O 091.412 TS (24 February 1949), National Archives.

2Dpartr, t of the Ar-my, Plar.s and Operations Division, Washington 25,
DC. , Extract on Psychological Warfire from Deputy CMief of Staff's (Combat
P1os1 A-A t)nerstion-) Diary of irnporntant events orccurring dusring Chief of

St.ff's recent abqence, 15 March 1,,49, RG 319, Artmy p0erations, 1949-52, Box
No. 10, Hot Files, CS USA (15 March 1949) TS, National Archives.
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Chief that "Mr. Royall is very desirous that the uniform services should not

be involved too much in psychological warfare, but he does accept certain

limited responsibilities in the Department." The Deputy Chief of Staff for

Plans and Operations apparently thought that even this lukewarm endorsement

represented progress since Royall had told him a yaar earlier that "the Army

would have no part in psychological warfare and'he admonished me definitely

not to pcrticipate in such activity."1'

Responding promptly to Cray's request, on March 17, 1949, General

Wedemeyer forwarded to Secretary Royall the Zollowing memorandum:

1. Mr. Gordon C-ray asked me to discuss Psychological Warfare
with Mr. Carroll, a civilian consultant, whom Mr. Draper employed
to investigate realistic and minimum Army participation. Mr.
Carroll prepared a study which I have analyzed carefully. Further,
I talked to officers who have hAd experienc.e¢ In the psychological
field.

2. TAst Saturday Mr. Gray and I had a discussion concerning Army
participation that would be acceptable to you, and also that would
insure a realistic and ye: not embarrassing role for the Army.

3. I reconanend that Psychological Warfare be supervised by Mr.
Gray as a responsibility of his office. A small group of officers
could be located in P&O where they would coordinate with the Inter-
national Group ard the Strategic Planning Group of that Dfvision of
the General Staff. Mr. Gray should have a civilian assistint whose
primary function would be to handle all psychological warfare matters
for him and to maintain appropriate contacts with the State Depart-
ment. This latter Department in the final analysis should be
responsible for all Psychological Warfare matters of policy and Zor
the coordination of Prychological Warfare activities. The A.,my should
do nothing except with the cognizance and at the request of the State
Department. I had hoped to talk to you personally about the above
matter; however, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are in almost continuous
session and it has not been possible to do so. Mr. Gray asked me a
few days ago to express my views to you concerning this subject;
hence this memo. 2

1 1•id.

2 Department of the Army, Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Combat
Op.rations, Washington, D.C., Memorandum for Secretary RoyaU from Lieutenant
General A. C. Wedler'er, 17 March 1949, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box
fo. 10, Hot Files, CSUSA 385 (17 March 1949) C, National Archives.
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It was a masterful example of bureaucratic persuasion. Using the recom-

mendation of an outside civilian consultant to pry an opening in Royall's op-

positicn, Draper, Gray, and General Wedemeyer worked together effectively to

tactfully nudge the Secretary toward accepting some increase in Army psycho-

logical warfare planning. Royall's sensitivity on the subject undoubtedly was

a factor influenciug the Army's ambivalence twcard p.ychoalogi1c.alwarfa. His

resistance is the one notable exception during the period of this study of an

important civilian Army official who adamantly opposed Army activity in psycho-

logical warfare. Indeed, the converse was more often the case; civilian of-

ficials fraquently found it necessary to prod uniformed Army leaders into a

greater effort in psychological warfare. Such was to be the case with Gordon

Cray, who succeeded Royall as Secretary of the Army on June 20, 1949.

Gordon Gray--Revival of Interest

Not surprisingly, the emphasis on increased Army partinipation in

psychological warfare urged upon Kenneth C. Royall near the end of his tenure

was continued by his successor. And with this apparent upswing in interest

by the Army, again the advice of Brigadier General Robert A. McClure was

sought. "xe ar Bob," wrote the new Director of Plans and Operations, Major

General Charles L. Bolte, on July 7:

You will recall that some time ago we talked briefly about the dis-
volution or disappearance of adequate planning or other measures in
the field of psychological warfare, citce the war. I recall that
you expressed sove concern over the fact that this matter was not
receiving adequate, if any, attention on the part of the appropriate
authorities, at least in the Military Establishment.'

IDennrt'rent of the Ar-y, Plans And Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Brigadiier Gpneoral Pohert A. McClure fro M jor General Charles
L. Bolte, Director of Plans and Operaticns, 7 July 1949. RG 319, Irmy Opera-
tions, 1949-52. Box No. 10, Hot F•!es, P&6' 091.412 S (7 July 1949), National
Archives.



98

In view of M Clure's consistent criticism in this regard since the end

of World War II, this latter assertion smacks of considerable understatement.

Bolt* continued:

I think that ycu ",ill be relieved to know that the marter is being
revived and that some measures are to be taken to restore us to a
more adequate losition. In that connection I have been asked to
suggest, or secure the suggestions of, some names of pozsible candi-
date. for appointment to a civilian position in the Office of the
Secretary of th Army. I thought possibly you might have in mind
the names of s appropriate individuals.

McClure, who y now had movud from New York to Fort Ord, California, to

be the Assistant Di sion Commander of the 4th Infantry Division, answered

promptly. Grousin about having received unexpected orders transferring him

to the Northern Military District of Vancouver Barracks C"The orders gave me

only one week to pack up and move which shows the consideration which the

Army usually gives o the domestic side of life"), McClure nonetheless ap-

plauded the apparen resurgence of interest: "I am ver> pleased with the

contents of your le ter and to realize that the D of A (Department of the

Army] is at last wo king up to the iv~portance of one of its major weapons--a

weapon which can be sed without repercussions of an atomic bomb category."

He then went on to r cousmend several potential candidates for the civilian

position, providing thumbnail sketch of each person's qualifications.1

McClure's lett r was en route to General Bolte when, on July 11, a meet-

ing was held in the tecretary of the Army's Office to report on the progress

of psychological war 'are organization within the Department of the Army. This

much was clear: (1) a civilian "supervisor" for psychological warfare would

lHeadquarters, Fort Ord, California, Letter from Brigadier General
Robert A. McClure to'Major General Charles L Bolte, Directcr of Plans and
Operations, Departmert of the Army, 12 July 1949, RG 319, Army Operations,
1949-52, l•s No. 10, Hot Files, 091.412 S (7 July 1949), National Archives.
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be located in the Offic3 of the Assistant Secretary, (2) a small working group

for psychological warfare would be established in the Plans and Operations

(P&O) Division, and (3) a nucleus of information operators would be formed in

the Office of the Chief of Information.

What was not clear, however, was the relationship between the civiliar

"supervisor" ant: the team of officers in P&O. General Wedemeyer's understand-

ing was that the civilian "should not be in a position of authority within

P&O nor violate the chain of comnmand . . . but should merely 'monitor' the PW

functions of P&O along with PW functions of other components of the Department

of the Army." The Secretary's understanding on the matter was quite dif-

ferent, as reported in Wedameyer's memorandum for record:

!Ir. Gray stated the matter more forcefully . . . [he] specifically
indicated that the c:ivilian "supervisor" was not merely to monitor
but vaq to take a real part in the work concerning PW ard he said,
in essence, "if, as things develop, we run into a difficulty six or
eight or twelve mon':hs from now, and if we do operate we are sure
to run into a difficulty sooner or later, I want to be able to say
that it was not just a military matter but theft it was a fool civilian
mixed up in it. I am thinking thi& way for the protection of the
military."i

Another interesting aspect of this meeting was the input provided by

Professor Paul Linebarger, a civilian consultant and author of a recently pub-

lished book on psycholcgical warfare. Lirebarger offered his views on desir-

able qualifications for the civilian "supervisor" and suggested that the Plans

and Operations Division could not fulfill its psychological warfare responsi-

bilities unless the officers deoignated were assigned full-time and given t-he

orport'inity for travel. General Bolte. Director of iP&O, was eomewhat

l•-•en.irtý-t of the Arn'i> Plans ar44 Operaticns Division, Wishinpton 25,

D.C. , ".Thm for PcI. 5uhoct: Meetio W!th Sec-etnry Cray Cncerni r:n
Pqyc holcc .W ":rfar, 11. july 1949, RG 319, Army Opterntions, 1949-52, Bc•x No.
1,, Hot Filos, CS USA 385: C (ii JUly 1949), National Archives.
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reluctant to endorse this latter suggestion, and "indicated, as he had indi-

cated from time to time at other points in the Conference, that the responsi-

bility should be written out fcr P&O in full but that any external attespt

to freeze or commit PW personnel or structure would be unfortunate." 1

This meeting provides a valuable snapshot of the state of psychological

warfare at the Department of the Army in mid-1949: Gordon Gray, only a mnth

into his new office, intensely interested in psychological warfare and force-

zully exerting his authority in terms of organization, yet also alert to the

political sensitivity of the subject; General Wedemayer and General Zolt., in-

terested in the subject but vary about its effect on traditional concerns of

chain of command and lines of authority, and perhaps just a little resentful

of the civilian influence in this field, particularly when a myriad of other,

mores familiar "purely military" problems undoubtedly competed for their at-

tention (as, for es.ample, General Bolte's resistance to "external" pressures

on him to dedicate officers solely to psycholo~ical warfare); Professor

Linebargr, the civilian consultant, naturally anxious to see this'specialized

subject receive greater attention, and perhaps just a little impatient with

the less-than-total endorsement of psychological warfare by military leaders.

Such was the range of emotions and attitudes on psychological warfare, all of

which combined to portray a total picture of hesitancy and slow progress

within the Department of the Army eleven months before the Korean War would

erupt.

Part of this hesitrncy can be attributed to the fact that many Army

leaders still consider-d psychological warfare to be a ,new development.

1lbid.
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Despite its use by the Army in ;Torld War II, the Director of Organization and

Training in May 1949 lumped psychological warfare together with atomic warfare,

radiological defense, biological warfare, guided missiles, and subversive war-

fare as "new developments jof warfare) or modifications of previous develop-

ments." General Bolte, Director of Plans and Operations, thought it premature

to parcel out responsibilities of these topics to specific General Staff agen-

cies until the"-.role and employment were better understood. Irstead, he

recommended that all General Staff divisions designate contact officers for

discussions of the developrents under P&O monitorship. 1

Furthirmore, the subject of psychological warfare was receiving little

attention in miliLary service schools. A student committ•*e repor" done at the

Armed Forces Information School, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, in .ýune 1949

concluded that there was no adequate course in peychoiogical w:rfare at any

service instailaticon that would provide the necessary knowledge for an In-

formation and Education officer.2 The Cround General School curriculum at

Fort Riley showed nine hours of instruction, there was one hcur at the Command

and General Staff School, tentative and draft field nanuals were 11eing used in

schools and for extension courses, and the-2 were no trnining programs for

Reserves available or planned--all of which led to the admission In a Plans and

!Thpartrrnt of the Army, rmy Cperations, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
by Y'RJor Ganeo-al H. R. Bull, Director, Organization ancd TraiTnin Division,
Stbject: r>neril Staff FP--r,-nsibility for "?anning Pertaining to New Develop-
".nrts in WTirfnre, 12 Mry 19ýý9; also Me~morandum by Major General Charles Bolte,
Director, Plans and Operations, co-entin on above subject, RG 319, Army
Opevatiors, PWO 331 (12 "--ay 1909), Nafior..l Archives.

2 ~orces Informtion Sc.o1.." Carlisle Barrscks, PA, Student Com-
mittre Rrnort, SubJect: Pywrhological Warfare and Propaganda Analycis,
9 June 1.949, RG 319, Army Ocrations, PS. C91.4!2 (8 September 1349), National
Archives.
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Operations Division memorandum on 4 October 1949 that "much remains to be done

if the Army is to be ready to fulfill its operational and mobilization re-

sponsibilities in the field of psychological warfare."' 1

By early 1950, Secretary Gray was beginning to suspect the same. He

decided to query the Chief of Staff, General J. Lawton Collins (who had suc-

ceeded General Bradley in August 1949), with a memorandum on February 7:

As you know, I am keenly interested in the prompt and effective de-
velopment of psychological warfare within the Army.

I should like to have a report on the status of this matter by
February l5tr.

In this c.,nection, I am particularly interested in what con-
sideraetion has been given to psychological warfare in con unction
with the current reorganization within the General Staff.4

There was not much progress to report to the Secretary if the Army. The

opening parag;raph of "Report on the Army Psychological Warfare Program," in

fact, was a classic example of the type of bureaucratic gobbledygook often

used to obfuscate an issue:

While definite progress has been made in the last six months in the
development and execution of a psychological warfare program within
the Army, -uch remains to be accomplished. The establishment of a
sound, comprehensive program and the effective carrying out of the
many tasks and activicies under such a program includes the solution
of mszny problems which are interrelated and the solution of which is
rdependent upon the sequential and systematic development and compleý-
tioi. of the more fundamental aspects of the overall program. An ef-
fort has been made, however, to meet the higher priority repuirements
in all important areas of the program as developed to date.

iDepartmeht of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum to Organization and Training Divisiou requesting inforriation
on psychological warfare training in being or planned, 19 August 1949; also
P,"x) Division memo on subject, 4 October 1949, RG 319, Army Operations, P&O
091.412 (19 August 1949), National Archives.

2 0ffice of the Secratary of the Army, Washington 25, D.C.. Memorandum
from Gordon Gray to Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, 7 February 1950, RG319, Army
Operations, 1949-52, Hot Files, Box 1o. 10, P&O 091.412 (7 February 1950),,
National Archives.

3 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,



103

Gray undoubtedly had to read that paragraph moze than once, and even

then probably wondered exactly what he had been told. In essence, some

progreas was reported in operational planning, in the preparation of draft

Tables of Organization and Equipment for troop units, and i,, nonmateriel re-

search. P1ogress had been slow, however, in staff organizction for psycho-

logical warfare, doctrine and techniques, personnl and unit training, train-

ing literature and training aids, materiel, ,sd intelligence requirements.

Most of the report, in fact, discuased problem areas and things that ncedtd

to be done. One interesting item in this last category was tha expressed need

for a "school center for psychological earfare ar which tactical doctrine,

techniques, training literature and tactical studies can be prepared." 1

The Psychol--gical Warfare Center, created almost two years later at Fort

Bragg, was eventua'.i- to fill this void.

ProbaL.y of greatest interest to the Secretary, however, was a state-

ment in the report to the effect that an increase in organization and staff

personnel for psychological warfare would shortly be recommended. Of interest,

no doubt, because Gray had been waiting patiently since March 1949 for progress

on this score.

Finally, the report tactfully asked the Secretary to be patient and

recognize the difficulties inherent in dealing with a new function: "For an

apprecieble period of time, the development and execution of a psychological

varfare program will be essentially a 'pioneering' effort and will depend

D.,., "Report 'on the Army Psychological Warfare Program," 13 February 1950,
RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Hot Files, Box No. 10, F&O 091.412 TS (7
February 1950), National Archives.

l-bid.
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primarily upon initiative, constant direction, and follow-up provided by the

General Staff and by Plans and Operations Division in particular." The

North Korean invasion was a little over four months away, at the time of this

report, and Gordon Gray was to leave his office within a month.

"Only a Start": Prelude to Korea

If the Army Staff thought that the new Secretary of the Army would int

up on the pressure for more progress in psychological warfare, they were snon

disabused of that notion. Within five weeks of replacing Gordon Gray, Frank

Pace, Jr., sent the Chief of Staff a memorandum clearly outlining his in!erest

in the subject:

1. On 7 February 1950, Secretary Gray requested a report on the
status of psychological warfare development within the Army with par-
ticular reference to what organizational provision had beett made
within the Department of the Army for the direction and development
of Army capability in this field. It is my undarstanding that a. plan
to authorize the establishment of a Psychological Warfare Branch in
G-3, Operations, and to provide adequate staffing was approved on the
condition that spaces be provided from within G-3's current personnel
ceiling.

2. Like Mr. Gray, whose views on the subject of Psychological
Warfare are similar to mine, I believe the prompt developwent of the
capabilities of the various responsible agencies and departments7 of
the government to execute Psychological Warfare operations under: terms
of reference established by the National Security Council is vital to
the national security. The Department of the Army, of course,. has a
definite responsibility for psychological warfare development insofar
as it affects national security and the conduct of military operations.

3. •'ease keep me advised on the progress being made in the es-
tablishment of the contemplated branch to handle this activity for the
Department of the Army and in the procurement of necessary personnel.2

Some, but not much, progress h&d been made. Shortly after the status

Ibid.

,Department of the Army, Office of the Secretary of the Army, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of ftaff, Subject: Army Organization for
Psychological Warfare, 29 May 1950, from Frank Face, Jr., RG 319, G-3 Opera-
tions, March 1950-51, 091.412 Case 1-20, Box No. 154, National Archives.
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report to Secretary Gray in mid-February, a study had been forwarded to the

Chief of Staff recommending the allocation of additional personvel for further

development of both psychological warfare and special operations, and that a

separate branch, designated the Subsidiary Plans Branch, !5e established in

the Plans Group, P&O Division for that purpose. Additionally, certain psycho-

logical warfare functions charged to the Chief of Information had previously

been transferred, with personnel, to the P&O Division in an attempt to improve

the organizational problem. 1

A requirement had been establiched for approximately sixteen officers

with specialized qualifications in psychological warfare and special operations

for assignmeat to Headquarters, Department of the Army, U.S. Army, Europe,

Ax-my Field Forces, and the Cormmand and General Staff College, with the first

five to be available July 1951. The G-I was requested to provide a civilian

graduate course in International Relations to furnish supplemental background

in psychological warfare and special operations for the officers selected.

A job description was designed, stating that the officers to be selected

"must have had direct experience in, or be thoroughly familiar with, the con-

duct of psychological warfare or of clandestine and paramilitary o.erations

in support of inilitary operations." Letters were sent to major zubordinate

headquarters announcing the program. 2

1 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washingtorn 25,
D.C., Memorandutm for General Bolte, Subject: Army Organizc.tion for Psycho-
logIcal Warfare, from General Schuyler, 13 February 1930, RG 319, Army Opera-
tiona 1949-52, Hot Files, Box No. i0, P&O 091.412 TS (7 February 1950), Na-
tional Archiv s,.

2 Department of the Army, G-3, Operations, Washinton 25, D.C., IMamo-
rardum to Assistant Chief of St•ff, G-l, Personnel, Sub~ect: Requirement for
Officers With Specialized Training, 13 March 1960, OPS 091.412 (13 March
1950); Department of the Arnry, Office of the Adjutant General, Washington 25,
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A series of conferences was ii tiated by G-3, Operi£ticra (the raeuig-

nated Plans and Operations Division), with Headquarterm, Army Field Forces iu

Fort Monroe, Virginia, to discuss delineation of responsibilities for psycho-

logical warfare. The first was scheduled for March 29, 1950. n of the pro-

posed items for discussion at this conference is worthy .of note: "Preparation

and conduct of specialized school course: for PsychologJcal Warfare student

personnel, and of general indoctrination courses for all students, including

consideration of the desirability of establishing a 'school center' (prefer-

ably as a part of, or as a section in, an existing Army school)." 1 While

agreeing that psychological warfare deserved greater emphasis, Army Field

Forces pointed out that pe•rsonnel and fiscal limitations presented "a perplex-

ing problem." An encouraging start had been made with the Tac.tical Informa-

tion Detachment (two officere and app:oximately twenty men), the psycho-

logical warfare extension courses "now nearing completion," an& wi.th the

limited but valuable training material assembled. "But we admit that this is

only a start," wrote Major General Robert Macon, Deputy Chief of Army Fiesi

Forces, to the G-3. 2

D.C., Letter to Commander-in-Chief, Far East, Commanding General, U.S. Army,
Europe, Chief, Army Field Forces, Commandant, Co=n and and General Staff Col-
lege, 17 April 1950, AGAO-S 210.61 (31 March 1950) G-3; both filed in RG 319,
G-3 Operations, March 1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, National
Archives.

lDepartment of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington k5, D.C., Memorandum,
Subject: Army Progrom for Psychological Warfare, 03 March 1950, RG 319, G-3
Operations, March 1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, OPS 091.412 (10
March 1950), National Archivee.

2 Army Field Forces, Office of the Chief, Ft. Monroe, VA, Letter to
Major General R. E. Duff, Acting Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, from Major
General Robert C. Macon, Deputy Chief, 7 June 1950, RG 319, Army Operations,
G-3 091.412 (Section ITT) (Cas,s 41-60) (Case 50 withdrawn filed in Section
III A), National Archives.
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"Only a start" also accurately described the situation at Headquarters,

Department of the Army. In answer to Secretary Pace's primary question in

his 29 May memorandum, the G-3 replied that the Psychological Warfare Branch

would be activated "about 1 August" if necessary personnel savings were ef-

1
fected as a result of an ongoing G-3 survey. Fifteen months and two secre-

taries of the Army after Kenneth Royall'sainstructions to establish such a

branch, the Army Staff searched for the necessary personnel spaces.

Thus, four and a half years after General Lemnitzer and General McClure

had urged continued development of psychological warfare, the Army was ill-

prepared in tezms of personnel, equipment, and organization. On the eve of

the Korean War, "only a start" had been made toward development of a psycho-

logical warfare capability.

1 Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Sumnmary
Sheet for Chief of Staff, Subject: Psychological Warfare Organization in the
Department of the Army, from Major General Charles L. Bolte, G-3, 13 July
1950, RG 319, Army Operations, OPS 091.412 (Section II) (Cases 21-40) (Case
26 withdrawn filed Section II A), 091.412 (5 July 1950) S, National Archives.
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THE INTERWAR YEARS, .UART II: UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE

If the Army's capability to conduct overt psychological warfare was

meager in June 1950, its unconventional warfare capability was nonexistent.

It was not supposed to have such a capability in pea:etime--NSC 10/2 gave the

responsibility for covert paramilitary activities to the CIA in June 1948.

This is not to say, however, that the Army did not consider developing such a

function. It did--and the ctory of the Army's initial tentative steps in this

field during the interwar years is an important link in the decisions that

ultimately led to creation of the 10th Special Forces concept in early 1952.

The Airborne Reconnaissance Units

As we have seen, the impetus for the initiation of covert activities

after World War II did not originate in the Central Intelligence Group, the

forerunner of the CIA. Rather, it came from Secretary of War Robert Patterson

in late 1946, prompting discussion among agencies initially on the subject of

psychological operation*.l Within the Department of the Army, Pattersor. di-

rected in August 1946 that a SECRET letter be sent to the Commanding General,

Army Ground Forces (AGF), indicating that "airborne reconnaissance agents"

were successfully employed during World War II under the supervision of the

1U S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee to Study Governmental Opera-
tions with Respect to Intelligence Activities, Foreign and Military Intelli-
Lence_ Book IV (94th Congress, 2d Session, Senate Report No. 94-755, April
23, 1976) (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975), p. 26.
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Office of Strategic Services (OSS). Since the inactivation of CSS, no branch

in the War Department was taking an active intereat in the development of "air-

borne reconnaissance," stated the letter. Army Ground Forces was therefore

requested to prepare a study and submit recommendations on the desirability and

organization of such a unit.' The study was received by the War Department

General Staff in February 1947. Included in the recormendation was a request

for an experimental unit of six officera and thirty-five enlisted men. The

Military Intelligence Division (MID) recommended approval of.the otudy, noting:

The airborne reconnaissance units are of a special type which is es-
sential in war time and is one of the type developed by OSS. It is
essential that such a unit be maintained in peace time to develop
techniques and doctrines of employment aid that the knowledge of
this doctrine and technique be made known by teaching in appropriate
schools. 2

Concurring with MID's reconmendations, the Director of Organization and

Training approved the study in April and directed the Com•manding General, Army

Ground Forces, to develor tactics, techniques, and training for the proposed

unit. A Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE) was also to be prepared and

submitted to the War Department, after which the necessary personnel tpaces

would be provided at the time activation of the unit was directed. 2

WIxrr.S, Military Intelligence Divsrcn, Washington 25, D C., Memorandum

to the Adjutant CGneral, Subjevt: Airb,.rne Recanna'ssance Units, 19 August
i946, from Major General S. J. Chamberlain, Director of Intelligence, RG 319,

A•--my Intelligence Decimal File, 1941-48, from 370.5 to 1-31-42 to 373.2, 373.14,
Box No. 874, Washington National Records Cfenter C•NR'•).

2WDrS, Military Intelliget,ce Division, Washington 257 D.C., Mem6randun

to Director, Organizatfon and Training Division, Subject: Airborne Reconnais-
sance Units, frou Colonel M. A. Solomcn, Assistant Executive, Diractor of In-
telligence, 6 March 1947' RG 319, Army Intelligence Deciizzl Files, 1941-48,
from 370.5 1-31-42 to 373.2, 373.14, Box So. R74, WNRC.

3WDGS. Military Intsiligence Division, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
to Goriiim-ding General, Army Ground Forces, Fort Monroe, VA, Subjecr: Airborne
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Events of the next eighteen months, however, showed the difficulties

".hich a military bureaucracy faces wheo attempting to create a new entity,

particularly during periods of fiscal and personnel constraints. By the mid-

dle of 1948, staff officers from Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, were cor-

responding with Colonel Ray Peers, former commanaer of Detachment 101, OSS,

to seek advice on organizational concepts for "the Airborne Recon Company, or

as we have named it, the Ranger Group.'"1 The title "Ranger Group" demonstrated

the not uncommon confusion that often occurred when the Army tried to grapple

with creation of an "unco-mantirnal" organization, particularly one with no

formal predece--,-..s in Army history. This is borne out in Major Ernest

Samussen's letter to Colonel Peers, in which he noted that "we have strayed

in marny respects from your recommendations. This is largely due to our ef-

forts to make a military organization which can be composed ,of cells of mini-

mum size, and is thereby capable of being made into a TOE." 2

The confusion over what to call the new unit reflected differing ideas

as to its concept of employment. A War Department paper that discussed adding

one "Ranger Group" to the Ccneral Reserve Troop Basis noted that the proposed

unit would not accomplish the purpose its author (apparently a Colonel Conrad)

envisaged, "if approved from an OSS point of view." This was in September

1948; Army Field Forces (formerly Army Ground Forces) was still working on a

Reconnaissance Units, from Lieutenant General C. P. Hall, Director of Organiza-
tion and Training, 9 April 1947, RG 319, Army Intelligence Decimal Files,
1941-48, from 370.5 1-31-42 to 373.2, 373-14, Box 874, WNRC.

1 Army Field Fcrces, Office of the Chief, Fort Monroe, VA, letter from

Major Ernest Samusson, Jr., to Colonel W. R. Peers, U.S. Army Co.mand and
Staff College, 24 June 1948, RG 319, Army Intelligence Decimal Files 1941-48,
373.14, Box No. 874, WNRC.

2Ibid.
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TOE for the Ranger Group that was not expectad to be aporoved prior to Janu-

ary 1949. 1

Circulation of the proposal among the staff at Army Vicld Forces (APP)

did not clear up the confision--the unit being developed was slowly turning

into a hybrid organizat'-?- that combined Ranger and OSS concepts. This was

apparnnt in the proposed n.nger Group mission, which wts to "organize and con-

duct overt and covert operations behind enemy lines thereby assuming functions

formerly perfr.-mPO by units of the OSS." The Group of approximataly 115 of-

ficers and 135 enlisied men would be attached to Aimy Groups And/ox Armies to

perform tactical missions. Its capabilities would include the conduct of

sabotage and surprise attacks in the enemy's rear areas; "black" psycho-

logical warfare and propaganda; the collection of information by reconnais-

sance and espionage; the development, organization, control, and supply of

resistance groups; the recruitment, training, and direction of foreign civil-

ian agents; the control of captured enemy agents and assisting intelligence s

staffs in counterespiorage; and the organization and control of escape sys-

* tems in enemy-held territory. 2

From an "1%S point of view," this organizational concept should have

been unacceptable. It attempted to lump together missions and capabilities

lWDGS, Organization and Training Division, Washington 25, D.C., Memo-

randum to Director of Intelligence, Subject: Ranger Group (Old Proposed Air-
borne Reconnaissance Ccmp'iny), from Major General R. R. Bell, Acting Director,
O&T Division, 13 September 1948, RG 319, Army Intelligence Decima: Files,
1941-48, 373.14, Box No. 874, WNRC.

2Army Ground Forces, Intelligence Section, Fort Monroe, VA, Memorandum

for Lie'itenant Colonel Roland N. Gles.cr, Intelligence Divis.on, WD.S. Memo
was sent by an officer named "Farris," with a copy of paper on the Ranger
Group that the Intelligence Section was submitting to the Plans Section for
forwarding to the WDGS. RC 319, Army Intelligence Decimal Files, 1941-48,
373.14, Box No. 874, WNRC.
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of rangers and commandos with those of Special Operations and Operational

Group elements of the OSS. It cmbined the tactical with the strategic. The

mission statuemnt said OSS, but the title was Ranger Group; the mission state-

ment also said tactical, but the capabilities belied OSS precepts--and Donovan

himself drew a distinction between the missions of Rangers and Commandos and

these of the OSS, as we saw in chapter III.

Eventually Ranger units were formed and utilized in Korea, but they

were not the OSS-type "unconventional warfare" organizations that Secretary

of War Patterson probably had in mind when he first surfaced the issue in

1946. The dialogue that took place on the "Airborne Reconnaissance Units/

Ranger trouts" during 1946-48 clearly showed the influence of OSS on Army

,thinking, and presaged similar discussions in the early 1950's prior to the

formation of the 1i0th Speci.ml Forces Group.

Another example of early Army thinking on the subject of unconventionAl

warfare was a study of special and subversive operations, done in late 1947

by the Organization and Training Division, Department of the Army Staff.

Its stated purpose was "to study special and subversive operaticns to deter-

mine the desirability of including instruction and study of such operations

in the school system." Special operations were considered to be, the activi-

ties of U.S. troops to activate and/or support resistance groups behind enemy

lines, as well as small unic operations behind enemy lines. Not included in

the study were secret intelligence, morale operations "black" propaganda)

or psychological warfare.

- IDepartment of the Army, Organization and Training Division, Washingtcn
25, D.C., "A Study of Special and Subversive Operations," 25 November 1947,
RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, G-3, Hot. File
091.412 TS (1949), National Archives.

------------------------------------------------------------- -
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Relying heavily on OSS historical data, to include the sevan volumes of

the official War Report of the OSS, which had no" been approved for release at

that time, the study concluded that ",pecial operations of a subversive nature"

offered great pocential that "no crmmander should ignore" in their support of

wartime military operations. Týe study's recommendations included providing

four to six hours Lnstruction on the subject in appropriate service schools,

continued study of the capabilities and desirable organization for special

operations, and the creation of a "special operations company." The interest-

ing point about the latter recommendation was a further comment that "this no-

tion should be deferred pendirg receipt of recommendat'ons from the Joint

Chiefs of Staff regarding a proposal to establish a guerilla warfare corps."1

JCS and NSC Activit.ies

The JCS proposal referred to was actually a series of studies on guer-

rilla warfar- that culminated in JCS 1807/1 on 17 August 1948, a memorandum

forwarded to the Secretary of Defense. Pertinent aspects of that memoranium

were as follows:

a. The United States should provido itself with the organization
and the means of suppurting f•reis:i resiotance movements in guerrilla
warfare to the adrantage of United States national security during
peace and war.

b. Guerrilla warfare should be supt,orted under policy direction
of NaC.

c. Agencies for conducting guerrilla warfare can be established
by adding to the CIA's special operations functions the reeponsibility
for supporting foreign resistance mo'!ements and by authorizing the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to engage in the conduct of such operations.

d. Primary intereat in guerrilla warfare should be that .f 'IA
in peacetime and NME [National Military Establishment] in wart;ime.

e. A separate guerrilla warfare school and cory: should not be
established [emnphasis added). Instead NME, in coordination with
State Department and CIA should select personnel, give them necessary
training in established Army schools, supplemented by courses in

llbid.
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other military and State Department schools.
f. The trained personnel should not be permanently separated from

their original service. They should be available on call for introduc-
tion into countries to organize, direct, and lead native guerrillas.1

The JCS was clearly backing away from the idea of establishing a "guer-

rilla warfare corps" within the military services. Why? Because during this

same period the CIA was beginning to establish its po~ition in the field of

covert activities. Driven by the impetus of the Cold Wa.:, the National Se-

curity Council in December 1947 gave the CIA responsibility for the conduct

of covart psychological operations (NSC 4/A), and in June 1948 expanded that

charter with NSC 10/2 to include:

Any covert activities related to propaganda; preventive direct
action, including sabotage, antisabotage, demolition and evacuation
measures; subversion against hostile state&, including aseistance
to underground resistance movements, guerrillas and refugee libera-
tion groups; and suppott of indigenous inti-Conmunist elements in
threatened countries of the free world.

To carry out these activities for CIA, initially the Special Procedures

Group was established in December 1947, which was replaced by the Office of

eveci~l Projects after NSC 10/2 was issued, then shortly thereafter renamed

the Office of Policy Coordination. 3 Apparent in all of these JCS and NSC ac-

tions during the late 1947-early l'048 period was a perceptible shifting of

responsibility for covert activitie.s to the CIA.

IDepartment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., "Study on Guerrilla Warfare," 1 March 1949, RG 319, Army Operations,
1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&O 370.64 TS (1 March 1949), National
Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Plans ani Operatior:s Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Secretary of the Army, Subject: Director of Special
Studies (NSC 10), from Lieutenant General, A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of Plins
and Operations, 19 May 1948, RG 319, Army Operaticns, 1948-52, Box No. 9, Hot
Files, P&O 092 TS (12 May 1948), National Archives.

3 Senate Report No. 94-735, Book IV, pp. 28-30.
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The Army Staff's reaction to this shift was an interesting combination

of Cold War enthusiasm mixed w4.hI caution concerning jurisdictional preroga-

tives. For example, ir, a uemcrandum to the Secretary of the Army on NSC 10,

the Plans and Operations Division commented:

P&O considers that there is an urgent need for a Director of Special
Studies [eventually the Office of Special Projects in 10/1 and 10/2]
under NSC who has a direc,.ive to strengthen and extend covert opera-
tions with the objective of defeating communism in the present "cold
war." A coordinated national effort can win te "war of words" by
proviCng that our American way of life is approaching that ideal de-
sired by all mankind. However, it i's believed that the authority of
this Director should not infringe on the wartime prerogatives of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff concerning plans for the conduct of a war.1

And in a subsequent memorandum to the Secretary, P&O suggested changes

to a CI& report on NSC 10 that were designed to correct portions "which appear

to infringe upon the JCS responsibilities concerning training and war plans,"

as well as "the implication 'that similarity in operational methods in covert

intelligence activities and covert operations makes the CIA the sole agency to

2
conduct such operations." This latter point reveals lust a touch of resent-

ment concerning the CIA's movement into the covert operations field.

There was little doubt in Secretary1 of the Army Royall's mind on this

subject, however. On the following day, he emphatically stated "that despite

the recommendations of the Army staff, he did not want a representative of the

Army to be a member of the special services group [eventually the CIA's Office

of Special Projects], and further that he does not want the Army to get into

1 P&O Memcrp--Ium for the Secretary of the Army, Subject: Director of Spe-
cial Studies (16C 10), 19 May 1948, P&O 09 TS (12 May 1948), Natirnaal
Archives.

2 Denartmenc of the Army, Plans and Oper=14 ons Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Me•oerandum for the Secretary c f the Army, Subject: Director of Special
Stu-dies CNSC 10), from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of Plans
and Cperations, 2 June 1948, RG 319, Arm GOperations, 1948-52, Box No. 9, Hot
Files, P&O 092 TS (12 May 1948), National Archives.
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covert activities or even to know anything about it."'

Despite Royall's reluctance, the Army provided an officer--Colonel Ivan

D. Yeaton--to be the representative for both the JCS and the Secretary of De-

fense to the CIA's Office of Special Projects, in accordance with NSC 10/2.2

The new office was to plan and conduct covert operations, "in time of peace,"

under the policy guidance of an operations advisory committee composed of

representatives from the State and Defense Departments. Such plans and opera-

tions would be "coordinated with and acceptable to the Joint Chiefs of Staff

for wartime covert operations."
3

The responsibility for covert operations already had been given to the

CIA with the NSC 10/2 directive. The military services agreed to this because

of their strong desire to "tdo something" about the perceived threat of Com-

munism, and because of their reluctance to become openly associated with the

"dirty tricks" business in peacetime. At the same time, the Services--and par-

ticularly the Army--were sensitive to their institutional prerogatives and

resisted any interpretations that would remov-e from them a voice in the conduct

IDepartment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the' Recor', Subject: Briefing on NSC Meeting, 3 June
1948, RG 319, Army Operations, 1948-52, Box No. 9, Hot Files, National
Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subje'zt: Designation
of Military Establishment Representatives NSC 10/2 (Office of Special Projects)
(JCS 1735/14), from Lieutenant Gevneral A. C. Wedemeyer, Director, P&O
Division, 1S August 1948, RG 319, Army Operations, 15/48-52, Brx No. 9, Hot
Files, P&O 091,412 TS (31 July 1948), National Archives.

'Depart.;n:t of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Secretary of the Army, Subje-:t: Office of Special
Projects (NSC 10/1), from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of
Plans and Operations, 16 June 1948, PRG 319, A-zmy Operations, 1948-52, Box No.
9, Hot Files, P&O 091.412 TS (16 June 1948), National Archives.
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of wartime covert operations. The planning and preparation responsibilities

for such wartime activities, however, provided potential area for ambiguity

and discord, as we shall see later.

Creation of the Office of Special Projects did not mean that the military

ceased to think about unconventional warfare. n response to a request from

the Secretary of Defense to continue examination of "unconventional opera-

tions," the JCS formed an ad hoc Guerrilla 'arfire Subcommittee to prepare a

study on guerrilla warfare. Interestingly, the GW (Guerrilla Warfare) Subcom-

mittee was part of an ad hoc PW (Psychological Warfare) Committee. In any

event, the study was essentially an exercise to establish for planning pur-

poses those geographical areas of the world where it would be advantageous to

have in place resistance movements that could wage guerrilla warfare in the

event of hostilities. The priority established, by geographical area, for the

creation of such organizations was: Central Eurlope, Middle East, South Europe,

West Europe, Scandinavia, and the Far East. The study also concluded that the

JCS "should retain strategic and broad policy planning functions of guerrilla

warfare" within the National Military Establishment, and that the Army "should

be assigned primary responsibility for all other guerrilla warfare functions."

The Navy and Air Force should not have primary, but "collateral responsibili-

ties," for this activity. Finally, a familiar theme--in time of war, the
1

Theater Cmmanders should control guerrilla warfare within their areas.

IDepartme.rt of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Waahington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Study on Guerrilla Warfare, 1 March
1949, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&O 370.64
TS (1 MeTrch 1949), National Archives.
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The Office of Policy Coordination

Without question, the NSC 10/2 directive was perceived by many to be a

significant escalation of U.S. interest in the covert side of the Cold War.

As William R. Corson states:

The intelligence community's reaction to the NSC's apparently unani-
mous endorsement and support of the "dirty tricks" authorizations was
swift. In their view no holds were barred. The NSC 10/2 decision
was broadly interpreted to mean that not only the president but all
the Viys on the top had said to put on the brass knuckles and go to
work. As word about NSC 10/2 trickled down to the working staffs in
the intelligence community, it was translated to mean that a declara-
tion of war had been issued with equal if not more force than if the
Congress had so decided. 1

The principal agent for this increased emphasis on covert activities was

to be the CIA's Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), headed by Frank G. Wisner.

A lawyer by training, Wisner had served with distinction in the OSS, planning

and participating in a number of imaginative operations in the Balkans during

the war. At the time of his selec'ion to head the OPC, he was serving as

deputy assistant secretary of state for occupied countries. Although by back-

ground, experience, and temperament Wisner appeared to be an excellent candi-

date for the new post, Army intelligence Leaders opposed the choice on the

basis that he was "another Donovan who'll run away with the ball." Nonethe-

less, George Marshall was confident that Wisner was the right man for the

job, and Secretary of Defense Forrestal endorsed the choice. 2

Since the growth of OPC during the years 1948-52 was to have an im-

portant impact on the Army's development of its own "special warfare" capa-

bility, it is important to understand Wisner's view of his charter. This was

outlined in some detail in a 1 August 1949 memorandum to Colonel Ivan D. Yeaton

iCorson, The Armies of Ignorance, p. 304. 2 Ibid., pp. 306f.
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of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 1 Wisner explained that the mission of OPC was:

To plan and to execute special (covert) operations or measures
which are designed to reinforce or to accomplish United States
foreign policy objectives; in paacetime, to formulate and execute
plans to the necessary state of readiness in order that appzopri-
ate special (covert) operations may be executed in time of war as
considered necessary for competent authority; in wartime, to plan
and execute such special (covert) operations or measures as may be
appropriate in the discharge of the OPC mission or as directed by
competent authority.

Activities of the new organization would iet it apart from other govern-

mental agencies principally through an important distinction:

The techniques and means by which OPC attains its objectives dif-
fer from those of the Department of State and the National Military
Establishment inasmuch at OPC operations are conducted in a covert
or clandestine manner to the eud that official United States interest
or responsibility is not permitted to appear and if such interest
should inadvertently appear, ir ccn be plausibly disclaimed by this
government.

Specifically, the OPC was responsible for the planning and conduct of

the covert and clandestine aspects of:

a. Political warfare including assistance to underground re-
sistance movements and support of indigenous anti-Conmnunist elemrents
in threatened countries of the free world.

b. Psychological warfare including "black" and "gray" propa-
ganda.

c. Economic warfare.
d. Evacuation including the paramount responsibility for es-

cape and evasion.
e. Guerrilla and partisan type warfare.
f. Sabotage and countersabotage.
g. Other covert operations (excluding espionage, counterespionage

and cover and deception for military operations).

Having laid out the mission and responsibilities of OPC, Wisner pro-

lOffice of Policy Coordination, Memorandum for: Lieutenant General
Albert C. Wedemeyer, OCSA, Subject: Transmittal of CPC response to the
Special Section Joint Strategic Plans Group request for information regarding
the need for establishment of an NME organization for collaboration with OPC,
from Frank G. Wiener, iissistant Director of Policy Coordination, 1 August
1949, RG 319, Army Cperations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, CSUSA 320
(1 August 1949) TS, National Archives.
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ceedod to argue the necessity for a "process of mutual education, collabora-

tion and understanding! between OPC, the Department of State, and the military

services with respect to this "new weapon in the United States arsenal." In

particular, he felt that the National Military Establishment should "provide

guidance and support with respect to such escape and evasion, countersabotage,

sabotage and guerrilla warfare activiti.s as may be undertaken durina peace-

time or which must be prepared during peacetime to a state of readiness for

wartime elecution [emphasi3 added]." 1

This latter point to important to highlight, because later considerable

differences of view were to develop between the Army and OPC over Just who was

responsible for what--and to what degree--both in peacetime preparation and in

war. At this point, however, the field appeared to be left relatively open

to the CIA/OPC, and Frank Wisner was anxious to receive help from the military

services in getting his operation under way.

Army Assistance to OPC

In mid-1949 Wisner requested assistance frcm the Army in the training of

personnel for guerrilla warfare, for the provision of certain logiatical sup-

port, and for the nomination of an Army officer to be Chief of the "Guerrilla

Warfare Group," of CIA (the latter request was subsequently withdrawn). The

Secretary of the Army authorized the Plans and Operations Division to contact

the CIA direct to determine the details of assistance required. Lieutenant

Colonel John R. Deane, Jr., was designated as the Army's representative for the

purpose of such coordination. Later, Lieutenant Colonels R. A. Baker and E. E.

Baker were designated for direct contact in the areas of logistics and

lIbid.
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By November 1949, a series of conferences between representatives of

the Department of the Army and the CIA had resulted in the selection of Fort

Benning as a suitable site for the location of a training course desired by

the CIA. Iuterestingly, one of the CIA/02C representatives who took part in

these conferences was an Army lieutenant colonel who had served with Detach-

ment 101 in Burma during World War 11.2

This officer's former experience in OSS ensured him an important role

in these Army-CIA conferences. For example, in one meeting a discussi'on of

OSS theater organizations in World War II resulted in agreement among the

participants that the mcst efficient operation was one in which all clandes-

tine organizations were brought under one head. While not co.mitting OPC to

a position, this former Detachment 101 member stated that he felt "reasonably

certain" that all of these plans and projects would be done with the knowledge

and approval of theater commanders. He further expressed the view that the

proposed joint training endeavor would assist in training some military per-

sonnel in covert activities, thus making the transition to JCS control of such

operations in case of war a smoother task.

1 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Lerartment of the Army Assistance to
the Central Intelligence Agency in the Field of Guerrilla Warfare, 26 July
1949, and Summary Sheet for Chief of Staff, same subject, 29 July 1949, RG
319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&O 370.64 TS (23 June
1949), National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., )emorandt'm for Record, Subject: Department of the Army Assistance to
the CIA in tha Field of Guerrilla Warfare, k1 November 1949 and Notes on Meet-
ing of Representatives of CIA and NME Re Joint CIA/NhE Training Program, RG
319, Army, Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&O 370.64 TS (21 No-
vember 1949), National Archives.
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With respect to this latter point, Lieutenant Colonel J. R. Deane,

Plans and Operations Division, expressed an opinion that if the CIA came under

JCS control during wartime, there was no neces&ity for the Army to organize

OSS-type units in peacetime, since their resistance operations would conflict

with those of the CIA. Thus he believed that the National Military Establish-

ment would want to ensure JCS Jurisdiction over CIA during war, and in this

way the Army--by its assistance to the CIA in its peacetime training program--

would be laying the groundwork for possible future behind-the-lines support

for its ta% tical ground operations. The notes on these meetings show a con-

siderable amount of agreement between Deane fnd the OPC ropresentative on

these issues, as well as the other participants. Indeed, the importance of

these early conferences between the CIA and the Army--in addition to high-

lighting the influence of 05S experience--was the degree of harmony that ex-

isted, harmony that would later disappear in Jurisdictional squabbles.1

Further evidence of this attitude of cooperativeness was the provision

of two Army studies on guerrilla warfare to the CIA, to assist them in the

preparation of a training program for covert operations. The studies, pre-

par-nd by Major Materrazzi and Captain West of the Plans and Operations

Division, were forwarded with a memorandum indicating that they represented

solely the individual views of the officers who prepared them. Nonetheless,

the studies demonstrated a recognition by some officers of the potential value

of resistance operations in a future war. They also demonstrated again the

influence of OSS experience on those officers interested in the subject of co-

vert operations. Further, both papers concluded that the Army should organize

1 bbid.

-------, -- nn In m n.
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and train a unit in peacetime for the purpose of support of foreign resistance

movements in the event of hostilities. Both studies had been prepared in

early 1949, however, and with the growing prominence of the CIA in this field

they had apparently 1--.c overtaken by events. 1

The Joint Subsidiary Plans Di.tsion

The emergence of the CIA in both psychological warfare and covert

operations, as wi1l as the growing interest among the Services in these ac-

tivities because of increasing Cold War tensions, led to the establishment

of the Joint Subsidiary Plans Division (JSPD) in late 1949. This new joint

agency, under the control of JCS, was to

coordinate the peacetime development o3Z psychological warfare and
covert operations capabilities within the Armed Services, coordinate
detailed rizlitary plans and other agencies of the government, par-
ticularly wich Department of State and the Office of Policy Coordina-
tion (CI.), rnd, in wartime, would become the means by which the JCS
would provide continuous direction and guidance in these specialized
fields to ccmanders under their control. 2

Rear Admiral Leslie C. Stevens was selected to be the first Chief of

the JSPD, although he had limitmd experience in psychological warfare and

covert operations. Stevens was tcw be assisted by deputies from each of the

other Services, and initially by a small staff of six officers. His nomina-

tion was concurred in by t'e Army. 3

IDepart--snt of 'he Army, Plans nnd Operations Divisioa:, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum For: The Diirector of Central Intelligence, Subject: Request
for Documents, 18 Octobý:r 1949, RG 319, Army Operaticns, 1949-52, Box No. 10,
Hot Files, P&O 370.64 TS (18 October 1949), National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Wam.aington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: The Military Organization
for Psychological and Coverl Operations (JCS 1735/32), 2 November ý949, from
MYjor General Charles L. Bol'e, Director, P&O, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-
52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&O 091.412 TS (28 October 1949), National Archives.

3 1bid.
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Actually, the principal impetus for establishment of the JSPD appears to

have co from the CIA. In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense in May

1949, ths Director of Central Intelligence requested that a staff of Service

representatives be appointed to "consult with and assist CIA officers in the

establisment of a para-military training program." Frank Wisner's request

for unil teral assistance from the Army was part of this overall move by the

CIA. Th JCS considered the CIA's request and determined that a need existed

for the roposed training program. Their creation of the JSPD in November

1949, th y believed, also provided the staff requested by the Director of

Central ;ntelligence, and the Chief, JSPD, was directed to effect the neces-

sary lia son between the CIA and the National Military Establishment.'

The Army and Unconventional Warfare Prior to Korea

By early 1950 it was evident that the responsibility for unconventional

warfare- primarily as a result of NSC 10/2--was shifting to the CIA. The in-

telligen s agency had agreed to attach liaison officers to the staffs of uni-

fied cotm ands to participate in planning for special operations, and the JCS

staffed message to these commands notifying them that such liaison was

availabl if they desired it.2 Slowly but surely, the "new kid on the biozk"

l~partment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,

D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: Paramilitary Training
Program JCS 1735/34), 23 November 1949, from Major General Bolte, RG 319,
Army Opeiations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&O 091.412 TS (16 November
1949), National Archives.

2D partment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Meq orandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: Liaison With Unified Com-
mands fo• Special Operations, 20 December 1949, from Major General Charles L.
Bolte, DNrector of Plans and Operations, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-32,
Box No. I0, Hot Files, P&O 091.412 TS (17 December 1949), National
Archives
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was becoming more active, and the Services appeared willing to accept him.

This is not to sa-" that the Services themselves ceased to consider the

potential for unconventional warfare in the face of growing U.S. Soviet ten-

sions. An excellent example of this interest was a letter from Colonel C. H.

Gerhardt, G-2, Headquarters Second Army, Fort Meade, Maryland, to Lieutenant

General Alfred M. Gruenther, Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Combae'

Operations. Gerhardt, who had Just attended a conference that included

General GCuenther and the Army's Chief of Staff, General Arthur Collins,

indicated his concern for both psychological and unconventional warfare in

this paragraph:

Now as to the ideas: About two years back Froggy Reed of the
Ordnance was out here and we got talking about new developments.
He stated that there appeared to be no new developments planne'd in
sabotage equipment and other material necessary for an underground.
We then wrote up a short study to fit the then situation as far as
doing something about equipment was concerned, Europe being con-
cerned after being overrun by the Red Army. The stages being:
first, psychological warfare; second, an organized underground.
This underground to be planned for now, and particularly develop-
ment of equipment, new and streamlined explosives, radios, kits
of various kinds, etc., that could be stockpiled--some here and
some in the countries involved, and an organization put into being1
that would blossom into a resistance movement in case of invasion.

Gerhardt's letter was shown to General Collins, who wrote next to the

cited paragraph: "I agree that something definite should be done on a plan

and an organization." Both the Director of Logistics and the Director of In-

telligence were requested to "investigate the present status of planning on

the matter and submit appropriate recommendations." The resultant status

report on covert operations stumnee up basicall, what has been discussed in

IHeadquarters, Second Army, Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, Letter to
Lieutenant Ceneral Alfred M. Gruenther, 30 November 1949, from Colonel C. H.
Gerhardt, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, filed
with P&O 000.5 (30 November 1949) TS, National Archives.
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this chapter: the CIA's responsibility, under NSC 10/2, for planning and con-

ducting covert operations in peacetime; t'ie establishment of OPC to implement

"NSC 10/2; the work of two ad hoc JCS committees to prepare guidance to OPC in

the fields of guerrilla warfare and escape and evason; the creation of the

JSPD to insure "the effective discharge of the responsibilities of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff for psychological warfare and covert operations"; and the

Secretary of the Army's approval on 28 July 1949 of the provision of uni-

lateral assistance to OPC in the field of guerrilla warfare.1

Because of its sensitivity, the draft reply to Gerhardt's letter left

out much of the material contained in the status reports prepared by the Army

Staff. Nonetheless, the Paragraph that dealt with covert operations was sig-

nificant:

We have been active on the Joint and Service levels for sometime
now in the field of resistance movements and other allied covert
operations. We are convinced that the utilization of indigenous man-
p-wer in covert operations is an important and very necessary adjunct
to conventional type operations. We ieel that we are making progress
in these matters but, of course, we ,nust proceed with considerable
caution.

2

This statement typifies the Army's attitude toward unconventional war-

fare during the interwar years. As has been shown, the Army--prompted by

Secretary of War Robert Patterson--began considering the possibilities for a

covert operations capability patterned after OSS units as early as 1946, prior

llbid.; Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for: Director, Plans and Operations Division, 5 January
1950, CSUSA 381 (5 January 1950) C, from Lieutenant General Alfred M.
Fruenther, and Plans and Operations Division Summary Sheet, Subject: Plans
and Organization for Underground Development, 17 Januar4 1950, Tab "B,"
Planning Status in Covert Operations, P&O 000.5 (30 Novrmber 1949), TS, Na-
tional Archives, filed in RG 319, Army Operations, 1949..52, Box No. 10, Hot
Files, National Archives.

21bid.; Tab "C," proposed letter to Colonel Gerhardt.
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to the establishment of the CIA and OPC. This interest was fueled on the one

hand by a growing suspicion of Soviet intentions, but also somewhat con-

strained, on the other hand, by a recognition of the political sensitiv!.ty of

such a capability during peacetime. Thus it was almost with a sense c.C re-

lief that the Services--and particularly the Army--welcomed the emergence of

CIA/OPC to take the primary reeponsibility for covart operations. During a

period of personnel and fiscal cinstraints, this allowed the Army to concen-

trate on the "conventional type operations" with which it was more comfort-

able. Nonetheless, the Army could not entirely evade aams responsibility for

the embryonic development of an unconventional warfare capability. Thus it

agreed to assist the OPC in its initial organizational and training efforts.

In fact, the evidence suggests that some Army lczders saw limited cooperation

with CIA/OPC as in their enlightened self-interests; that is, an opportunity

to ?reserve some influence during a period where institutional prerogatives

and jurisdictional boundaries in a new field were in a process of flux. At

any rate, the Army's attitude toward unconventional warfare during the inter-

war years was ambivalent. Liml.ted though it was, however, the Army's ac-

tivity in this field--particularly the doctrinal confusion that marked its

tentative thinking on unconventional warfare and its early interaction with

the CIA/OPC--is important to grasp for a full understanding of the subse-

quent developments that contributed to the creatiou of Special Forces. The

first of these developments was the outbreak of war in 1,crea.

-'i, .... + +÷ + + + :. ++•+~~,+.+ ., + + -+t++•••. -+. -. ." .-. ,- . . . . -



CHAPTER VI

KOEA AND THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF

OF PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE

A little over two years after North Korein armed forces crossed the

38th Parallel, the United States Army, in May 1952, established the Psycho-

logical Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolinr. This institution en-

compassed a school for both psychological operations and Special Forces train-

ing, operational psychological warfare units, and the first formal unconven-

tional warfare force in its history--the 10th Special Forces Group. We have

seen that while some planning activity took place during the post-World War II

years, the Army's capability to conduct overt psychological warfare was minimal

in June 1950. Similarly, while some embryonic thinking on unconventional war-

fare took place within the Army during the interwar years, at the time of the

outbreak of war in Korea primary reL,-onsibility for that type of activity

had shifted to the CIA/OPC--or so it appeared. Thus, an examination of the

period between June 1950 and May 1952 is crucial to understanding the Army's

unprecedented decisions to establish a center in which c.apabilities for both

psychologir.al and unconventional warfare would be combired at Fort Bragg.

This chapter examines the impact of the Korean War on these decisions.

Impetus for a Psy, ar Division at Department of the Army

When the North Korea" invasion began on June 22, 1950, a small Special

Projects Branch existed in the G-2 Division of Hecdquarters, Far East Co and

[128)



"rFIR "11

129

(FECOM) that was cbarged with the responsibilitv for the development of stra-

tegic and tactical warfare plans. This branch, headed by a civilian, Mr. J.

Woodall Greene (who had been in the Far East since 1943), was initially con-

fined to radio broadcasting from Japan and to leaflet air drops, both of which

were begun by June 29. Its shortages of personnel were partially overcome by

the augmentation of local State Department Information Service personnel. The

Department of the Army, of course, was unable to furnish adequate support,
1

due to shortages in trained personnel, units, and suitable equipment.

The situation was such that by June 5, Secretary of the Army Frank 1

Pace--who, it will be remembered, had been prodding the Army Staff to get its

psychological warfare house in order--displayed his concern with a memorandum

for the Chief of Staff:

Events of the current Korean situation further confirm my views on
the need for a Psychological Warfare organization in the Department
of the Army. Plbsee let me have a report on this matter showing as-
tion the Ar being taken and, as well, such recommendations as you
deem appropriate at this time. 2

The Secretary was told that action had been taken to activate a branch

of ten officers within the G-3 Division on July 31, 1950, to provide General

Staff supervision of all psychological warfare and special operations activi-

ties. Additionally, a study to determine how to provide for a nucleus of

IDepartment of the Army, G-3 Operations Division, Washington 25, D.C.,
Report on Psychological Warfare Activities--Far East Command, 31 August 1950,
RG 319, G-3 Operations, March 1950-51, 091.412 Case 41-100, Box No. 157,
OPS 091.412 S (29 August 1950), National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Secretary of the Army, Washington
25, D.C., Memorancun for General Collins, Subject: Psychological Warfare
Organization in the Department of the Army, 5 July 1950, from Secretary of
the Army Frank Pace, Jr., filed with G-3 091.412 S (5 July 1950), National
Archives.
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personnel trained in psychological warfare was in progress. It is interest-

ing to note that the Army planned to combine psychological warfare and

special operations activities in the proposed branch. Even with the CIA/OPCt s

growing prominence in the latter field, apparently the Army wanted to at least

keep its hand in the game.

Understandably, Secretary Pace was beginning to show his impatience

with the glacier-like movement of the Army bureaucracy on a subject of per-

sonal concern to him. As waa discussed in chapter II, there were a number of

reasons for thib apparent foot-dragging by the Army Staff during the interwar

years. But at thi; point perhaps the most candid analysis of the Army's, fki,-

ure was done in mid-July 1950 by a young staff officer in the G-3 Division:

With the transfer of primary responsibility for Psychological Warfare
from G-2 to G-3 in January 1947, the activity reverted basically to a
planrtng function insofar as the Department of the Army was concerned.
Being largely a planning function, the activity consisted mainly of
actions on highly classifed matters which seldom came to the attention
of other General Staff Di.visions and the Technical Services. Conse-
quently, because of the relative newness of the activity and because
of the high classification placed upon it, a general lack of informa-
tion gradually developed outside of G-3 ('&0) concerning Psychological
Warfare. The low priority placed on this activity within G-3 in 1948,
plus the return to inactive duty of most experienced Psychological War-•
fare officers, tended to accelerate this condition. 2

The officer went on to state that with the nutbreak of war in Korea,, the

Army again had an interest in psvchological warfare operations. He thus recom-

wended that the respo-rsibilirles for this field be more clearly delineated among

ilepartment of the Army, G-3 Operations Division, Washington 25, D.C.,
Summary Sheet for the Chief of Staff, Psychological Warfare Organization in
the Department of the Army, 13 July 1950, from Major General Charles L. Bolte,
ACofS, G-3 091.412 S (5 July 1950), National Archives.

2
Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum

fwr Record, Subject,: Delineation of Responsibilities for Psychological Warfare,
17 July 1950, by Major K. B. Stark, RG 319, G-3 Operations, March 1950-51,
091.412 Case 1-20, Box No. 154, OPS 091.412 (17 July 1950), National Archives.
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the General Staff, the Technical Services, and the Chief of Army Field Forces. 1

Within a month of this assessment, the name of that old World War II

psychological warrior, Brigadier General Robert McClure, again surfaced. In

a "Dear Al" letter to Lieutenant General Albert Wedemeyer (who had recently

moved from his Pentagon assignment to become Commanding General of the Sixth

Army, with headquarters in San Francisco), Major General Charles Bolte, the

G-3, stated that the Army's program for psychological warfare was being reviewed

in order to determine "the further organizational steps necessarv to meet the

operaticinl requirements of the Korean situation or of a general war." He

further indicated that the Army's responsibilities in this field were such

that the possibility of a permanent staff agency, "preferably in the form of

a Special Staff Division," should be considered for the Department of the Army.

In order to develop specific recommendations on psychological warfare organiza-

tion for the Chief of Staff, Bolte requested the advice and assistance of

McClure (who was assigned to General Wedemeyer) for a few days because "I know

of no one better qualified to assist us in that respect."'2 In less than two

weeks, Bolte received this message from McClure: "Will report to you for TDY

29 August.''3 Help was on the way.

Notwithstanding these steps, by the end of August the Secretary of the

Arr.-'"s patience with the apparent lack of progress in psychological warfare

llbid.

2 Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Letter to
Lieutenant General Albert C. Wedemeyer, Commanding C0neral, Sixth Army, from
Major General Charles L. Bolte, G-3, 12 August 1950, RG 319, G-3 Operations,
March 1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, 091.412 (11 August 1950),
National Archives.

31lbid.; M4essage from McClure to Major General C. L. Bolte, 24 August
1950.
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organization came to an end. His displeasure, plainly evident in a memorandum

to the Chief of Staff, General Collins, deserves to be quoted in its entirety:

1. I have been following the progress of the development of a
psychological warfare program within the Department of the Army with
considerable concern. I am not at all satisfied that we are giving
this matter attention and support commensurate with the capabilities
of psychological warfare as a military weapon and an instrument of na-
tional policy.

2. The discussion of the Army Policy Council meetings of 15 and
16 August and my own review of the Army's effort in this field have
indicated that the principal difficulty for well over a year has been
organization and manpower. Although I am aware of the high caliber of
work which has been performed, it is of particular concern to me that
a psychological warfare organization which Mr. Gray approved in July
1949 has through delay in its establishment cost the Army the serii.ca
of these spaces which for the past year could have been utilized in de-
ve'loping the Army program to a more comprehensive degree. Nor do I
believe that with the establishment of a psychological warfare branch
as of 1 August we have in fact assured ourselves of accomplishing de-
sired results, if in so doing we are forced to rely. on the Korean
crisis to secure te4.porary spaces to meet personnel requirements for
a unit which was not designed or intended to operate under war-time
conditions.

3. The establishment of a psychological warfare organization
within the Department of the Army indicates recognition of the impor-
tance of this activity in military science. Adequate allowance should
therefore be made in the appropriate personnel ceilings to afford this
field the permanent spaces it requires. I do not believe an organiza-
tion which has necessitated so many studies and taken so long to set
up should owe its final establishment and complement of personnel to
an emergency which may well warrant an entirely different type staff
unit.

4. I therefore desire that such spaces as have been allocated to
psychological warfare on a temporary basis be established on a perma-
nent basis and that the nomination of suitable personnel to bring the
recently established psychological warfare branch to required strength
be expedited.

5. I have asked Assistant Secretary Earl Johnson to give this
matter of manpcwer for psychological warfare his personal attention. 1

This letter is important in several respects. First, the blunt tone of

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Secretary of the Army, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for General Collins, Subject: Army Organization for
Psychological Warfare, 30 August 1950, from Secretary of the Army Frank Pace,
Jr., filed with OPS 091.412 (30 August 1950), RG 319, G-3 Operations, March
1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, National Archives.
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Pace's memo--unusually so for correspondence between a Secretary of the Army

and the Chief of Staff--vividly demonstrates his exasperation with what he

perceived to be foot-dragging by the Army on a subject that he considered to be

vitally important. Second, it gives us some valuable insights into Pace's per-

sonal philosophy concerning psychological warfare, particularly with respect

to having the necessary permanent organizational framework in place during

peacetime, rather than relying on a crisis-imposed response to the problem.

Finally, the memorandum is further evidence of a theme that we have seen

throughout this study--the pressure brought to bear by civilian leaders on an

Army somewhat reluctant to grapple with activities of an "unconventional"

nature.

What Secretary Pace--and bis predecessors--were perhaps not as sensitive

to, however, were the genuine difficulties that personnel and fiscal con-

straints posed for Army leaders. After all, most of them were men who had ad-

vanced in a system that gave highest priority to the "conventional," or "regu-

lar" units--infantry, armor, and artillery--associated with the combat arms.

Even with those senior officers who displayed interest in psychological and

unconventional warfare capabilities, it should not have been considered un-

natural for them--with the exception of a few like General McClure--to place

these activities in a lower priority when facei with the necessity of making

such choices.

In any event, the Army Staff--both as a result of Secretary Pace's

prodding and as a result of some other ongoing actions--struggled in the face

of a deteriorating combat situation in Korea to improve its psychological war-

fare organization. Ironically, on the same day that Pace's blistering memo-

randum was signed, General Bolte, the G-3, reported in a meeting on the Army's
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General Council that McClure had arrived in Washington to advise and assist in

preparation of recommendations to the Chief of Staff on several important as-

pects of psychological warfare--to include the possible establishment of a

.special staff division at the Department of the Army, operations in the Far

East *Command, and adequate, preparatory measures in the European Command. 1

On the following day, August 31, Ceneral Bolts forwarded a recounenda-

tion to the Chief of Staff for inmediate activation of the Psychological War-

fare Division, Special Staff, stating that this step was necessary because "a

review of present organizational arrangements indicates that the Army is not

prepared to meet its Psychological Warfare obligations," which had geatly in-

creased as a result of growing cold war tensions and the Korean Conflict. The

organizational concept and proposed strength of 102 personnel for the new divi-

sion were quickly approved by the Vice Chief of Staff on the first of Sep-

tember. 2

McClure obviously had a hand in these moves, because during the period

August 28 - September 3 he held conferences with all the Deputy Chiefs of

Stziff, the Vice Chief of Staff, Secretary Pace, the Assistant Secretary of

State for Public Affairs, and members of the Joint Staff. All the September 13

meeting of the General Council, General Bolte reported that General. McClure

fully supported the G-3's proposal to establish a psychological warfare

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Washington, D.C.,
Minutes, Meeting of the General Council, Item No. 8, Assistant Chief 3f Staff,
G-3, 30 August 1950, Military History Institute, Carlisle Barr.Lcks, PA.

2 Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Summary
Sheet for Chief of Staff, Subject: Department of the Army Organization for
Psychological Warfare, 31 August 1950, RG 319, G-3 Operations, March 1950-51,
091.412 Case 41-100, Box No. 157, OPS 091.412 (31 August 1950) S, National
Archives.
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divijion, and thet approval for such had been obtained. To effect an orderly

transition, initially the Subsidiary Plans Branch of G-3 would be expanded to

take care of psychological warfare planning. Later the activity would be

transferred from G-3 to the new division, after final approval had been given

as to its functions, and after acquisition of sufficient personnel.'

Creation nf the Office of the Chief of

Psychological Warfare

Despite the sense of urgency, creation of the new division did not occur

overnight. First of all, there was the problem of obtaining authorization for

the permanent allocation of the additional personnel needed. A more serious

difficulty was procuring the necessary personnel trained in specialized skills

of psychological warfare. Since there was no basic course available in psycho-

logical warfare within the Army--indeed, within all the Services--the G-3 re-

quested that a minimum of six officers attend a thirteen-week course on the

subject proposed by Georgetown University, and scheduled to begin on October 2.

Admittedly, this was a purely stopgap measure that would not adequately meet

the Army's overall requirement for trained officers. 2

There were, in fact, only seven officers on active duty who were quali-

fied in the field of psychological warfare in 1950. One of these, Lieutenant

Colonel John 0. Weaver, was so-ught by the Chief, Army Field Forces, for as-

signment to the Army General School at Fort Riley, Kansas, to become Chief of

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Washington 25,
D.C., Minutes, Meeting of thei General Couneil, Item No. 3, 13 September 1950,
Military History Institute.

2 Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Summary
Sheet for Chief of Staff, Subjort: Psychological Warfare Training, 12 Sep-
tember 1950, from Major General Ch.arles L. Bolte, G-3, National Archives.
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a projected psychological warfare department. Weaver had served as command-

ing officer of the combat propaganda team of the Fifth Army in Italy during

World War II, and was a graduate of the British psychological warfare school

in Cairo. In one of the first actions signed by Brigadier General Robert

McClure in his new position of Chief, Psychological Warfare Division (an obvi-

ous choice!), this request was forwarded to the Assignment Branah oAE the

Adjutant General and acted upon quickly. Weaver was ordered to report to

Fort Riley by December 1950.1

On October 31, General McClure held his first weekly staff meeting with

personnel of his embryonic division. The minutes from this initial meeting

give us some valuable insights into McClure's philosophy toward psychological

warfare and unconventional warfare. First, he stated that he had "backing

from the top down" for )sychological warfare, and the division would be au-

thorized a considerable lumber of personnel. But then he issued a warning:

"As a general policy, all officers assigned to this work should watch their

step as there is an opinion prevalent among individuals not conversant with

psychological warfare that anyone connected with the function is a 'long-

haired, starry-eyed' individual." Such a pessimistic note at the outset must

have been disquieting to the assembled officers, particularly those who were

ambitious. This statement was a commentary on the Army's attitude on psycho-

logical warfare--or at least its attitude as Perceived by a "true believer"

like General McClure. He hastened to add, however, "I think that there is

iDepartment of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., DF to
Speciatl Assignments Branch, Career Management Division, Office of the Adjutant
General, Subject: Personnel for Psychological Warfare Division, OCAFFE, 25
October 1950, from Brigadier General Pobert A. McClure, Chief, Psychological
Warfare Division, G-3, RG 319, G-3 Operationb. G3 091.412 (19 September 1950),
National Archives.
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nothing that is not ninety percent common sense," a rather pragmatic app-oach,

perhaps, to quell the apprehensions of his new subordinates. 1

With respect to unconventional warfare, McClure stated that General Bolt*

agreed with him that the function did not belong in G-3 and should be trans-

ferred to the Psychological Warfare Division. It should be remembered thet at

this point the Psychological Warfare Division--expanded from the Subsidiary

Plans Branch--had not yet formally become a separate Special Staff division,

and therefore was still under the G-3. In any event, McClure felt that his

ne-w organization should possibly be entitled "psychological warfare," with

three subdivisions: psychological warfare, cover and deception, and unconven-

tlonal warfare.2 We see here evidence of McClure's early feelings about the

marriage of psychological and unconventional warfare, but also his perhaps

natural teidency to place psychological warfare in a relatively higher pri-

ority. This attitude on his part undoubtedly would be a factor in the subse-

quent co-locationi of psychological and unconventional warfare units at Fort

Bragg in 1952, and the selection of the title, Psychological Warfare Center.

Finally, on Jan-ary 15, 1951, the Office of the Chief of Psychological

Warfare (OCPW) was officially recognized--but not without difficulty. This

was best expressed in a letter by McClure to Major General Daniel Noce, Chief

of Staff, EUCOM, on that same day:

Orders have been issued effective today, separating this Division
from G-3 and setting It up as a Special Staff division. With most
of the stops pulled out it has still taken us four months to get

IDepartment oZ the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
for Record, Minutes of Psychological Warfare Division Staff Meeting, 31 October
1950, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, Box No. 2, File 020 Staff Meet-
ings, National Archives.

2 Ibid.
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the administrative responaibility frym G-3. Nven in time of grave
emergency the Pentagon moves slowly.

A note of exasperation, perhaps, that Secretary of the Army Pace would

have agreed with. Nonetheless, a new organization, the first of its t pe in

Army Staff history, had been born. Psychological Warfare had evolved !rom a

small section within a branch of G-3 to an office at Special Staff lev 1 with

direct access to the Chief of Staff.

By early February McClure had briefed the General Council on the organiza-

tion and function of OCPW and explained the necessity for a rapid orga ization

of unconventional warfare. At this point his views on the organizatio of his

new division were firm--since the division had been recognized and pub ished

in orders, he wanted to get an amendment authorizing special operationS ac-

tivities, and he envisaged three divisions: propaganda, unconventiona war-

fare, and support.
2

As stated in the special regulation that later outlined its org ization

and functions, the mission of the Office of the Chief of Psychological lnarfare

was to "formulate and develop psychological and special operatiods plaja for

the Army in consonance with established policy and to recommend policiTe for and

supervise the execution of Department of the Army programs in those fields." To

1 Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., letter to
Major General Daniel Noce, Chief of Staff, EUCOM, from Brigadier General
McClure, 15 January 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
Box No. 6, 091.412 Propaganda, National Archives. Geueral Order No. 1,1 Depart-
ment of the Army, 17 January 1951, established the division as of 15 January
1951, General Council Minutes, 24 January 1951, Military History Institite.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Washingtonl D.C.,
Minutes, Meeting of the General Council, 31 January 1951, Military Hist4,y
Institute; Department of the Army. Office of the Chief of Psychologica, 1Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Mem-orandum for Record, Subject: Weekly Staff Meeting, 1
February 1951, RG 319, Army Chief of Special Warfare, Box No. 2, National
Archives.

.......... I I I
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carry out this mission, the office was organized into tbree major divisions--

Psychological Operations, Requirements, and Special Operations. Although the

thrust of this organization was on psychological warfare, the words "and special

operations" in the above mission statement and the existence of the Special

Operations Division are highly significant because it was in this division that

plans for creation of the U.S. Army's first formal unconventional warfare capa-

bility were formulated. Both the Psychological Operations and Special Operations

Divisions were subdivided into branches for plans, operations, and intelligence

and evaluation, while the Requirement Division was primarily concerned with

matters pertaining to organization, personnel, training, logistics, and re-

search requirements to support both psychological and special operations activi-

ties.
1

Clearly, the two major concerns of this unprecedented Army Staff office

were psychological and unconventional warfare (or "special operations," as the

latter was termed at this time). Over the next sixteen months--a period of

frenetic, diverse activity for General McClure and his staff--plans, policies,

and decisions were made in the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare

that were instrumental in the Army's decisions to establish the Psychological

Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, to create the 10th Special Forces

Group, the first unit of its type In Army history, and finally, to co-locate

the two capabilities of psycho'ogical and unconventional warfare at this new

center. To fully understand why these decisions were made, we now turn to an

lDepartment of the Army, Special Regulations No. 10-250-1, 22 May 1951,
"Organizations and Functions, Department of the Army, Offire of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare, Special Staff," pp. 11-12; U.S. Department of Defense,
Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, January 1 through June 30, 1951,
p. 92.
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examination of these two activities in Korea, cs seen from the perspective

of OCPW--and particularly from that of General McClure.

OCPW and Psychological Warfare in Korea

Shortly after the formal establishment of the OCPW, Secretary of the

Army Pace again entered the fray to give McClure's embryonic program a well-

timed boost of support. In another of his by now well-known memorandums to

the Chief of Staff reference to psychological warfare, Pace referred to the

establi.shment of the OCPW (one can almost sense a between-the-lines "and it's

about time!"), then unequivocally presented his views on the .subject:

I am keenly interested in and concerned over the successful de-
velopment and progress of the psychological warfare program. Its
vital importance to naticnal security and defense in the present
emergency must be fully recognited by all responsible commanders
and staffs throughout the Army.L

McClure could not have asked for a better entrie in the struggle for

recognition and influence that any new organization invariably experiences

in a bureaucracy, particularly one that is "different." But the Secretary

went even further--he also put in a plug for the special operations part of

McClure's office. Referring aghin to OCFW's organization, he stressed that

theater commanders should use it as a model to put their own staffs on a

sound basis:

Such ai basis should envisage the supervision of a combination of
propaganda and unconventional warfare activities [emphasis added]
by staff organizations that will provide for effective integration
of those activities in such a way as to insure full support of

Department, of the, Army, Office of the Secretary of the Army, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: Importance of Army-wide
Support of the Psychological Warfare Program, from Secretary Pace, 2 February
1951, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War, Decimal File 1951-54, 384-385, Box No. 23,
filed with Psy War 385 (2 February 1951), National Archives.
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combat operatios now being conducted or contewplated and planned
for the future.-

Since Pace heretofore had not mentioned unconventional warfare in his

prodding of the Chief of Staff, and since he referenced in this same memoran-

dum a recent discussion with the Chief of Psychological Warfare and members

of the AMy Policy Council, one could reasonably conclude that the Secre-

Stary's apparent endorsement of combining psychological and unconventional war-

fare planning functions was at least partially influenced by General McClure's

views on this concept. At any rate, the philosophy expressed by Pace's memo-

randum in this regard is significant, for McClure carried it forward in his

relationships with both Far East and European theater commands and his at-

tempts to influence their staff organizations, and with Headquarters, Army

Field Forces in the United States--culminating in the co-location of psycho-

logical 'and unconventional warfare schooling and capabilities under the Psycho-

logical Warfare Center, established at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, in May

1952.

The "present emergency" that Secretary Pace referred to, of course, was

the war in Korea, abetted by heightening cold war tensions with the Chinese

* People's Republic and the Soviet Union. But he believed that the Korean situ-

ation offered an "especial opportunity for highly profitable exploitation"

for psychological warfare.2 Indeed, a key feature of the period under dis-.

cussion was the intense personal interest in the psycho' gical warfare aspects

of the conflict shown by the Secretary--an interest that was of great assist-

ance to General McClure.

Examples of the Secretary's preoccupation with the subject are to be

1Ibid. 21bid.

-~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~m 4 ~ ~ "'I. 4'~ 4~,.. .
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found in his numerous conversatiost with General McClure and frequent com-

munications with the Commander-in-Chief, Fe- East Command, General Matthew B.

Ridgeway. In early May 1951, Pace called McClure into his office, retyterated

his "keen interest" in psychological warfare, and expressed his view that

"quality rather than quantity" should be the measure of success in utiliza-

tion of this tool. He told McClure that he lsd discussed psychological war-

fare with General Ridgeway aftd passed on his desire that an all-out effort be

made in the field. Offering to help McClure with his attempts to get the Air

Force to furnish a special squadron of aircraft for psychological and uncon-

ventional warfare purposes, Pace conclude- the conference by asking the

General to keep him informed of activities in the field and to seek his as-

sistance if any problem developed. 1 Later in the same month, the Secretary

called McClure tc inquire whether the Army was prepared for psychological war-

fare activities "should the military success of UN Zorces result in routing of

the Reds." He also wanted to know if McClure was satisfied with the Far East

Command's performance in psychological warfare, and restated his interest in

quality rather than quantity in their production of leaflets and radio broad-

casts. 2 By the end of May, Pace was convinced that the time was ripe for the

maximum use of psychological warfare in Korea, and conveyed his "great personal

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Conversation with the
Secretary of the Army, 10 May 1951, by Brigadier General Robert A. McClure,
Chief of Psychological Warfare, RG 319, Army Chief of Special Warfare, National
Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Telephone Conversation
with Mr. Pace, Sec/Army, 26 May 1951, Brigadier General Robert A. McClure,
Chief of Psychological Warfare, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, National
Archives.
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Interest in the matter" to General Ridgeway.-

The Far East Commanders-reply to Pace gives us an excellent snapshot

of psychological warfare activities in Korea at this point. Ridgeway stated

his plan to materially expand the psycholo ical warfare effort in support of

military operations, and indicated that current leaflet operations gave pri-

ority to tactical leaflets, "whose themes can be varied on short notice to

adjust propaganda emphasis to fit different battle situations." A number of

broad themes were being used for these tactical operations, to include good

treatment of prisoners, United Nations Materiel superiority, and mounting

enemy casualty figures. Strategic propaganda efforts included news sheets,

troop leaflets designed to depress morale and increase susceptibility to later

tactical propaganda, and civilian leafletsito arouse anti-Chinese and anti-

Soviet feeling. Plans were under way to double the weekly leaflet effort of

approximately 13 million leaflets. Radio proadcasts, totalling 13 hours

daily in the Korean language, would be augmented by short-wave broadcasts in

Chinese to reach Chinese troops in Korea, us well as Chinese civilians and

troops in Manchuria. While it was too early to determine how large a factor

psychological %,arfare had been in the recent heavy increase in the number of

enemy prisoners taken, "preliminary interrogations indicate considerable ef-

fectiveness, both by leaflets and by loudspeakers." Ridgeway concluded by

stating his belief that regular psychological warfare guidance from Washington

was of "considersbl2 importance," since activities were "an int2gral part of

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Message DA 92760, 31 May 1951, from Chief of Staff, USA,
to CINCFE; filed with "sy War 0,91.412 TS (13 June 1951), Psychological War-
fare Far East Command, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, Box
No. 6, National Archites.
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the worldwide US effort in this field and should be closely goared to activi-

ties in other areas, especially in the Far East." 1

This latter point by Ridgeway was alertly seized upon by Pace. During

meetings with members of the Army Staff, he frequently stressed his endorse-

ment of paychological warfare and urged them to give it their full support.

He believed that not enough effort was being put into it, and considered it

"the cheapest form of warfare." He emphasized that psychological warfare had

to be conducted within the framework of national policy, and .hat the situa-

tion during negotiations in Korea illustrated this point. Explaining that he

felt a responsibility to "do something" to ensure that necessary high-level

govern•ent policy views on the subject were prepared and properly coordinated

with field psychological warfare, he directed that General McClure prepare a

memorandum stating "what he as Secretary of the Army should dod' in this mat-
2

ter.

General Ridgeway followed up his desire for "more positive and definitive

policy guidance" for psychological warfare in a message to Ilace in August 1951.

He also asked for help in providing a few qualified personnel for a psycho-

logical warfare planning group in FECOM, adding an interesting note concerning

the primary qualities that he desired in those personnel: "I personally rate

integrity and intellectual capacity above experience, for the latter without

1iDepa'tment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Message C 64846, 13 June 1951, from CI'YCFE to SECARMY;
filed with Psy War 091.412 TS (16 June 1951), Psychological Warfare Far East
Command, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special WArfare, 1951-54, Box No. 6, National
Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: ORO Briefing for Secre-
tary of the Army Pace, 23 July 1951, Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Chief
of Psychological Warfare, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, National
Archives.
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both of the former is a liability, not an asset.' 1'

Pace's "Personal for Ridgeway" reply again demonstrated his interest in

this rather specialized field: "Psychological warfare can and must become

one of our most effective weapons in combatting communism. I am anxious to

take whatever steps I can to achieve this end." Pace indicated that the re-

cent establishment of the Psychological Strategy Board (PSB), headed by

Gordon Cray, should be able to provide the national level policy guidance

needed, and that "eve:y effort is being exerted to make the board fully opera-

tional at the earliest possible date.'" 2 As directed by President Truman, the

PSB was created to provide more effective planning of psychological operations

within the framework of approved national policies, and to coordinate the

psychological operations of all governmental departments and agencies.

The Secretary's attempts to influence the situation in Korea went beyond

these communications with FECOM. He sent a copy of Ridgeway's cable to Gordon

Gray, together with his reply. Additionally, McClure forwarded copies of the

same message to the JCS, urging them to emphasize to the Psychological Strategy

Board that General' Ridgeway's request for high-level policy guidance be in-

cluded "among the'foremost of the Board's priority operational matters." 3

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
'Washington 25, D.C., unnumbered cable from General Ridgeway to Secretary Pace,

17 August 1951, filed with Psy War 091.412 FECOM TS (17 September-1951), RG
319 Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington, D.C., Message DA 81176, 11 September 1951, from Secretary Pace to
Ridgeway; filed with Psy War 091.412 FECOM TS (17 September 1951), RG 319
Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.

3 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division,
JCS, Subject: Psychological Warfare Policy Guidance for FECOM Psy War
01.412 FEC(TM TS (17 September 1951), RG 319 Army-Chief of Special Warfare,
1951-54, National Archives.
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Unquestionably, Secretary Pace's intense interest in the KorcAn situa-

tion, and in particular his preoccupation with psychological warfare, sig-

nificantly impacted upon the attitudes and decision of key deciaion-uakers

in the Far East Command. Moreover, his enthusiasm for the subject must have

certainly been an aid to General McClure in his endewaors to carve out a

niche for the OCPW within the Washington bureaucracy. McClure was to make

valuable use of the Secretary' a sponsorship of psychological warfare, par-

ticularly in his relations with the Far East Coummand.

General McClure' s attitude toward the Far East Command's conduct of

psychological warfare activities was mixed. On the one hand, he often ex-

pressed satisfaction with FECOM's progress in this area, was publicly compli-

mentary of its efforts, and enthusiastically attempted to give it assistance.

On the other band, he was privately critical of psychological warfare opera-

tions in the Far East, and felt that the Command there was not willing to ac-

cept the help offered. Undeterred, he intended "to put pressure on them to

let us help theu." 1

McClure's primary concern was with the Far East Comnand's organization

for psychological warfare. Initially, the responsibility for psychological

warfare resided in the G-2 Division of Headquarters, FECOM. Reflecting his

own World War 1I experience in establishing the PWD/SHAEF and, more recently,

with the OCPW, McClure believed that a special staff division combining both

psychological and unconventional warfare functions would enhance its stature

and facilitate operations. Thus, he urged in letters, reports, and visits

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum of Weekly Staff Meetings, 8 March 1951, RG
319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 020 Staff Meetings, Box No. 2, National
Archives.
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that this step be taken. He also recommended that the 1st Radio Broadcasting

and Leaflet (R-&L) Group become the theater operating agency for psychological

warfare when it arrived frow the United States later in 1951.1 At this point,

in early 1951, the only U.S. psychological warfare units that the Department of

the Army had been able to provide to FECOM was the Tactical Information Detach-

ment, a small unit of a little over twenty personnel.

When the North Koreans attacked South Korea in June 1950, the Tactical

Information Detachment--organized at Fort Riley, Kansas, in 1947--was the only

operational psychological warfrre troop unit in the U.S. Army. Sent to Korea

in the fall of 1950, it was reorganized as the 1st Loudspeaker and Leaflet Com-

pony, and served as Fighth Army's tactical propaganda unit throughout the

conflict. 2 Tactical propaganda, sometimes called combat propaganda, was di-

rected at a specific aud•ience in the forward battle areas and in support of

localized operations. 3 Mobile loudspeakers mounted on vehicles and aircraft be-

came a primary means cf conducting tactical propaganda in Korea. One note-

w•-rthy example was the use of a C-47 aircraft-mounted loudspeaker that in 1951

cirnled overhead 1,800 Chinese Communist troops and induced them to surrender. 4

lDepartment of the Arny, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 2,'. D.C., Informal Report as a Result of Visit of Chief, Psycho-
logical Warfare Division, DA, 24 April 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special War-
fare, Psy War 319.1 TS (24 April 1951), Box No. 7, National Archives.

2 Lieutenant Ernest Conine, "New Horizons in Psychological Warfare," AM
Information Digest (December 1952), p. 22; letter, Colonel Hays, dated 5 May
1969; and Linebarger, Psychological Warfare, pp. 301, 303.

3ksychological Warfare Divicion, "Operation in Western Europe," p. 13;
Propaganda Brnch, "Syllabus," p. 2; Linebarger, P sychological Warfare, p. 45.

4 U.S. Department of Defense, Semiavinual Report of the Secretary of De-
fen_•seJanuary 1 through June 30, 1951, p. 92.
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It should be remembered that an early as 1947,. while there was no real mili-

tary psychological organization in being, a small planning staff--a Psycho-

logical Warfare Section (PWS)--had been created in the General Headquarters

(GHQ) of the Far East Command. Although the PWS had absolutely no field

operating units, with hasty augmentation it did begin using leaflets and radio

two days after the invasion.

Obviously, the PWS could not long or efficiently support full-scale

strategic operations, so the 1st Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet (RB&L) Group

was organized at Fort Riley, Kansas, and shipped to Korea in July 1951. The

1st RB&L Group was specifically designed to conduct strategic propaganda in

direct support of military operations. 1 Strategic propaganda was intended to

further long-term strategic aims, and was directed at enemy forces, popula-

tions, or enemy-occupied areas. 2 To accomplish these tasks the 1st RB&L

Group had the equipment and capability to produce newspapers, leaflets, and

augment or replace other means of broadcasting radio propaganda. The Group

supervised a radio station network known as the Voice of the United Nations,

and often produced more than twenty million leaflets per week, disseminated

as propaganda by aircraft or by specially designed artillery shells.. Ex-

ample themes for the leaflets were inducements for enemy soldiers to surren-

der, and those intended to bolster Korern civilian morale by proclaiming

United Nations support.

Although the RB&L Group was a concept accelerated to meet the requiri-

1 Linebarger, Psychological Warfare, pp. 301-302, 304.
2 1bid., p. 45; Psychological Warfare Division, "Operations in Western

Europe," p. 13; Propagandr. Branch, "Syllabus," p. 2.

3 Linebarger, Psychological Warfare, pp. 301-302, 304, 306-307.
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ments of the Korean Conflict (plans were initiated by G-3, Department of the

Army, in early 1950), it performed functions similar to those deemed neces-

sary to the conduct of psychological warfare in World War II. And in its

Mobile Radio Broadcasting (MRB) Company, a direct ancestral linkage could be

shown with the mobile radio broadcasting companies formed under PWD/SHAEF to

conduct propaganda operations in North Africa and the European Theater during

1944-45. In point of fact, the MRB companies were the basic units organized

to prosecute tactical psychological warfare during World War II, although it

later became established that radio was essentially a strategic weapon and
I

had no place in a purely tactical psychological unit. Both the strategic

propaganda concept embodied in the R3&L Group and the tactical propaganda idea

expressed by the Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company were to figure prominent:ly

in the psychological warfare capability slbs2quently formed as part of the

Psychological Warfare Center in 1952.

By April 1952, when the military situation had stalemated generally

along the 38th parallel, tiree different types of psychological warfare were

under way on the Korean Peninsula. "Strategic" psychological warfare was car-

ried out by the Psychological Warfare Section, GHQ FECOM, located in Tokyo,

having made the transition to a special stnff section, as recommended by

McClure. It was assisted in this endeavor by the 1st RM L Group, the head-

quarters of which was also located in Tokyo. Leaflet operations were confined

to North Korea less a 40-mile zone directly north of the military lines.

IPsychological Warfare Division, "Operations in Western Europe," p.
19; McClure, "Trends in Psychological Warfare," p. 10; Daugherty and Janowitz,
A Psychological Warfare Casebook, p. 132; The Iirtelligence School, Fort
Riley, Kansas, "Tactical Psychological Warfare; The Combat Psychological War-
xare Detachment," October 1946, p. 1.
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Radio operations covered North and South Korea as well as parts of Manchuria

and China. "Tactical" psychological warfare was directed by the Psyzho-

logical Warfare Division, G-3, of HQ Eighth Army, eventually located in Seoul.

Assisted by the 1st L&L Company, this division directed leaflet and loud-

speaker operations within 40 miles of the military line of contact. "Con-

solidation" propaganda was carried out by the State Department's U.S. Informs-

tion Service, based in PIsan. Its printed and visual media operation5 were

confined to that part of Korea under the civil administration of the ROK

government. Radio operations in this area were under the control of field

teams of the 1st RB&L Group's Mobile Radio Broadcasting Company.1

To returr. to General McClure's views with respect to psychological war-

fare activities in Korea, another concern was what he considered to be the

failure to use Korea as a profitable testing ground or laboratory. He be-

lieved that the campaign there provided great opportunities for both experi-

mentation and testing of methods and equipment, but expressed to the Chief

of Staff in August 1951 his disappointment in the results to that point. As

an example of what he had in mind, McClure suggested that noise devices for

spreading of terror could be used with helicopters. 2

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief, Psychological Operations Divi-
sion, Subject: Report on Field Trip to HQ, FECOM and Korea, Captain James J.
Kelleher, Jr., Operations Branch, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare,
SECRET Decimal Files, 1951-54, 333-334, Psy War 333 (22 April 1952), Box No.
14, Nationas. Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Briefing of the Chief
of Staff on Letter from General Doyle Hickey, Chief of Staff, FIM, and
FECOM Interim Report on Comprehensive Psychological Warfare Plans, 7 August
1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, Box Io. 1,
Psy War 020 C/Staff TS (9 August 1951), National Archives.
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General McClure was particularly critical of the air support for psycho-

logical warfare in Korea, and utilized every tool at his disposal in an attempt

to improve the situation. Ia a "Dear Charles" letter to the G-2, GHQ FECOM,

Major General Charles A. Willoughby, he unveiled his concerns:

I only wish that Aiircraft were assigned for the tactical leafletting
and strategic leafletting so that specific targets and timing could
be given with an assurance that they would be hit. The New York
Times Magazine Section two weeks ago carried a photograph of the in-
terior of a C-47, showing a couple of harassed soldiers attempting
to throw out handfuls o! loose leaflets which apparently were blowing
all over the interior.

Demonstrating his own experience in World War II, McClure continued:

I feel that the Air Fortes have fallen down badly on us in not using,
at the beginning of this trouble, the techniques that we wouhd up with
in 1945, such ds: special leafl.et squadrons, fibre casings for leaf-
let bombs (of which there are 80,000 here in the Arsenal), regular
operations plans and orders, printing and dalivery on call, etc. We
are still putting pressures on back here but can do very little un-
less FEC makes this type of operaticon a military requirement. 1

Dur!.ng his visit to FECOM in April 1951, McClure again presented his

views on the subject of air support, stating that "unless aircraft demands are

made operations requirements, the airdrops will continue on a catch-as-catch-

can basis." The C-47, he felt, was inappropriate for leaflet drops, thus

"Front line support suffers for lack of delivery by fighter bomber." He

recommended that a special squadron be organized for psychological and uncon-

ventional warfare purposes.
2

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter to Major General Charles L. Willoughby, Assistant

Chief of Staff, G-2, GHQ, Far East Command, from Brigadier General McClure,
10 March 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, SECRET Decisal Files,
1951-54, Psy War 091.412 (10 March 1951), Box No. 6, National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Payhological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Informal Report as a Result of Visit of Chief, Psycho-
logical Warfare Division, DA, 24 April 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special.
Warfare, Psy War 319.1 TS (24 April 1951), Box No. 7, National Archives.



Having outlined his basic themes, McClure hammered away at them with

every opportunity. He told the U.S. Air Force Director of Operations in May

that 've were using 1918 methods of dropping leaflets over front line troops

and that it was both inefficient and expensive," and requested that the special

air wings being organized to cupport CIA activities in Korea be utilized fuL

psychological warfare. In June he fired off a memorandum to the JCS recom-

mending that discussions be initiated between the Services in order to achieve

maximu utilization of all tactical aircraft for the support of psychological

warfare. He forcefully expressed his views to both the Chief of Staff and the

Secretary of the Army, both of whom attempted to influence the situation in

discussions and correspondence with their counterparts in the Air Force.

Writing to the Chief of Staff, Far East Command, on "the question of air

support for psychological warfare operations," McClure charged that such sup-

port in actual practice was worked out locally, with the theater commander un-

able to obtain a specific allocation of aircraft. Observing that the "un-

desirability of such a haphazard arrangement was apparent in the European

theater during World War II and is in great measure borne out by what I saw

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Conference with General
Edwards, Director of Operations, USAF, 10 May 1951, Pay War 337 (10 May 1951);
Memorandum for the Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division, JCS, Subject: Par-
ticipation by the Tactical Air Forces of the Services in Psychological War-
fare, 14 June 1951, Psy War 360 (14 June 1951); Memorandum for Record, Sub-
ject: Briefing of the Chief of Staff on letter from General Doyle Hickey,
Chief of Staff, FECOM, and FECOM Interim Report on Comprehensive Psychological
Warfare Plans, 7 August 1951, Pay War 020 C/Staff TS (9 August 1951); Memo-
randum for the Secretary oi the Air Force, Subject: Equipment ior Psycho-
logical Operations in Korea, 9 June 1951, from Robert A. Lovett, Assistant
Secretary of the Army, OSA 400 Korea; Memorandum for: General McClure, Sub-
ject: Utilization of Aircraft in the Conduct of Psychological Warfare, 24 July
1951, by Colonel Frederick S. Haydon, Chief, Plans Branch, Pay War 373 S (24
July 1951); RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.
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and covered in my report to General Ridgeway during my recent inspection of

psychological warfare operations in Xorea," McClure boldly reite::ated his pro-

posal: "The solution we arrived at in Europe, and which I firmly believe is

the remedy now, was to place certain specified aircraft under the operational

control of the Psychological Warfare Staff of the Senior Commander." But even

before this step, such support "should be determined to be an operational re-

quirement, and this detsrmination should be made now, once and for all." This

was rather forceful language to be used in addressing a three-sCsr general,

and smacked of telling the Theatar Commander how to do his job. Perhaps the

knowledge that he had the support of the Secretary of the Army gave McClure a

measure of confidence in these matterg. At any rate, the point that he was

trying to make, McClure believed, was basic to the whoie question--psycho-

logical warfare must be recognized as important by the Theater Commander. Hav-

ing once established this premise, it was "simply a question of the necessity

for the theater staff to control its operational tools in order to fulfill its

mission efficiently and effectively."I

This was vintage McClure. His campaign to improve the air support for

psychological warfare in Korea is illustrative of the strategies and techniques

employed by this articulate, energetic "true believer" in his attempts to influ-

ence events in the theater commands.

Still another example of General McClure's technique was his reaction to

"Operation Killer," a phrase used by HQ FECOM in its press releases to describe

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter to Lieutenant General Doyle 0. Hickey, Chief of
Staff, Far East Cormmand, 13 July 1951, from Brigadier General Robert A. McClure,
RG 319, Army Staff, Psy War Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 360-370.64, Box No. 19,
Psy War 369 (13 July 1951), National trchives.
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operations against the North Korean and Chinese forces. The following pas-

sage in a letter written to Major General Willoughby is again illustrative

of McClure's approach:

I have personally been disturbed by the comparatively few Chinese
prisoners we are taking, either by surrender or by capture. I re-
alize that they aze not fighting as the Chinese did in their civil
wars in the three-year period that I sat along the Shankaiwan Rail-
way Line. On the other hand, for two thousand years the Chinese
have been induced to change sides, even to that of the Japanese, by
considerations of personal gain or creature cc.forts. Is it possible
that the "Operation Killer" and the "Hunter Killer Teams" have been
so widely publicized to Chinese forces that they do not believe
that they would be allowed to surrender? The wide ptiblicity and
constant repetition of the "killer" intent of our operations and
the gloating of the press, and apparently even the individuals in
the Battle Area, ovex the numbers killed versus the Lumbers cap-
tured, has led to a good deal of unfavorable international reac-
tions.

Demonstrating that he did indeed understand the perspective of the com-

bat soldier, McClure added:

I fully recognize that our troops must adopt a tough, hard-boiled
killer attitude if they are Foing to not only survive, but to win
these battles. I wonder, however, if that indoctrination, which,
I repeat, i& very necessary, needs to be widely publicized in the
press and broadcast to our enemies. 1

Willoughby's response to McClure acknowledged that the "unfavorable

psychological effects caused by recent publicity of such terms as 'Operation

Killer' has been recognized here, and you will note that Eighth Army news

releases have avoided such phraseology." His reply also indicated acceptance

of several other McClure suggestions on propaganda themes and techniques. 2

IDepartm.nt of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, P.C., letter to Major General Charlee A. Willoughby, Assistant
Chief of Staff, t-2, General Headquarters, Par East Command, from Brigadier
General McClure, 12 March 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-
54, Box No. 6, Psy War 091.412 (10 March 1951), National Axchives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
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Thus, through personal and official correspondence dissssions with key pe:-

sonnel, adroit use of his relationship vith the Secretary of the Army, and

visits to the Far East Command--both by himself ai'. members of his staff--

McClure kept his finger on the pulse of eventp in Korea at the same time that

he struggled to staff the OCPW and to establish a niche for his new organiza-

tion within the Pentagon bureaucracy.

These efforts by OCP to help were not always appreciated by HQ FECOM.

As an example, in January 1952 General Hickey wrote to McClure questioning a

UP story entitled "Psy War Accounts for Third of POW's." Hickey felt that the

story was an exaggeration, stating:

While psychological warfare has unquestionably been one factor in
lowerinp the combat effectiveness of enemy soldiers and in influenc-
ing many of them to desc-rt, it seems evident that in almost all cases
the action of our ground trcops, supported by other combat arms, re-
mains the strongest and most direct reason for the capture of prisoners. 1

In this instance, McClure demonstrated considerable tact in his response,

telling Hickey, "I share fully your concern over the tendency to overplay the

results of psychological warfare operations as evidenced in the United Press

dispatch which you brought to my attention in your letter of 13 January."

Never losing an opportunity to sell his wares, however, the General further

elaborated:

On the whole, I believe that we have been successful in our de-
termined effort to keep psychologi.cal warfare in a proper context

Washington 25, D.C., Letter to Brigadier General McClure from Major General
Willoi!ghby, 24 March 1951, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, 1951-54,
091.412 - 091.714, Box No. 8, Psy War 091.412 (24 March 1951). National
Archivea.

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Letter from Lieutenant General Doyle C. Hickey, Chief of
Staff, GHQ, Far East Command, 13 January 1952, to Brigadier General Rnbert A.
McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Admin Office, Psychological Warfare, 1951-54,
Box No. 1, Psy War 000.7 (13 January 1952), National Archives.
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within the "family of weapons." My views on this point are included
in the Secretary's report which s•tates: "Psychological wariare has
been. firmly recognized as an integral member of our family of weapons.
While we realize fully that this mode of operation is not decisive by
itself, it is also certain that, in combination with the conventional
combat weapons, psych~logical warfare will contribute materially to
the winning of wars."

The report that McClure referred to was the Secretary of the Army's semi-

annual report, included in the Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense--

illustrating again the similarity of views between Secretary -ace and the

Chief, OCIN, on the subject of psychological warfare, This exchange of let-

ters, however, is also illustrative of the tendency of conventional commanders

to be sensitive to actions that appear to downgrade the "primary role of the

combat role of the combat troops in the field," as Hickey expressed it, and

thus to consider psychological warfare as strictly an ancillary, supporting ac-

tivity. As an i"' ntry officer, McClure recognized this tendency, and his

reply to GeneraA nLckey reflects an attempt both to placate the conventional

co mander's view--to take a balanced position, that is--but also to insure

that "psywar" received the recognition that he felt it deserved. McClure

walked this particular tightrope often.

Other criticisms by the Psywar Section, Far East Command, of the support

received from the United States included a serious shortage of personnel with

psychological warfare training or experience, particularly during the first

eighteen to twenty-four months of the war; lack of firm, prompt high-level

policy guidance and operational directives; the limitations of current printing,

iDepartmert of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Letter from Brigadier General McClure to Lieutenant
General Hickey, 28 January 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Admin Office, Psycho-
logical Warfare, 1951-54, Box No. 1, Psy War 000.7 (13 January 1.952), National
Archives.



157

loudspeaker and dissemination equipment; a serious shortage of linguists; and

a lack of understanding of psychological warfare capabilities by commanders

and troops at all echelons, which FECOM attributed to an apparently ineffec-

tive orientation program in the United States. This latter problem area was

finally overcome, according to a FECOM report, through high-level emphasis and

orientation by the Psywar Section within the theater; at the end of the

conflict "all division and Corps commanders were enthusiastic supporters of

psywar, and demanding psywar support beyond ability of psywar agencies to

produce."l

Notwithstanding these differences of perspectives between the Far East

Command and OCPW, it is apparent that General McClure and his staff genuinely

strove both to assist FECOM and to influence the organization and conduct of

psychological warfare in Korea. In large measure, these efforts were success-

ful--due principally to the personal interest and sponsorship of Secretary

Pace, to the provision of psychological warfare personnel and units by OCPW,

ard to the energetic, dedicated leadership of C2nera. McClure. Unconventional

warfare activity in Korea, however, was another story.

OCPW and Unconventional Warfare in Korea
General McClure's attitude toward the Far East Co mand's conduct of un-

conventional warfare operations was similar to his views on its psychological

warfare effort, and perhaps even more critical. His criticisms focused on two

broaJ areas: overall organization and planning for unconventional warfare by

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., AFFE Cable No. FX 22958 to DEPTAR Wash, DC for Psy War,
090425Sep 53, R.' 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal Files,
1951-54, 333-334, Box No. 14, Psy War 334 S (9 September 1953), Nation'al
Archives.
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FECOM, and CIA involvement.

When the Korean War started, even the minimal psywar organization that

existed in FECOM was more than that for unconventional warfare. Operations

were initiated in the winter of 1950 by the G-3, Eighth Army, when it appeared

that the potential existed for the use of disaffected North Korean civilian

personnel in behind-the-lines activities. Officers and enlisted personnel--

many of them with no previous experience in unconventional warfare--were re-

cruited frcm within the theater to train and direct these native personnel in

guerrilla-cype activities. To control these operations, the G-3 Miscellaneous

Group, Eighth Army, as initially formed, later redesignated the Miscellaneous

Group, 8086th Army Unit, then finally called the Far East Command Liaison De-

tachment (Korea), 8240th Army unit. According to its TD, the mission of the

8086th was:

a. To develop and direct partisan warfare by training in
sabotage indigenous groups and individuals both within Allied
lines and behind enemy lines.

b. Supply partisan groups and agents operating behind enemy
lines by means of water and air transportation..

Although tactical conditions dictated that initially more emphasis be

placed on operations as opposed to training, by early 1952 the 8240th had

three control organizations for guerrilla operations known as LEOPARD, WOLF-

PACK, and KIRKLAND; air support--C-46s and C-47s--was provided by BAKER Sec-

tion. All of the control organizations were based on the islands off the east

1 Headquarters, Eighth U.S. Army Korea, Table of Distribution Number
80-8086, Miscellaneous Group, 8086th Army Unit, undated, RG 319, Army-Chief
of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal Files, 1951-54, 400. 112 to 413.52, Box
No. 26, Psy War 400.34 (S) (1951), National Archives; Interview with Robert
Bodroghy, Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College Carlisle Bar-
racks, PA, 15 May 1979. As a young Army officer, Bodroghy was a member of
the LEOPARD organization.
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and west coasts of the Korean Peninsula. While their strengths varied, by

late 1952, for example, LEOPARD reported 5,500 combat effectives and WOLFPACK,

6,800. The forces of these organizations operated as groups from centers

within North Korea while others conducted tactical raids, ambushes, and

amphibious operations from the UN-held offshore islands. While U.S. person-

nel often accompanied the tactical operations, rarely were they assigned in-

definitely to the guerrilla forces located within mainland North Korea. As.

an example of tl.Air hit-and-run activity, the Far East Command reported a

total of 63 raids and 25 patrols launched against Communist forces during

the period November 15-21, 1952, resulting in 1,382 enemy casualties--al-

though as was often the case in these type operationi, the casualty figures

may have been inflated. 1

WOLFPACK provides an excellent example of the manner in which these

unconventional warfare organizations evolved and operated. Established in

March 1952, using the standard battall.on organization as a guide, the initial

force had an aggregate strength of 4,000 North Koreans. At the beginning, the

U.S. personnel consisted of four officers--the commander, one other in WOLF-

PACK headquarters, and two in subordinate units--and three enlisted men, two

of whom were communications specialists. Combat operations were required con-

currently with the process of organizing, equipping, and training. Initially,

'lnterview with Robert Bodroghy; Psy War 091 Korea (31 December 1952),
Weekly Summary from Korea of items of Operational Interest for Period 16-22
December 1952, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal Files,
1951-54, 091-091.412, Box No. 7, National Archives; HQ Far East Coimand,
Liaison Detachment (Korea), 8240th Army Unit, Guerrilla Section, Guerrilla
Operations Outline, 1952, to Commanders of LEOPARD, WOLFPACK, KIRKLAND, and
BAKER Section, 11 April 1952, by LTC Jay D. Vanderpool, 0IC Guerrilla Divi-
sion, filed with Staff visit of Colonel Bradford Butler, Jr., March 1953,
RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.

\I
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six battalion-typ. unit& were organized, each with a separate island operating

base, and by Jura 1952 two more units had been created. By December 1952 the

VOLFPACK staff consisted, in U.S. personnel, of a commander, S3, S2,. two en-

listed radio operators, one operations NCO, and one intelligence NCO. The S3

and S2 were lieutenants without previous unconventional warfare or special

operations experience. Only three of the eight subordinate units were com-

manded by U.S. officers (captains), the others by North Koreans. The captain

generally funttioned as a comander of a battalion-size group. A total of two

enlisted man served in these subordinate units, as general assistants and, on

occasion, as deputies to the captains to whom they were assigned. 1

The operations conducted by WOLFPACK units were generally divided into

three categories: coastal, intermediate, and interior. Coastal-type; opera-

tions were planned on a conventional basis with forces of up to 800 men, often

involved the use of air and naval fire support, and had as their primary objec-

tive the killing and capture of personnel. Intermediate operations took place

further inland, were executed by groups of five to ten men over a period cf

three to five days, and generally directed against pinpoint targets such as

gun positions, wire lines, and targets vulnerable to sniping and demolitions.

Interior operations were representative of the more classic guerrilla warfare

operations in that a small element made an initial reconnaissance, followed by

a larger increment, then recruiting in the operational area end infiltration of

the final increment. Planning usually called for these forces to be

lDepartment of thQ Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Meaorandum for Record, Subject: Notes on WOLFPACK,
Source: Major R. M. Ripley, Series No. 037760, Former Commanding Officer, by
Colonel Bradford Butler, Jr., Chief, Special Forces Operations and Training
Branch, Special Forces Division, 29 December 1952, RG 319, Army-Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives; interview with Robert Bod-roghy.
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infiltrated in the spring and to rewain until November of the same year.1

In 1953, cadre i':om WOLFPACK and the other organizations subordinate to

the Par East Command Liaison Detachment (8240th Army Unit) were utilizad to

form what was called the United Nations Partisan Forces in Korea (UNPFK), con-

eisr.ing of five Partisan Infantry Regiments and one Partisan Airborne Infantry

!.viment. It was planned that this "first United Nations Partisan Division"

w,voa:Id: 7ch a strength of 20,000 personnel by March 1953. Guidelines to the

Pagin..tal Conmnanders by the 8240th .ncluded the following advire:

Initiative and aggressiveness tempered by calm judgment will be en-
couraged. .kvoid trying to win icie -iar by yourself; pace the attack
in accordance with your advanta;.e" wheno the advantage has passed,
get away to fig't another day. 1iL and run; these are the guer-
rilla's tactics. The -.plannin,6 •'• soch an operation should include
an escape route and railying point. Sulkeitute speed and surprise
for mass. 2

Although this was classic, Mao Tse-Ltng type advice for the conduct of

guerrilla warfare, as the guerrilla organization became larger and more con-

ventional, according to one participant, the effectiveness of its operations

decreased correipondingly.3

To oversee these unconventionRl warfare operations in Korea, Headquarters,

FECOM in Tokjo established the Far East Command Liaison Group (FEC/LG), under

the operational control of the G-2. T>s CIA's operations, on the other hand,

were controlled by the Documents Research Division, a part of the Special

ITbid.

2Hp.idquartcrs, Fer East Command Liaison Detachment (Korea), 8240th Army
unit, Gu-,.:rilla Operations Outline 1953, by LTC Jay D. Vanderpool, OIC Guer-
rilla Divis!.on, 22 January 1933, filed with Staff Visit of Colonel Bradford
Butler, .,., March 1953, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
Nation-a•=".••-s

"Interview with Robert Bodroghy.
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Staff, Headquarters, FECOM, and headed by a CIA representative. Within

Korea, CIA operations--both those of the OSO and OPC--were controlled by the

Joint Advisory Comnission Korea (JACK), the head of which was a military of-

ficer assigned to the CIA. Activities of the CIA ran the gamut of both co-

vert intelligence and unconventional warfare and included the placing of

agents for intelligence and to assist downed pilots in escape and evasion,

sabotage, small-boat patrolling on both the east and west coasts for tactical

Information, the organization of stay-Iehind indigenous forces in certain

areas, shallow penetration patrolling to augment combat patrolling and to gain

information for large tactical coamanders, and some guerrilla !rarfare. As

one might have expected, the variety of unconventional warfare activities en-

gaged in by both the CIA and the Services resulted in some conflicting and

overlapping interests.

In an attempt to eliminate this conflict, an organization for Covert,

Claneestine and Related Activities in Korea (CCRAK) was activated in December

19,11. Its purpose was to centralize direction of all services and CIA uncon-

ventional warfare operations at Headquarters, FECOM, by combining them in one

organization to support U.S. forces in Korea. The CCRAK was put under the

direct command of the Commander-in-Chief Far East, but continued under the

staff supervision of G-2. The Deputy Chief, CCRAK, was an individual desig-

lHeadquarters, Far East Co nand, Letter from Major General Willoughby
to Major General Bolte, Subject: Covert Intelligence Activities, Korea, 12
January 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal
Files, Box No. 5, 091 Korea, National Archives; Joint Subsidiary Plans Divi-
sion, JCS, Washingtoou 25, D.C., Memorandum for Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans
Division, Subject: Report on Trip to FECOM, 26 November - 17 December 1951,
by Colonel W. H. S. Wright, RG 319, Army-Chief -f Special Warfare, 1951-54,
TS Decimal Files, 323.3-333, Box No. 9, Pay War 333 TS (20 December 1951),
National Archives.
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nated by the Chief, Documents Research Section (CIA). Calonel Archibald

Stuart, U.S. Army, was installed as the Chief, CCRAK, and soon promoted to

brigadier general. Essentially, the unconventional warfare organizational

framework of the services and the CIA in Korea remained unchanged, however,

with continuing examples of lack of coordination among their activities. 1

It was this apparent lack of coordination of unconventional warfare ac-

tivities and relative autonomy enjoyed by the CIA that most concerned General

McClure. In early 1951 he had already commented on the "unusual organiza-

tio9rl that FECOM had established, "whereby responsibility for covert opera-

tions and special operations behind the lines is placed in the office of the

AC of S, G-2, in addition to its intelligence responsibility." He thought

that such operations should be the responsibility of G-3, or, even better, of

a special staff division for both psychological warfare and special opera-

tions.2 As we have seen, the Chief, OCPW, had recommended to the FECOM that

such a division be established--and it was, in June 1951, but apparently the

new division's responsibilities for special operations existed in name only,

and in reality resided within the G-2. Calling the G-3's attention to the ap-

parent contravention by FECOM of its own general order which established a

Special Operations Section within the Psychological Warfare Division, McClure

recommended that a cable be dispatched to CINCFE requesting clarification of

theater command and staff organization for planning and conduct of overt and

lTbid.; interview with Robert Eodroghy.
2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: The Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2,
Subject: Reports on Special Operations in Korea, 15 March 1951, by Brigadier
General Robert A. McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War, Admin Office,
Records Branch, 1951-54, 091, Box No. 6, Psy War 091 Korea (15 March 1951),
National Archives.
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covert unconventional warfare and psychological warfare and the relationship

of CLA/OPC to that organization.1

The recommendation was returned to OCNW without action a full two months

later with the comment, "[W]hen the psychological warfare organization within

YECOM has been established on a firm basis, it is considered tat representa-

tives from your office should go to the Far East Command to discuss psycho-

logical warfare activities." While this response from G-3 may have been an

attempt to keep an overzealous OCN from appearing to question the preroga-

tives of a theater commander, it was also indicative of deeper tensions be-

tween McClure's office and those of the principal staff agencies--particu-

larly the G-2 and G-3. These tensions were the result of many 'factors, to

include the inevitable personality conflicts that often develop when strong-

willed men disagree over issues. For example, there was "bad feeling" be-

tweer. McClure and the G-2, Major General Belling, part of which was due to

jurisdictional differences over the staff responsibility for escape and eva-

sion. Perhaps the mrjor factor, however, was the belief of many staff of-

ficers that the relatively new fields of psychological and unconven•tional war-

fare were "incidental activities" that demanded a larger share of attention and

resources than was justified in terms of their real value to thL Army. This

was particularly true of the younger field, unconditional warfare, and unfor-

tunately the single-minded dedication with which some of McClure's staff pur-

sued the creation of Special Forces alienated many of those witi whom they had

to coordinate.
2

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psycholo cal Warfare,
Washington 2.5, D.C., Memoranduin to: ACofS, G-3, Subject: CINCFE Organization
for Covert Operations and Clandestine Intelligence, 3 August 1951, from Briga-
dier General McClure, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files,
1951-54, Box No. 2, Psy War 040 CIA TS (20 July 1951), National Archives.

2 1bid.; response from G-3 was dated 2 October 1951; also,, interview with

------... . .-- - IF
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Undeterred by the G-3 rebuff, McClure triad other tactics to emphasize

his point on staff organization. Writing to the Chief of Staff, FECOM, in

October 1951, he observed:

I understand that in the setup of your new Psywar Division you have
not yet reached a firm decision on the placing of the special opera-
tions and particularly guerrilla warfare and similar type activities.
I strongly reiterate my comment to you on my visit to your Headquar-
ters in April, that Psywar and Special Operations fre so interrelated
that they should be under the same Staff Division.

With perhaps some exaggeration, be added: "We have found the organi-

zation here at the Department of the Army level to be working splendidly and

in complete harmony with other Staff Division, both General and Special."

McClure's principal concern about placing special operations under G-2

was that it might therefore become relegated to a lesser priority, thus:

While Special Operations has some aspects of intelligence gathering,
that is by no means its principal mission, and if it remains under
G-2 risks being subordinated to the intelligence field. All our
planning here contemplates the separation of the intelligence field
from the Special Operations field . . . . I feel very strongly that
the Special Operations is as it states an operation more appropri-
ately monitored by G-3 than G-2.

The recommendation had little effect, so, several months later, McClure

decided to try another tack. He prepared a coumprehensive analysis of the Far

East Command's organization for psychological and special operations for

General Mark Clark, who had replaced General Ridgeway as Commander-in-Chief

Far East in April 1952. Reviewing his recommendation to Ridgeway in April

Colonel (Retired) John B. B. Trussell, 7 May 1979; a review of the OCPW,
G-2 and G-3 files reveals numerous instances of policy differences.

Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Letter to Lieutenant General Doyle 0. Hickey, Chief of
Staff, (.Q, Far East Command, 25 October I.C51, from Brigadier General McClure,
RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, 091.412 Far East, National
Archives.
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1951 to establish an organization to handle psychological and special opera-

tions and the subsequent FECOM general order in June 1951 to establiGh such

an office, McClure observed:

While I have no desire to prescribe or unduly influence the organiza-
tion which should be adopted by any Theater Commander, I would like
to point out the fact that Psychological Warfare Section, GPQ FECOM
has to date assumed only those functions pertaining to Psychological
Warfare. Special Operations has remained under the Assistant Chief
of Staff, G-2. b

As a result of a JCS mesaege in August 1951, CIA and Covert Oper&tione

in Korea had been placed under CINFE. The activation of CCRAK was an attempt

to bring all behind-the-line operations under a single command agency, but it

remained under the general staff supervision of G-2, FEC, as McClure reminded

Clark. Additionally--and this was a particularly crucial point with the

Chief, OCPW--CIA, FEC insisted that CIA Korea (JACK) be maintained as an in-

tegral organization and remain under the control of CIA, Far East.

Based on frequent field trips to FECCM by members of his office and

their background experience, plus a comprehensive debriefing of a former mem-

ber of CCRAK, McClure offered the following conclusions in his analysis for

Clark:

a. G2, FEC, General Staff supervision of CCRAK and all behind-
the-line operations has resulted in emphasis on intelligence, rather
than adequate developing indigenous forces (guerrilla) in North Korea
and in support of Eighth Army.

b. To obtain a balance of G2-(3 interest, this office is of the
opinion that Special Operations functions should be placed in the
Psychological Warfare Section, FEC.

c. In order to eliminate duplication of personnel, equipment,
and facilities, and to insure efficient coordinated operations, CIA,

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 23, D.C., M4emorandum for General Clark, Subject: Psychological War-
fare Matters, 2 May 1952, by Brigadier General McClure, RG 319, Army-Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 6, Pav War 091.412 TS,
National Archives.
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Korea, should be integrated into a joint task force organization
(Army, Navy, Air, aud CIA) under the command of CINCFE.

d. The organiz.tional integrity policy advocated by CIA is
& basic factor adversely affecting Special Forces operations in
Korea.

e. Highly qualified personnel for key positions in Special
Operations furnished in accordan.e with a special FEC requisition
are not fully utilized in this field. 1

'These conclusions and their supporting discussion vividly depict thea

extent of OCPW's disapproval with the autonomous CIA role in Korea. While

all behind-the-line operations were ostensibly under the control of CILicE,

in reality, McClure argued, a dual chain of command existed. The Commander

of CCRAK took his orders from CINCFE; the Deputy Chief, CCRAK received nis

marching orders from Documents Research Division (CIA Far East), who in turn

received their guidance from CIA Headquarters in Washington. At the opera-

tional level, this meant that JACK (CIA, Korea) did not carry out missions in

support of Eighth Army without authority from CIA, Far Eaot. Cooperation on

the coordination of those unconventional warfare operations run by CCRAK and

Eighth Army was too dependent on the personalities of key individuals, he

felt. Ironically, the CIA in Korea depended heavily on the utilization of

military personnel integrated into their organization, and often engaged in

activities similar to those conducted by Eighth Army--but without proper over-

all coordination. All in all, McClure argued, CIA's insistence on organiza-

tional integrity resulted in an allegedly Joint Co and--CCRAK--that had no

authority to exercise command jurisdiction over CIA personnel and efforts,

in unnecessary duplication of personnel and activities, and in multiple chan-

nels that complicated the coordination and integration of operations. To-

gether with the lack of overall formal planning and training for unconven-

1 Thbd.
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tional warfare by CCRAK or any other agency, and the emphasis placed on in-

telligence as opposed to guerrilla warfare, this added up to a situation

wherein ths potential for behind-the-lines operations was far from being re-
1

alized, McClure and his staff believed. As we shall see, -..hese differences

with the CIA were the harbinger of similar frustrations encountered by OCPW

in its efforts to create Special Forces and to plan for their employment in

Europe, atid is a major theme in the evolution of the Army's attempt to cre-

ate its own special warfare capability.

Shortly after his memorandum to General Clark, McClure reiterated his

views to the G-3: "I believe that the unconventional warfare organization

for Korea, including CIA/OPC participation therein reflects fundamental and

serious defects, specifically for the conduct of guerrilla warfare." These

latter activities were criticized as "essentially minor in consequence and

sporadic in nature" and FECOM lacked "an overall, integrated program of

Special Forces operations in Korea." It is interesting to note that OCPW

began to use the term "Special Forces Operations" as differentiated from

"special operations," to describe U.S. Army participation in guerrilla war-

fare activities. "Special Operations," through long usage in the Army and as

outlined in "Field Service Regulations" (FM 100-5), related to "night com-

bat," "Jungle operations," "Joint amphibious operations," and similar activi-

ties.
2

lrTid.
2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Subject:
Revised Discussion of Queries Concerning Guerrilla Warfare, 23 May 1952, by
3rigadier General McClure, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS
Decimal Files, Box No. 15, Psy War 370.64 TS (23 May 1952), National Archives;
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Actually, few Specia. Forces personnel were used for unconventional vat-

fare operations in Korea. The 10th Special Forces Group was not officially

created until May 1952, at which time it began training and continued re-

cruiting efforts for pars nnel. Although Headquarters FECOM was urged by

OGPW in November 1952 and January 1953 to requisition Special Forces staff

personnel and detachments, this was not accomplished until early 1953? result-

ing in the deploywent of fifty-five officers and nine enlisted men from the

10th Special Forcen Croup during March, April, and May of that year. Stme of

these personnel were disillusioned with their assignments, believing that

their Special Forces and airborne training had not been properly utilized.

More importantly, however! there were no Special Forces operational detach-

ments, as oppoced to individuals, requested and employed by the Far East Com-

mand. One would have thought that this could have provided an excellent op-

portunity to both utilizeiand test the unconventional warfare doctrine and or-

ganizationa being developed in the United States. Obviously Ceneral McClure

thought so, because he complained on numerous occasions of the difficulty en-

countered by OCIW in getting experience data from FECOM and in havingi them

conduct "laboratory" tests of guerrilla operations.

Memorandum for Colonel D. V. Johnson, Assistant Chief, Plans Division, ACofS,
G-3, Subject: Responsibilities of the Services and the Joint Chiefs of StaVf
for Uncon~ventional Warfare, from Brigadier General McClure, TS Decimal File•s,
Box No. 15, Psy War 370.64 TS (26 October 1951), National Archives.

Iseadquarters, 10thý Special Forces Group Airborne, Fort Bragg, NC, Let-
ter to Commanding Officer, Psychological Warfare Center, Port Bragg, NC, Sub-
ject: Situation of Special Forces Officers in FECOM, 19 May 1953, by Colonel
Aaron Bank, Comnanding Officer, filed with Psy War 220.3 (14 May 1953), RG
319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National, Archives; Department of
the A-ry, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Washingto-a 25, D.C.,
Letter to Major General Riley F. Ennis, Assistant Chief of Steff, G-2, GCQ,
FECOM, from Colonel William J. Blythe, Chief, Special Forces Division, 24
November 1952, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National
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Although McClure continued throughout his tenure as Chief, OCPW, to

have reservations about the Far East Command's organization and conduct of un-

conventional warfare, not everyone shared his views. A staff visit to FECOK

by a member of the Joint Subsidiary Plans Division in late 1951 confirmed the

fact that the organization for the "covert" aspects of unconventional warfare

did not, follow the general lines of command and staff responsibility estab-

lished by OCPW, but also resulted in the observation that there waz little

inclination to do so:

There is nowhere within FEC a desire to organize covert activities
-.rder a Psychological Warfare Section as in D/A [DNpartm-ent of the
.iv.y]. The organization is suitable to the personalities and opera-
t. ons within the theater. Tt is sound, workable, and has the un-
iualifled backing of both the military and CIA personnel concerned,
from top to bottom. Officers within the theater are of the opinion,
and rightly so, that the theater should be free to solve its organiza-
tional problems in its own way; that what may veem ideal organiza-
tionally to far-off Washington is noI necessarily the best solution
to those more nearly under the guns.

The tone of this report indicates that there vaa some sympathy by JCS

with FECOM's posture on this matter. Furthermore, as we have seen, both the

Department of the Army G-2 end G-3 from time to time resisted OCN's attempts

to influence FECOM's organization and conduct of unconventional warfare. The

Archives; Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Fiessage DA 927709 to
CINCFE, 2 January 1953, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal
Files, 1951-54, Box No. 15, Ppy War 370.64 TS (13 Decumber 1952), National
Archives; Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, ?emors~ndum for Record,
Subject: Conversation with General Taylor reference Special Forces Operations
in the FPr East Command, RG 319, Army-chief of Special Varfare, 1951-54, TS
Decimal Files, Box No. 319, Pay War 337 TS (26 December 1952, National
Archives; interview with Robert Bodroghy.

'The Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans ?)ivision, Subject: Re-
port on Trip to FECCJM, 26 November - 17 December 1951, by Colonel W. H. S.
Wright, U.S. Army, 20 December 1951, filed with Pay War 333 TS (20 December
1951), RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files.
323.3-333, Box No. 9, National Archives.
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records of this period reveal a number of instances where the G-3 in particu-

lar attempted to stop or "tone down" OCPW's initiatives and proposed cables.

In early 1953, for example, G-3 nonconcurred in a cable to FECOM that re-

quested information concerning the status and role of "partisan forces." Ob-

serving tartly that "considering the number of G-2 and PSYWAR officers who

have viaited FECOM within the past few months for the purpose of examining

CCRAK organization and activities, there should be no dearth of information on

the subject in DA," the G-3 response went on to conclude: "While the .s-

tensible purpose of the proposed cable is to obtain information, the overall

effect tends t-eards veiled suspicion chat CINCFE is on the 'wrong track."' 1

This was, of course, exactly what McClure'% office suspected, but their

efforts to get FECOM to recognize the errors of its ways in unconventional

war'are generally came to naught. Although the Army Chief of Staff, General

Collins, shared some of McClure's concerns reference lack of a fully in-

tegrated joint staff in Korea for unconventional warfare, the Far Fast Com-

mander, General Clark, insisted that the CIA's organizational integrity under

CCRAK be maintaxined. And while Clark also instructed his staff to establish

closer liaison with OCPW, this did not result in any significant organiza-

tional changes by FECIDM in their handling of unconventional warfare. 2

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Disposition Form to G-l, G-2, G-3, Subject: The Status
and Role of "Partisan Forces," 18 February 1953, frcmi Brigadier General McClure
with G-3 response, 20 February 1953, by Major General C. D. Eddleman, RG 319,
Army-Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 33.7-385, Box No.
20, Psy War 384 FE TS (18 February 1953), National Archives.

2 Dep¶rtmert of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Washington 25,
D.C., Latter 2..- ^-neral Collins to General Clark, 19 February 1953, filed
with Psy War 370.64 TS (19 Ftbruary 1953), RG 319, Army-Chief of Special War-
fare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64, Box No. 15; Headquarters, riz
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For all practical purposes, the Far East Comunand--and the CIA--went their own

way, relatively uninfluenced in this activity by General McClure and his

staff.

With the impetus of the Korean War,, the Army moved in late 1950 to cre-,

at= an unprecedented staff organization--the Office of the Chief of Psycho-

logical Warfare. The personal interest in psychological warfare, and per-

aistent pressure that Secretary of the Army Pace brought to bear on senior

Army officers, both before and after the outbreak of war, were key factors in

this step. With Pace's support, Brigadier General McClure created a staff

under which were placed the responsibilities for both psychologýal and. un-

conventional warfare. Ahile in the process of staffing and organizing this

office, McClure energetically turned to the emergency ia Korea in xr. atteript
to both assist and influence the Far East Cammahd's organization and' condu;.t

of psychol-gical, and unconventicnar wa-7fare- -tpabilities that t*a Az•,y had .

neglected during the interwar years. !Re was r:.lacivelv succesatu, in the

first endeavor, less so it the latter. The cot=fcc in Korea, +is

only one part f th•h' stor3 in outr qu.st Le. deternire why the +.:I: &o-, 4 t r

establish the Psychological Warfare Zarr...ýe ar4 tc create the 10th Se*.ciaýa

1/orces Group. To comiplete the picture, va m'st ne-.:t exenine the ements

were also taking plsce hcth in the United 'I.ates and in Europe.

East Coumn.nd, J'fice of the Commander-in-Chief, Letter from General C1zrx' to
General Collins, 12 March 1953, filed with Pay War 370.64 TS (9 April IS53),
RG 319, Axmy-Chief of ýpecial Wa-.fare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-
370,64, Box No. 15, ?~ational Archives.
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CHAPTER VII

THE ROAD TO FORT BRAGG

Spurred by the war in Korea and the persistent pressure of Secretary of

the Army Frank Pace, creation of Uxe Office of the Chief of Psychological War-

fare took place in early 1951--a key link in the chain of events leading to

establishment of tL- '.ýychoiogical Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North Caro-

lina. Under the ]pa.rsh:'- of Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, the OCPW

initiated plan,3 thaL rr-su3:-.d in authorization for this unprecedented center

and for act$'ation of an .-qually unprecedented cD'acept and organization--

Special Forces, Tr -:zc-.-•ste our examination of hcw and why this ok-curred--

that is, to urderst-.nd the origins of a ".-peciA&. warfare" capability for the

Army--we must look bey'ond the mcre o-,vious sti.'s of the Korean emergency to

the everes .axI.n& pi', -',)oth inL Europe nrid :.n the tni.ted S•ates.

While thz c if flicta27 i- Y -a ir. I !y occv)lw'I a me lor sha-re c~E the

OCP4'r attention, McClui: 1.m,.,d anor. iftr!- arri-ral in Wsshington tbirt his ac-,

qua.itances in the European theater would be -- m~ii-iJng him c•', thleir require-

ments. In December 1950 the Chief of Staff of Hi.2%iuarters, Eur'p.&in Coum and,

sent him a "Dear Bob" letter:

I was sorry to hear that you lost yoii: nice bil.let on the West Co.,st,
buc feel that the Army will benefit materially from your assignment
as head of the new Psychological Warfare Division in the Department
Certainly, we hay, no other officer who has the broad experience wt.chyou have had in that field. 1

1 Headquarters, European Command, letter from Major Gener&l DanioJ. Noe-,
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After this introductory compliment, General Noce got down to business,

stating that their difficulty in obtaining qualified officers for psycho-

logical warfare and special operations had substantially slowed progress in

planning for these activities. He outlined his requirements for trained of-

ficers in both fields, indicating that these needs had been discussed recently

with Lieutenant Colonel J. R. Deane, Jr., whom McClure had sent to Europe on

a liaison trip. Interestingly, in a comment that reflects some of McClure's

organizational philosophy, Noce added:

The organization of your division works in quite well with the
psychological warfare and unconventional warfare organization
which we have established in this headquarters, since we nave
placed both of these activities in one branch of our OPOT (G-3)
Division.

McClure's reply reflected his frustration in attempting to restore

specialized skills neglected in the immediate post-World War 11 period:

I fully appreciate your difficulty in obtaining qualified officers
for psychological warfare and unconventional warfare activities.
We are encountering the same difficulties here. I am greatly em-
barrassed that we have been unable so far to furnish you the two
officers for psychological warfare planning which you requested in
a radio message some time ago. 1

This is precisely the condition that McClure and a few other farsighted

indtviduals had sought to avoid when just a few years previous they had la-

mented the dispersion of people with World War II experience, and warned about

Chief of Staff, tQ Brigadier General. Robert A. McClure, 13 December 1950, RG
319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 6, Pay
War 091.412 TS (13 December 1950, 15 January 1951), National Archives.

Depa.'t•ent of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., letter

tc Major Go,•eral Daniel Noce, Chief of Staff, EUCOM, from Brigadier General
MAClu'a, 15 Je.nuary 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare 1951-54, TS
De,-im.al Files, Box No. 6, Pay War 091.412 TS (13 December 1950, 15 !anuary
195.',. Na'-Ional Archives.
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the lack of attention being paid to maintaining psychological warfare capa-

bility. Now their prophecies were being fulfilled. As one of the few senior

officers who grasped the complexities and possibilities of this specialized

field, McClure struggled to redress the shortage of trained pe.zsonne.. situa-

tion in bo'th the U.S. and the overseas theaters and also to maximize his per-

sonal experience to improve the situation.

Unable to immediately provide the planners that General Noce needed,

McClure offered to do "some little work here along that line as suggestions

for you." In this same letter, McClure again discussed the valuable con-

tribution made by civilians in psychological warfare, mentioning specifically

the forthcoming visit to Lurope of Mr. C. D. Jackson, his former Deputy

throughout World War II. He also provided a lengthy illustration of what he

called the "practi cal side of back-stopping" psychological warfare operations,

emphasizing:

It is for this reason of thinking the problem through from the leaf-
lets in the enemy soldier or civilian hands back to the tree from
which the pulp ia produced, that a man with Jackson's experience will
be essential. God forbid that you go through the growing pains,
trial and error, and frustrations that we did in World War II until
we finally reached maturity. I can assure you that we will give you
£11 the help poss )le back here.

And help 1. did. McClure sent General Noce a considerable amount of

guidance materials for psychological warfare planning, to include training

cL.,culars, programs, schbidules, a draft National Psychological Warfare Plan

for ^-nerai War, tha State r7,partment's "Russian Plan," and cstimates of

loe~stical requirezent3 for psychological warfare planning.1 Increased

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter from Brigadier General McClure to Major: Gani:al
Noce, 12 June 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare 1951-54, TS Decimal
Files, Box No.. 6, Pay War 091.412 (TS (12 June 1951), National Archives.
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efforts were made to provide the officers EUCOM needed, and by October a small

Psywar Section had been formed in the Speciel Plans Branch of Headquarters,

EUCOM. The 301st Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group, a New York City re-

serveunit, was recalled to active duty, sent to Fort Riley, Kansas, for

training, and shipped to Europe in November, together with the 5th Loudspeaker

and Leaflet Company. 1

The decision to ship the 301st to Europe was itself fraught with contro-

versy and indicative of the competing requirements that OCPW faced during

this hectic period. General Willoughby felt that assignment of the 301st to

the Par East Comnand would be the most practical solution to their urgent

needs, and McClure initially agreed with this assessment. He was forced to

backtrack, however, because of a decision by G-3 to honor the corresponding

and prior need expressed by the European theater. Thus the 1st Radio Broad-

casting and Leaflet Group, a prototype unit stationed at Fort Riley, Kansas,

was instead shipped to FICOM. 2

l~bid., Headquarters, European Command, letter from LTC R. G. Ciccolella,
Chief, Pay War Section, Special Plans Branch, Operations, Plans, Organization
and Training Division, to Brigadier General McClure, 15 October 1951, Pay War
337; letter from LTC Ciccolella to McClure, 14 November 1951, RG 319 (Army
Staff), Pay War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 385.2-
400, Box No. 24, Pay War 400 (14 November 1951) S, National Archives; Depart-
ment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Washington 25,
D.C., Progress Report - 1 April 1951, RG 319 - Chief of Special Warfare,
1951-54, Pay War 319.1, National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter from Brigadier Genetal McClure to Major General
Charles A. Willoughby, G-2, General Headquarters, Far East Command, 10 March
1951, RG 319 fArmy Staff), Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54; Pay War 091.412,
National Archives; also Pay War 322 (19 February 1951), Request for Increase
in Authorized Strength of Pay War Units, Psy War 322 (28 February 1951'
RB&L Grop for FECOID, and Pay War 322 (5 March 1951) Reduced Strength RB&L
Group for EUCOM, RG 319 (Army Staff) Pay War Admin Office Records Branch
Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 322-326, Box No. 13, National Archives.

----------------------
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In addition to providing such assistance as they could to EUCOM, the

OCNW was also involved in numerous planning actions oriented toward off-

setting the perceived Soviet threat in '"urope. An example of such actions

was a meeting called by the Joint Strategic Plans Division (JSPD) of the

Services' psychological warfare intelligence representatives. The purpose

of the meeting was to explore sources of discontent within the Soviet satel-

lite services which could be exploited by propaganda to reduce morale, and to

explore means by which the Services could furnish the State Department with

materials for psychological warfare against the USSR and its Satellite forces.

The Acting Chief, JSPD, agreed to await OCPW's submission of an outline plan

for overt psychological attack against Soviet and Satellite forces prior to

taking further action, a plan that would confine itself to military psycho-

logical vulnerabilities. The Army. was in a posture to make this contribution

because McClure had previously alerted his staff to prepare a draft plan, "EEl,

Psychological Vulnerabilities of Soviet Armed Forces in Current Period

(Draft)." This particular plan was illuqtrative of many such actions initi-

ated by McClure during this period, and reflected both his ability to antici-

pate requirements and his desire to lead the way in psychological warfare

planning among the Services. 1

He was to have some competition on this latter score, and OCPW's running

feud with the Air Force was indicative of the interservice rivalry that marked

these years. While attending a joint EUCOM-USAFE (U.S. Air Force, Europe) in

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Meeting called by
Colonel Hopkins, JSPD, by LTC Richard Hirsch, Intelligence and Evaluation
Branch, 2 August 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare 1951-54, TS
Decimal Files, Box No. 6, Pay War 091.412, hational Archives.
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Europe, McClure noted somewhat peevishly thct while both the Army and Air

Force had exhibits at the conference illustrating psychological warfare ob-

jectives, techniques, and historical examples, the Air Force exhibit "was an

elaborate and expensive one" which had been on tour in the United States and

would visit portions of Europe. Moreover, in his eyes the exhibit was mis-

leading:

It is unfortunate that the air exhibit fails to indicate any Joint
participation by other services in the field of Psychological War-
fare. A false impression is given that the Air Force is unilaterally
conducting Psychological Warfare even in Korea today. Korean leaf-
lets used in the exhibit and sample ones given to the audience leave
the impression that the Air Force determines the content, prints the
leaflet, selects the target, and then makes distribution. Quite the
contrary, no leaflet has been designed or printed by the Air Force
in the Far East command to date. It is an Army operation except for
airlift distribution. This is the same practice as World War II.

We have seen that McClure was critical of Air Force support of Army

psychological warfare operations in Korea, but this statement reveala an even

deeper concern--that the Air Force, in its organization and activities, was

"going into Psywar in a big way, disturbingly so in some respects," as he re-

marked to his staff. 2 Apparently the Air Force felt that they had claim to a

strategic role in psychological warfare beyond that of simply providing the

airplanes for leaflet distributiou. Not illogically, they argued that in

iDepartment of the Army. Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memo for Record, Staff Meeting, 6 December 1951, kc 319
Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2, Psy War 020
Staff Meetings National Archives; Memorandum for: Chief of Staff, U.S. Irmy,
Subject: Psychological Warfare Conference EUCOM, 27-28 November 1951, by
Brigadier General McClure, 6 December 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special War-
fare, Pay War 334S (6 December 1951), National Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of tte Chief of Fsychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memo for Record, Weekly Staff Meeting, 8 March 1951, RG
319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2,
Psy War 020 Staff Meetings, National Archives.
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addition to providing the airlift through their special Aerial Resupply and

Communication (ARC) Wings, they should also be able to compose and print leaf-

; ! lets. In thair staff organization, research projects and training plans, the

Air Force embarked upon a psycholcgical warfare program that resulted in what

one disinterested Navy observer characterized as "the clash of two growling

organizations, A,:my and Air Force Psychological Warfare."' 2 McClure, on the

other hand, believed that the Air Force plans, if implemented, would "result

in extravagant duplication of the minimal numbers of personnel and items of

equipment envisaged for Army propaganda operations."13 McClure's suspicionL

of these Air Force intrusions into what he considered to be Army terrain con-

tinued unabated and were intensified by disagreements over responsibilities

for unconventional warfare. Our investigation of this latter topic will come

later; now we must turn to the important activities in psychological warfare

taking place in the United States.

Ilnterview with Colonel John B. B. Trussell, U.S. Army (Retired), at
Carlisle Barracks, PA, 7 May 1979. Colonel Trussell, as a Lieutenant Colonel,
was a staff officer in the OCPW during the early 1950's.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum from Captain Hahn, USN, to Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations, Subject: Air Force Views Relating to Retardation (of Soviet
Advances), 20 October 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
TS Decimal Files, Box No. 16, Psy War 381, National Archives; see also Pay
War 350.001 TS (7 January 1952), Subject: Psychological Warfare Presentation
for PSB, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 13, and Psy War 385 TS (29
August 1951), Subject: Appraisal of Capabilities of Psychological Operations
in Department of Defense, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 20, National Archives.

3 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject:
Psychological Warfare Conference, EUCOM, 27-28 November 1951, by Brigadier
General McClure, 6 December 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare,
Pay War 334 S (6 December 1951), National Archives.
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PsycholoRical Warfare Activities in the United States

The requirements of the theater commands, both in Europe and the Far

East, and the concurrent necessity to develop a training program and supporting

structure for psychological warfare in the United States, placed heavy demands

upon McClure's office. The imnediate need for a qualified Psychological War-

fare Officer in each Army Headquarters was met by sending selected personnel

to a 17-week course at Georgetown University, but this stopgap measure only

scratched the surface. A letter from one of McClure's staff to the harried

commander of the 1st Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group, being readied at

Fort Riley, Kansas, for deployment to the Far East, vividly depicts the situ-

ation:

In order that you will be better able to appreciate the personnel
problems facing us here, I would like to give you a little indica-
tion of our immediate requirements for officers. We must find 38
officers for your Group, 24 officers for a student body for the

* first unit officers' course in the Psychological Warfare School, 14
officers for the Staff and Faculty of the Psychological Warfare
School, 5 officers for the let Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company, 8
officers for the 5th Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company, which is to
be activated in the near future, and approximately 20 additional
officers for this office. That totals 109 officers needed in the
immediate future and there are additional miscellaneous slots to be
filled. To meet this requirement, we have so far requested approx-
imately 100 officers. We are finding that we get only fifty percent
of those we request. Those now being requested will not be avail-
able at the earliest until late April or May. However, we hope to
have enough available by mid-April to provide a minimum staff for the
units at Riley, a minimum staff for the School, and a small student
body for the first unit officers' course. 1

As we sw earlier, plans to establish the Psychological Warfare Depart-

ment as a part of the Army General School at Fort Riley began in the winter

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter from Major Kenneth B. Stark to LTC Romer E.
Shields, 12 March 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
Nation&I Archives.
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of 1950 when General McClure forwarded a request from the Chief, Army Field

Forces, to have Lieutenant Colonel John 0. Weaver assigned es its first

Chief. Weaver finally acquired enough of a faculty to establish "the world's

first formal school of military propaganda" in the spring of 1951. The pur-

pose of his initial endeavor, the Psychological Warfare Officer Course, was

to train selected officers for assignment to psychological warfare
staff and operational units; to develop in officers an understand-
ing of the nature and employment of propaganda in combat and to
make them knowledgeable of the organization's methods and techniques
for the tactical conduct of propaganda in the field. 1

Designed to provide a general introduction to psychological warfare, stra-

tegic intelligence, foreign army organization, intelligence, and psycho-

"logical operations, courses for officers ranged from six to seven weeks in

duration. Four officer and two noncommissioned officer classes were gradu-

ated between June 1951 and April 1952, for a total of 334 students. This

included representatives from the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force, as well

as Allied students from Canada, Great Britain, Denmark, Belgium, France, and

Italy.Z

By April 1951, OCPW had requested the activation of five psychological

warfare units: the Ist Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company. (the old Tactical

LLinebarger, Psychological Warfare, p. 304;" letter, Colonel Otis Hayes,

May 5, 1969, to Office of Information, John F. Kennedy Center for Special
Warfare, Fort Bragg. North Carolina; Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas,
"Program of Instruction for Psychological Warfare Unit Officer," January
1951, p. i. USAJFYCENMA Archives.

2Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas, "Program of Instruction for

Psychological Warfare Officer Course," August 1951, p. 12; letter, Colonel
Hayes, May 5, 1969, to Office of Information. Colonel Hayes was recalled to
active duty in 1951 to be the Psychological Warfare Division's Deputy at Fort
Riley. After the Psychological Warfare Center was activated at Fort Bragg,
NC, in 1952, he became the first Director of the Psychological Operatiori De-
partment (in the Psychological Warfare School) and remained in that position
for eighteen months.
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Information Detachment) with the Eighth Army in Korea; the 2d Loudspeaker and

Leaflet Company at Fort Riley as a prototype unit; the 5th Loudspeaker ane

Leaflet Company at Fort Riley but scheduled for shipment to Europe; the 1st

Radio Broadcasting ani Leaflet Group at Fort Riley originally as a prototype

unit but scheduled for shipment to the Far East command" an• the 301bt (Re-

serve) Radio Broadcasting Group, which was to be stationed at Fort Riley for

training in May, then shipped to Europe. Additionally, organizational con-

cepts and functions for these troop units, as well as for the OCPW and a

Psychological Warfare Division, Special Staff, for theater command use were

developed. A directive was sent to Army Field Forces to establish training

programs for the general indoctrination of all military personnel in psycho-

logical warfare, and to prepare detailed programs for both active and Reserve

psywar units. In accordance with this directive, all Army schools were re-

quested to include general indoctrination instruction in psychological warfare

in their curriculum. And by the end of May, McClure began sending out the

first of a series of informational letters designed to maintain a close con-

tact between OCN and Psychological Warfare officers in the Army Headquarters. 1

To conduct nonmateriel research in suzpport of the burgeoning pzyche-

logical warfare effort, the Army relied almost exclusively upon a civilian

agency, the Operations Research Office (ORO), operated under contract by the

Johns Hopkins University. Examples of the type studies done by ORO were a

three-volume basic reference work fcr psychological warfare, specific country-

iDepartment of the Army, Cffice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Progress Kt.vort, Personnel and Trai.ning Division, I April
1951, KG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, Psy War 319.1, National
Archives; Offi,.e of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, letter to LTC John V.
White, G-3 Section, fleadcuarters, First Army, Governor's Island, New York,
from General McClure, 24 May 1951, Piy War 320.2, National Archives.
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oriented manuals for the use of psychological warfare operators, an analysis

and grouping of sample leaflets from World War II and Korea to develop

classification scbemes, and a considerable amount of field operations re- ....

"search-done in Korea, McClure's staff was not entirely satisfied with ORO's

work, claiming that their projects were "too general in concept" and not

easily utilized by the Army's psychological operators. And Johns Hopkins also

began to have misgivings about the contract, believing that it could not

properly perform the development research (as opposed to operations research)

required by OCPW in support of psychological warfare. Eventually the Human

Resources Research Office (HUCIRO) was formed to supplant ORO and under'take a

general program in psychological research for the Army. 1

McClure was particularly interested in improving the development and pro-

curiment of suitable materiel for the coiiduct of psychological warfare. He

felt that "as a result of the 1945-49 hiatus in psychological warfare and

special operations planning," tho military "entered the Korear. conflict with

little m=re than obsolete pieces of World War II equipment." Examples of some

of the type equipnent p,.t under development were a mobile reproduction unit

for propaganda leaflets, a newly designed lightweight portable loudspeaker for

use in front-line operations, and a completely equipped mobile 5,000-watt

1 Department of the Army, Operations Research Office, Washington 25,
D.C., letter from Ellis A. Johnson, Director, to Brigadier General Robert A.
McClure, Subject: Pesearch fur Psy6iological Warfare, 8 May 1951, Psy War
400.112; Office of tha Chief of Psychologictl Warfare, Memorandum for: Chief,
Psychological Warfare, Subject: Non-materiel Research Program, 7 February
1951, from LTC Jeroe G. Sacks, Research Pra•ch, filed with Pay War 400.112
(29 February 1951); Office of the Secretary of the Army, Memorandum for the
Secretary of Defense, Subject: Apprsisal of Capabilities of Psychological
Operations in Department of Defense, from Secretary Frank Pace, Jr., 21 Sep-
tember 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Varfare, TS Decimal Files, Box
No. 20, Psy War 385 TS, National Archives.
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radio broadcasting station. 1

And if this myriad of competing requirements was not enough to k*ep it

busy, the OCI was soon faced with the possibility of a reduction in its

civilian and military per".onnal strength--a threat that they avoided by invok-

Ing the previously announced views of Secrecary of the Army Paco with respect

to support of the Army's psychologi.'al warfare program. McClure had a diffi-

cult enough time as it was obtaining -be qualified people that he needed for

the specialized skills of psychological warfare and special operations.

Coupled with the fact that many officers were teluctant to become involved

in an activil-" considered to be "out of the mainstream," he often had to "take

what he cov.ld get," in the words of one of his former staff officers. Many

of the officers that were aent to OCNW felt "trapped" by the assignment because

of McClure's reluctance to release them for other jobs, apparently a wource of

considerable discoatent.2

There was also some disgruntlement among his officers concerning

McClure's insistence on special staff status for the OCPW, rather than re-

maing under the G-3 as a part of the General Staff--a position, they thought,

of greater stat'ire and "clout" within the Army bureaucracy. Certainly there

was some basis for these feelings--under normal circumstances the General

IDel•wrne-4 of the Ara. Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washinrton 25, D.C., "Briefing is Secretary of Defense on OCPN Actifities,"
5 November 1951, RG 319 (A.Vmy Stafr2), Psy War Admin Office, Racords Brancd,
Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 334-337, Pay War 337 S (5 November 1951., Natic kal

Archives.

2 71partnsat of the Army, Office of the Chlef of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to Office of the Chief of Staff of the Army,
Subject: Raductioa of Military and Civilian Personnel in the Chief of Staff
area, 27 August 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Specinl Warfare, SECRET Decimal
Files, 1951-54, C92-230, Box No. 9, Pay War 230 (17 August 1951), National
Archives; interview with Colonel John B. B. Trussell, t May 1979.

- ''I
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Staff does carry more "clout" and an aura of greater prestige. But McClure's

World War II experience had firmly etched in his mind the overriding advane

tages of relative autonomy and access to the top decision makers that special

staff status afforded. As we have seen, this was a theme consistently advo-

cated by him, both in the United States and in his ralations with the theater

commands. Despite these resentments, however, McClure was apparently liked

and held in high esteem by those who worked for him. "Robbie" backed his

subordinates loyally, was tremendously energetic and enthusiastic about

OCI''s tol-c, And was considerably more articulate than mst general officers

of his time. 1 And he had vi-inn. This vision extended to the field of uncon-

ventional warfare.

The Special Forces Ranger Regimept

At the time of OCPW's creation, General McClure had successfully lobbied

to havc responsibilities for the unconventional warfare function from G-3 trans-

ferred to him. While some thinking on the subject of behind-the-lines activi-

ties and special -inits had taken place in the Army during the interwar years,

nothing much had been done to follow through on these initial ideas--particu-

larly in view of the CIA/OPC.'s assumption of the primary responsibility for

covert operations. Under McClure's leadership, this situation was to change--

for within a year and a half the plans fo.rmulated within his Special Opera-

tlons Division (later renamed the Special Forces Division) to create a formal

unconventional warfare capability for the Army came to fruition. But the path

to that goal was not easy, nor did it proceed in a straight line.

McClure realized that his own firsthand expertise was basically in the

lInterview with Colonel John B. B. Trussell, 9 May 1979.



186

psychological varfare field, so early on he indicated tc his stalf that be

wu "fighting for officers with background and experience in special opera-

tions." 1  Iato the Special Operations Division he brought several officers

with World War 11 and Korean War experience in gue-rilla warfare or with

long-rang penetration units: Lieutenant Colonel Malvia Russell lair and

Lieutenant Colonel Marvin Waters, both of whom had served with "Merrill's

Marauders"; ColcneL Aaron Pank, who had fought with the French 3 1 1 .s' as a

member 'of the 088; Colonel Wendell Fertia, %ho conanded the guerrillas on

)indanao after the Japanese occupied the Philippines; and Lieutenant Colonel

Russell Volckmann, who had organized ard conducted guertill& warfare opera-

tions in North Luzon and had planned and directed behind-the-lines opera-

tions in Worth Korea. 2

Colonel Volckmann remembered that General McClure approached him irt

the hospital (he had been evacuated from Korea to Walter Read Boepital in

December 1951) with a request to help organize the Special Operations Divi-

sion, and it was only after being assured that the Department of the Army was

interested in organized behind-the-lines operations that he %greed to take

the job.3 Together the group in OCNW prepared studies, plans, organization

and opera.tional concepts and tr/ining program: for a formal. U.3. PAxy un-

conven-tional warfarc capability--Special Forces.

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the •hief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C.., Wetkly Staff Meeting, 8 March 1951, RG 319 Army - Cief
of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2, National Archives.

2Letter, Brigadier Gene-al R. V. Volckmrnn (Retired), to Office of In-
formation, John F. Kennedy Centet for Special Warfare, Fort Bragg, North Caro-
line, March 21, 1969; ard let:er,, Colonel Aaron Bank (Pa:ired), to Office of
Informa:ion, John F. K]nnedy Center for Special Warfare, February 17, 1968,
and April 3, 1968.

3Letter, Brtgajier General Volckmann, March 21, 1969.
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These stud..as and organizational concepts were inevitably based to a

considerable extent on the personal operational experience of the officers in-

volved, plus research of the past major resistance movements. In addition to

his World War II guerrilla w&rfare adventures, Colonel Volckmaan possessed a

considerable amount of info,:mation resulting from more than six months of re-

s,sarch he had undertaken in 1949 at Fort Banning, Georgia, while preparing

draft field manuals oxu Crganization and Conduct of Guerrilla Warfare and

Combattinx Guerrilla Fo-.ces. 1 Colonel Bank, another key figure, had operated

as a Jelburgh it. southern France, later organized and trained anti-Nazi German

prtsoneis of war for harassing tactics against the Germans in Austria (the

assignment was ultimately cancelled) and still later completed two OSS mis-

sior,s in Indo-China.
2

Bank, who joined OCPW as Chief of the Special Operations Division at

3tne end of March 1951 (to be succeeded by Colonel Fertig in July), gives

Volckmann considerable credit for "the development of position, planning, and

policy papers that helped sell the establishment of Special Forces units in the

active Army." Bank also makes it clear that he and Volcknann based their plans

for the Army's unconventional warfare capability ou their World War II experi-

ences with the Philippine guerrillas and OSS, and that Special Forces units

lIhid.; letters, Colonel Bank, February 17, 1968, and April -*, 1969.

2 Letter, Colonel Aaron Bankr (Retired), to Office of Information, John F.
Kennedy Center for Special Warfare, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Februar7 23,
1969.

3 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Xirtut,.s of Staff Meetings, 29 March 1951 and 19 July 1959,
RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal File5 , Box No. 2, National
Archives. These frequent changes of di'vision chief Jesignations were probably
due to the relative date of tank, or seniority, among the colonels brought into
the Special Operations Division.
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were developed "in the OSS pattern of tiny unics with the prime mission of

developing, training, and equipping the guerrilla potential deep in enemy

territory.e To those who would insuit on linking the Army'a Ranger units an

forerunners of Special Forces, Bank unequivocally states that "actually they

[Special Forces] have no connection with ranger type organLzations since

their mission and operations are far more complex, time consuming,. require

much deeper penetration and initially are often nf a strategic nature."1'

The comments of Volckmann and Bank, made in retrospect, may give the

impression that this rather clear delineation of roles and missions for

Special Forces was clearly understood from the veery beginning.. The evidence

suggests otherwise. In actuality, the path that led to the concept for or-

ganization and employment of Special Forcen was tortuous and marked by con-

troversy. The initial discussions within the Army on this subject, in fact,

wtrs reminisc~ent of the rather confus.I dialogue that took place during the

interwar year3 concerning the "Airborne Reconnaissance units," the "Ranger

Group," and the "Special Operations Company," all of which tended to inter-

mingle OSS and Ranger precepts. The task of clearing up thit doctrinal con-

fusion proved to be no easier in 1951 than it was during the period prior to

Korea.

We have seen that in early February 1951, General McClure briefed the

Army Gene-al Council on the necesslty for a rapid organizatton of unconven-

tional warfare, and that shortly thereafter Secretary Pace provided strong

official support for the combining of psychological and unconventional warfare

planning functions. By late March, a few weeks after Volckmann joined OCM,

1Letter, Colonel ?,aron Bank, Febrary 23, 1973.

. .• ..........
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FcClure's new office received a copy of a bzief memorandum to the Director,

Organization and Training Division, from Majozr Grneral Maxwell D. Taylor,

the G-3:

In consultation with General McClure, please develop the Army re-
sponsibility for guerrilla and anti-guuirrilla warfare within the
field of G-3 interests. ruiving determined what our responsibility
is, I should then like to verify that the various elements in the
guerrilla missioa are clearly assigned to subordinate Army units. 1

It is interesting to note that Taylor's directive included anti-

gueri'illa warfare. While some lip service was given to this in the studies

which follwed, it was not to be considered an important part of the Special

Forces bag of tricks until the 1960's, when "counterinsurgency" became the

third leg of the "special warfare" triad at Fort Bragg.

A. any rate, to this point Geineral McClure had not been able to do much

about the unconventional warfare part of his mission. Arrangements had been

made for a few officers from Army Field Forces and the var-.ous Army headquar-

ters in the United States to attend a Staff Familiarization Course in Guer-

rilla "Warfare at Fort Beuning, Georgia, commencing April 5, 1951. In most

cases, there were the same officeri %bo attended tl.e special psychological

warfare course run by Georgetovn University.2 The course in guerrilla warfare

was set up after a series of conferenes in 1949 between the Army and the CIA

resulted in the selection of Fort Benning as the site for a training course

DIDpartment of the Arry, Office of the G-3, Washington 25, D.C., Memo-
randum for Director, O&T Division, Subject: Responsibilities of Army with
Respect to Guerrilla Warfp.re, 20 March 1951, by Major General Maxwell D.
Taylor, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54,
370.2 - 370.64, Box No. 15, Psy War 37).64.TS (20 March 1951), National
Archives.

2Department of the Army, Cffice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washin'ton 25, D.C., Minutes of Weekly Staff Meeting, 8 March 1951, RG 319
Arm-y - Chief of Special Warf:-.re, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2,
National Archives.
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desired by the CIA. And McClure had requested that his office receive full

reports on all behind-the-lines'operations 1a Korea in order to carry out its

assigned responsibilitles in the field of unconventional warfare.1 Other than

these tentative steps, the special operations planning in OC'W at this point

lagged considerably behind that being done in psychclogi,-a1 -warfare, prin"rily

because of a lack of experienced personnel. As McClure acquired the, people hi

needed, however, he plunged ahead.

Within ten days of receiving General Taylor's memorandum, McClure dis-

cussed the subject of guerrilla warfare with him and General Boite, and re-

ported to Lis staff that both were "1'ery much" in favor of organizing "foreign

national units." The G-3 was to do a study on the use of foreign nationals as

individuals or in units, while OCPW's Special Operations Division was re-

quested to study the poesibility of organizing a Ranger Company at Fcrt: Riley

with each platoon constituting a different nationality group. One of the pur-

poses of this company would be to work with U.S. aggressor forces in exercises

to teach soldiers counterguerrilla tactics. McClure's tentativa thinking at

this early stage was to ptopose organization of six Ranger companies of. foreign

nationals in Europe, each company to consist of a different nationality and at-

tached to a U.S. division. These companies were to be in addition to "regu-

lar" Ranger battalions of U.S. personnel. 2

Two points need to Le noted about this early dialogus. First, it was

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological. Warfare,
Waihington 25, D.C., Memorandum for the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Sub-
ject: Reports on Special Operatiors in Korea, 15 March 1951, by Brigadier
General McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Pay War, Admin Office, Records Branch,
1951-54, Box No. 6, Pay War 091 Korea (15 March 1951), National Archives.

2 Departnent of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Minutes of Weekly Staff Meeting, 29 Maich 1951, RG 319
Army - Chief of Spec-.al Varfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, BEx No. 2,

National Archives.
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clear that the focus of attention for future possible utilization of. unconven-

tional warfare was on Europe--even though the Army was currently engaged in a

"hot war" in Korea. The "foreign nationals" referred to were those from

Eastern European countries, and would be brought into the U.S. Army through

the provisions of the Lodge Bill. Secondly, it was also obvious that the

principals involved in this discussicn--to include General McClure--had not

sorted out in their minds the type of special unit desired, nor its primary

objective.

Perhaps this was because the Chief of Staff himself was unclear on the

subject, as was evident in his visit to the Infantry Center at Fort Benning,

Georgia, a few days later. Di)ring his conference there, General Collins ob-

served that "the Infantry School should consider the Rangers as well as other

troops and indigenous personnel to initiate subversive activiti.s. , person-

ally established the Rangers with the thought that tley might aerve as the

nucleus of expansion in this direction.''I

This statement is particularly interesting vwer 7r.n _Jnsid,.r- z:he rather

clear-cut delineation between the roles and misafn c6 .pe:is . ?c:c1 rnd

Ranger units later insisted on by the Chief .i •i.fi. But 'uJ: a re1•eation

was not either well understood or agreed ta ,. ky dýiy"n k--' r! early

1951.

Lieutenant Colonel Volckmann from OC'?W wqs piriinnt t.L civ con-Forence

attended by General Collins at Fort B&nning, and wnp qskrd -': t'ht, Inrl.ntry

1 Hea-ýquarters, The Infantry School, Fort Bennirq, C•-orgia, Me rorandum to:
The Cor-manding General, The Infantry Center, Sub lect: Aaaly/•is aed Sug.ges-
tions Re General Collins's Conference 5 April 1951, from LTC R. W. Volckmann,
9 April 1951, filed with Psy War 337 TS (16 April 1951), RG 319 ArzrY - Chief
of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TSDecimal Files, Pox No. 12, N&tionxt Arcxiives.
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School to analyze portions of the Chief of Staff's statements. Volckmann's

analysis shou.4 be examined in some detail, ior it is the first evidence

within OCPW of the philosophical basis for creation of' an Army unconventionsl

warfare capability.

First of all, Volnkmann interpreted General Collins's use of the phrase

"subversive activities" to mean what he called "special forces operations."

He defined the lacter to include operations carried on within or behind the

enemy's lines, which could encompass the following:

1. Organization and conduct of guerrilla warfare.

2. Sabotage and subversion.

3. Evasion and escape.

4. Ranger and crcýando type operations.

5. Long-range or deep ?enetration reconnaissance.

6. Psychological warfare (through above media).l

Secondly, commenting on the Chief of Staff's reference to indigenous

personnel, Volckmann offered the fcllowing theoretical framework to clarify

the overall objective of special forces operations:

We may visualize the world today as being divided into two major
groups or layers of individuals that cover the earth unrestricted
by national boundaries. These layers, a red and a blue, are held
together by common ideologies. Any future war may well be regarded
as an international civil war waged by these opposing layers. The
full exploitation of our sympathetic blue layer within the enemy's
sphere o! influence is basically the mission of special forces opera-
tions. It is from the blue layer within the enemy's sphere of in-
fluence that we must foster resistance movements, organize guerrilla
or indigenous forces on a military basis, co~Auct sabotage and sub-
version, effect evasion and escape. We should, through special
forces operations, exploit this layer to assist our ranger and com-
mLno operations, and as a media fcr psychological warfare.

1 Tbid.
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Exploitation of this "sympathetic blue layer," stated Volckmann, would

enable the West to offset the manpower superiority of Soviet forces in

Europe, particularly during the initial stages of their invasion. Similarly,

the Allies must be preared to counter the "red layer" within their friendly

sphere of influence; a problem that involved rear area defense, for the

Soviets would exploit thdir "sympathetic red layer" to the maximum.

To effect the transition from this theoretical framework to reality, at

least as far as the Army was concerned, Volckmann advocated that concrete

measures be taken: "[T]hrough actual comnand, staff, training, and operations

we should pull the overall field of special forces operations out of the

clouds, out of the. diss. ".,n stage, and reduce it to organization, training,

and operations." To accompi q° ttns he recommended that the Infantry Center

be designed aR the focal point Zor doctrine, policy, and technique, and

further advocated the activation of a "Special Force3 Command" under the Center

to "explore, develop and conduct training in the field of specicl forces opera-

tions." Under this command should be placed Ranger training and "all other

special forces operations."

Two other points should be noted in Volckmann's analysis. Fe believed

that this concept should be considered an accepted field of conventional ground

warfare; therefore "wc should cease to regard special forces operations as ir-

regular or unconventional warfare." Thus, the ultimate objective of special

forces operations was to "organize and support, wherever possible within the

enemy's sphere of influence, guerrilla or indigenous forces on a military basis

that are capable c. efficient and controliec exploitation in conjunction with

our land, air, and sea forces."

Having established this point, Volclknann proceeded to carve out what he
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envisaged as the Army's role in this activity, both among the Services and in

its relationship to the CIA:

To me, it is basically sound that the military (the Army, since this
field falls within ground operations) has the inherent responsibility
in peace to prepare and plan for the conduct of special forces ope-a-
tions and in t',me of war to organize and conduct special forces opera-
tions. Further', I fael that it is unsound, dangerous• and unworkable
to delegate theie responsibilities to a civil agency.

Volckmann's analysis is important because it contains most of the major

elements of controversy attendant to the creation of aa unconventional warfare

capability for the Army. It also provides ua vith some valuable insights into

the philosophy of the man who, probably more than any officer in General

McClure's employ, shaped the creation of Special Forces. Certainly,

Volckmann's reservations about the CIA's role vis-k-vis the military Services--

and particularly the Army--was a major theme during *hese early years of

OCPW's exstence, as was his view that among the Sirvices the Army should have

the predominant responsibility in this relatively new field. (The Air Force,

in particular, disagreed with this contention.) His rather astute attempt to

avoid use of terms like "irregular" or "unconventional" warfare Indicatedan

early recognition of the need to allay the suspicions of conventional military

men (although the term "unconventional warfare" remains in use to this day).

And his advocacy of a "Special Forces Command" and training center was to come

to fruition the following year--but not at Fort Benning, anid not in the form

that he intended. While Volckmapn clearly attiched considerable importance to

the potential use of indigenous personnel in guerrilla warfare, apparently the

type organization that he initially had in mind to support and direct these

personnel was a Ranger unit--not the OSS-type Special Forces organization that

IIbid.
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he ultimately played such an instrumental role in creating. His use of the

words "special forces operations," then, was practicaily synonymous with

OCPW's understanding of "apecial operations"; that is, broadly defined as

all types of behind-the-lines activities conducted Zor a. military purposa,

not just guerrilla warfare. 1 Iiter he would I.e more specific in differenti-

ating bet-ween Ranger and Commando missions, and those involving the organiza-

tion and support of indigenous personnel in guerrilla warfare.

Another interesting aspect of Volckmann's memorandum was thc bureau-

cratic tactic employed to ',ring it to the attention of decision makers.

After Volckmann returned from the Fort Benning confererce, his memorandum

was sent to the Chief of Staff, General Collins, with a request that "the

interpretation that has been placed on these statements of General Collins

be confirmed and/or commented on in order that appropriate action may be

initiated by the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, to initiate the directives

necessary to arcoupiish the resires of the Chief of Staff.'• 2 This proved to

be the impetus for a series of foundational studies by OCPW, to include the

initial one, "Army Responsibilities in Respect to Special (Forces) Opera-

tions," written principally by Volckmann and later approved by the Chief of

Staff--a classic illustration of the manner in which one achieves "visibility"

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for General Taylor, Assistant Chief cf Staff,
G-3, Subject: Definitions Relating to Psychological Warfare, Special Opera-
tions and Guerrilla Warfare, 17 April 1951, R5 319 Army - Chief of Special
Warfare, 1951-54, Pay War 370.64 (17 April 1951), National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychiolugical Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Surmmary Sheet to Chief of Staff, Subject: General Col-
lins Conference at the Infantry Center, 5 April 1951, from Colonel Edward
Glavin, Acting Chief of Psychological Warfare (Summary Sheet was prepared by
LTC Volckmann), 16 April 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
TS Decimal Files, Psy War 337 (16 April 1951), National Archives.
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for a pet project in the Pentagon bureaukracy.'

By the end of May the thinking in G-3 and OC'W had begun to crystalli2-e

concerning the utilization of Lodge Bill recruits. Snandards of selection

were established, and a goal of 800 individuals established for those who

would volunteer for airborne training, and who possessed specialties related

to the conduct of guerrilla warfare. The mission of these aliens wuuld be to

organize guerrilla bends in Eastern Europe -fter war began and attack the

Soviet liaes of communication--the purpose being to slow, or "retard," the

Soviet advance into Western Euxope. Plans were being developed to trair these

personnel in increments of 100 in a cycle that included Basic Combet Training,

followed by completion of the Ranger Course at Fort Benning, then furthsr

specialized instruction in guerrilla warfare, sabotage, clanJestine connuni-

cations and related subjects. 2

At the erz' of th4.s trainin& cycle, the aliens would be made av',ilable

to the Eurrpean Theater Ccmand. It was h• -e that the planning was less pre-

cise. One alternative being #sxamined waa the formation of additional

Ibid.; also Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Fsycho-

logical Warfare, Washington 25, D.C., 3riefing Notes Conference with G-1, 2,
3, 4, and AFF RE Training in the Field af Special (F.orces) Operations, 21 June
1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare 1951-54, TS DezLmal Files, Box
No. 12, Pay War 337 TS (21 June 1951), National Archives. Tae s;cudies re-
sulting from this action, in addition to "Army Responsibilities in Report to
Special (Forces) Operations," were: "Theater Special Forces Co.mand and
(Z.I.) Special Forces Trainipg Commnd"; "Special Forces Ranger Units - and -
Special Forces Ranger Units Recruiting and Training of Perscnnel"; "Rear Azea
Defense"; and "Executive Agent for the Joint Chiefs .- Staff '.3r Matters Per-
taining to Guerrilla Warfare."

2Departmer of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General Eddleman, Subjct: Utilization
of Lodge Bill Recruits in Special (forces) Operations, 23 May 1951, from
Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 Army - Chief of Sv.cial Warfare, TS Decimal
Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64. nox No. 15, Pay War 173.2 TS (23 May 1951),
National Archives.
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"(Special Forces) Ranger Companies" to which could be assigned those Americans

and Eastern European aliens trained for behind-the-lines eperations, and which

would bw made available to the theater command for coitment on D-Day. An-

other idea was to =ve the aliena to Europe for organization into provisional

units, so as to be available for such operations upon the outbreak of hostili-
I

ties. These options show evidence of McClure's Initial ruminations on the

subject, but it wao clear that nothing definite had been settled upon.

Approximately a• month late-, OCPW's thinking on the Lodge *ill recruits

began to show more speciftcity. The formation of a "Special Forces Regiment"

of threa bar.taiions, a Lotal of 2,481 persinnel, was proposed. Approximately

!,300 of the 2,097 enlistcd requirements would be Lodge Bill recruits, and it

was envi'ii1:& that the fo-rce could bo trained and deployed to Europe in com-

pany-size .ncrements. The total force vuild then serve &a the troops re-

quired to iwlerent the unconventional warffre portion of current wat pisns

and "1'cploit the estimated 370,000 mar. potential within the USSR and its

satellies.'"2 The latter statement is particularly interesting because, as we

shall see, the subject of resistance potential in Europe was to become a bone

of contention between the Army arn CTA. Also not-3rthy during this period

were discussions by OCPW which included the idea that approximately 4,415

personnel organized into appropriate "operational groups" (an OSS term) would

be required in peacetime for cc mitment in the event of war, the object being

lIbid.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washingtor 25, D.C., Memoraud•,m to ACofS, G-3, SubJect: Staff Studies,
"Special. Forces Ranger Unis" and "5p-!cial Forces Ranger Units, Recruiting and
Training of Personnel," 12 June 1951, frz-m General McClure, RG 319 Army - Chief
of Special Warfaze, TS Decimal Files, 2951-54, 370.2-370.64, Box No. 15, Psy
War 370.64 (12 June 1951), Nati(-nal Archives.
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to avoid the mistakes made,during World War 11: "We must wct scatter arms,

amjnition and supplies like so much grass seed and hope that they will fall

on fertile soil and in turn prove of some assistance to our aims." To direct

these forces in Europe, a "Theater Special Forces Training Command" in the

United States was propose.,. Notvithstanding this discussion of OSS-type or-

ganization, at this point the basic fraoe of reference was the Special .o.ces

Ranger unit.

This frame of reference began to take on a different pe.spective when

tOe Coesuander-in-Chief, Far East Comme-M, deactivated all of his Ranger com-

panies in July 1951. The Rangers had been reactivated during the Korean

Conflict as separate companies and attached to infantry divisions. The 8213th

Army Unit, known informally an the 8th Ranger Company, was the first to be

created and was formed at Camp Drake, Japan, in A, gust 1950, with volunteers

from U.S. forceo, in the Far East. It was attached to the 25th Infantry Divi-

aion. took part in the drive to the Yalu, and deactivated in HMrch 175L. Pee-

tveen September 1950 and September 1951, fourteen Airborne Ranger companies

were formed and trained by the Ranger Command at Fort Benning, Georgia. The

1 Departrment ot "%* Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Wa.hington 25, D.C., Ariefing Notes Conference with G-1, 2, 3, 4 and AFF RE
Training in the Field of •|ecial (Forces) Operations, 21 June 1951, RG 319
Arv':. - Chief of Special. Warfare, 1951-5/4, TS Decimol Files, Box No. 12, Pay
Walw 337 TS (21 June l';31), National Archives. Additionally, Lieutenant
Colonel Volckmann had ea.wlier rei-arated to McC)itre the conclusion "that a need
c"1its for a training comman. or -enter that will bring together the many seg-
menta of special (forcesi operations under a program. Lhat will fully develop
doctrine, policies, tachniqties and tactics . . . and that Vill develop equip-
ment and supplies." This came after e trip, directed by McClure, to ob"erve
training and instruction at the CIA'a "School N,.:mbr One." the Ranger Treining
Cent,-r, and the Infantry renter--sll at Fort Penning. Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare, ? emoranmur for: General McClure, Subject: Findings
and Rec.mwendatloria Re S! ., 'U;.vrstion% Training, Fort Banning, Cerg•Ia, 24
April 1951, by LTC R. W. :'hlIcwmar.n, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare,
TS Decimal Files, 19UI-ý4, 3/0.2-370.64, Box No. 15, Psy War 370.A4 TS (3 May
lo•!), National Archlves.
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let, 2d, 3d, 4th, 5th, and 8th companies were assigned to divisions throughout

the Eighth Army in Korea and were used primarily at long-range patrols for

specialized missions and to spearhead attacks. The 2d and 4th were also at-

tached to the 187th Regimental Combat Teami for the comb&t Jump at Munsou-ni.-

After suffering more than 50 percent casualties, the Rager companies were

inactivated and the remaining personnel assigned throughout the divisions. 1

At the time of CINCFE's action, the Commander-in-Chief, Europe (CINCRUR),

indicated that he could see no net for Ranger companies in Europe, although

he believed that there mpJit be a need for Ranger units of battalion size un-

der certain circiostances. On. of CINCFUR's primary reasons for his position

was t•e feeling that "Rangers, as a whole, drain first class soldiers from

infantry organizations," a connon complaint leveled against elite units--and

one that Special Forcea; would have to contend with. 2 More pertinent to the

advocates of "Special Forces Operations," however, were the views of both

CINCFE and CINCEUR that the Rangers were not capable of conducting guerrilla

warfare type missions in thei.r the&ters due to racial and language boundaries.

Instead, they believed, such missions should be conducted by indigenous person-

nel who were in turn trained, supplied, and controlled by American military

personnel.3

iDepartm.ent of the Army, Office )f the Chief of Psycholcical Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General McClure, Subject: Zanger Units,
17 July 1951, from Colonel Wendell Fertig, Lhief, Special Operations, RG 319
(Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54,
322-326, Box No. 13, Psy War 322 S (17 July 1951), National Archives.

21bid.; also see Eliot A. Cohen, Commandos and Politicians: Elite Mili-
tary Units in Modern Democracies (Cambridge: Center for International ?4ffairs,
Harvard, 1978), pp. 56-58.

3 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
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Voicing a related concern, Army Field Forces--a.r comanting on OCPI's

staff study "Special Forces Ranger Units"--forwarded their view that any

reference to Rangers should be deleted because "envisioned Special Forces will

in all probability be involved in subversive activities." They believed that

the concept of Special Forces should focus on the use of indigenous guerrilla

groups bshind enemy lines rather than American-staffed mAngar units; thereftre,

Rangers and Special Forces should be kept as separate and distinct or3alA'-

tions. 1

The result of all this was a meeting on August 23, 1951, presided over

by the G-3, General Taylor, out of which came a decision to deactivate: all

Ranger units and convert the Ranger Training Command to a department- of the

Infantry School. This department would conduct Ranger training for selected

officers and enlisted men, who upon completion of the course would be returned

to their parent units (a pattern which has continued until the present day).

During the meeting the question arose concerning what agency would be capable

of conducting "deep penetration activities," at which point, azcording to

Colonel Aaron Bank;s memorandtm, "General Taylor was t• .roughly briefed on the

mission and capabilities of a Special Forces organization." 2

This was perhaps the perfect illustration of that old adage, "being at

1Adjutant General, Army Field Forces, Letter to Adjutant General, Depart-
ment of the Army, Subject: Training of Individuals an.d Units of the Army in
Special (Forces) Operations, 23 August 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special
Warfare, 1951-54, Box No. 6, 091.412 TS Propaganda (23 August 1951), National
Archives.

2 Departmevit of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
WVahlr.gton 25, D.C., Memorandmn for Record, Subject: Confec-nce to Resolve
Ranger Program, 24 August 1951, by Colonel Aaron Bank, Special Op-ations Divi-
slon, RG 319. Pay War 337 (24 August 195i), National Archives. Th% principa1l
attending the conference were General Taylor, General Bradford, G-3, At-_. nd
General McAuliffe, G-1.
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ýhe right place at the right time," because ultimately the personnel spaces

needed to create the 10th Special Forces Group were made available as a result

of the deactivation of the Ranger units. Hen-:eforth, there was to be little

use of "Raiger" terminology uy OCPW in their efforts to sell the concept of

Special Forces, or in their proposals for the organization to carry out guer-

rilla warfare. Their initial draft TO&E for the "Special Forces Croup," for

example, presented &s the .,roup's mission: "To infiltrate its component

operational groups [eirphasis AJded] to designated areas within the enemy's

sphere of influence and organize the indigenous guerrilla potential on a mili-

tary basis for tactical and strategic exploitation in conjunction with our

land, sea, and air forces. 'I The organization and functions of this group

and its suhordinate operational elements clearly depicted the influence of

OSS concepts--particularly the Operational Group Command--rather than those

of the Rangers.

Ironically, a year later 0(?OW found it necessary to point out to Army

Field Forces that use of the subordinate units of the Special Forces Group on

independent commando or Ranger type missions, "while a capability," was "to

be discouraged as being highly wasteful of the highly developed skills wrapped

up in the operational teams." 2 This was in the fall of 1952, wher. the lOtn

'Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Walfare,
Washington 25, D.C., MemIrrandum for: ACofS, G-3, Subject: Req.•uast for Spaces
in the Active Army, 28 September 1951, from BriFadier General McClure, RC 319
(a-my Staff), Pay War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal T'ile (C), 9-1-54,
311.5-319.1, Box No. 11, Pay War 320.2 (21 Septevsber 1951), National A.-chives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washingtoti 25, D.C., Memorandum to ACofS, G-3, Subject: 7able of Organiza-
tion and Equipment 33-510 (proposed) for Special Forces Croup (Abn); 13 No-
vember 1952, with draft 1st Ind letter to OCAFF, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 8, Pay War 320.3 TS (30
September 1952), National Archives.
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Special Forces Group was recruiting and training at Fort kbag for deployment

to Europe.

But Army Field Forces was not the only Command in late 1952 that had

ideas different from those of OCPW on how Special Forces elements would be,

utilized. In his preliminary planning for the utilization of the 10th,

Brigadier General Liebel, of the European Command, envisapd the D-Day employ-

ment if small groups to strike at close-in targets within a fifty-mile zone

immediately in front of U.S. tactical divisions. McClure objected strenu-

ously on this question of "!"s•ic Special Forces d-ctrine," telling Lie bel that

such an activity was a Ranger or Commando-type action, normally of short dura-

tion, which would not require highly. trained Special Forces personnel, and

thus "was nct in consonance vith the concept underlying the -reation of the

10th Special Forces Group." That concepL was clear, tbought McClure: "We

continue to maintain that Special Forces Operational Detachments have, the mis-

sion and capability of developing indigenous guerrilla forces, conducting

operations behind the enemy lines, and of sustaining these operations for an

indefinitely long time." To buttress his case, McClire told Liebel that "the

Chief of Staff has insisted that Special Forces shall not duplicate the train-

ing and doctrine of ranger and commando units."1' This was the same Chief of

Staff, General Collins, who in April 1951 stated that he had "personally es-

tablished the Rangers with the thought that they might serve as the nucleus

IHeadquarters, European Commarn, Letter to Brigadier general McClure,
12 November 1952, from Brigadier General Willard K. Liebel, Chief, Support
Planq Branch, J-3, Psy War 240 (12 November 1952); Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare, Lettsr to Brigadier General Liebel, 8 December 1952,
from McClure, Psy *Wea, 290 1.8 December 1952); Office of the Chief of Psycho-
logical Warfare, Letter to Tiebel from McClure, 19 December 1952, Psy War 290
(19 December 1952), RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS
Dectmal Files, Box No. 6, National Archives,
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for expansion in this direction" (to initiate subversive activities).

This apparent turnabout in the Chief of Staff's philosophy illustrates

the confusion and difficulties that often accompany the emergence of a new

concept within militarl bureaucracy--particularly if that concept involves the

creation of in "elite" unit. One of the principrI requirements for "elitene~s"

is the possession of a specialized function, one that does not fall within the

province of 6ther militery organizations. It 1s difficult to justify the ex-

istence of elite units if there appears to be unnecessary overlapping or re-

drndancy of their functions and capabilities with those of other units. This

is particularly so during periods of acute manpower shortages. Ir. order to

survive, the definition of an elite unit's special mission--and the acceptance

of that mission by the bureaucracy--is a crucially important task. 1

Mcrlure and his staff came to recognize this necessity. With the deac-

tivation of the Rar.rs more and more effort was expended to specify guerrilla

warfare as the primary mission of the Spe.cial Forces organization that they

proposed. Part of the confusion which marked this effort was of their own

making, however. Their concept of "Special Forces Operations," for instance,

was in actuality an all-encompass-ng heading under which was grouped the many

types of operations--of which guerrilla warfare was one--whose common denomina-

tor consisted only of their being conducted within or behind enemy lines. One

would have thought, obviously, that a Speci.al Forces unit should couduc*.

"Special Forces Operations"--whlch included, by OCPW's definition, Ranger and

Commando activities. But no: as time went on, the architects of Special

Forces found it necessary to point out the error, as they saw it, of linking

iCoAen, Commandcs and Politictns, particularly nis discussion of '.The
Specialist 7.nction," pp. 30f.
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the Group and its component unit missions with the term "Spenial Forces Opera-

tiona' on the assumption that the Special Forces Group was a TO&E unit de-

signed to conduct all suzh operations. NeedLes to say, this rather subtle

0stinction .aust have been lost on many. This blurring of roles and missions

was v-v. aid&d, either, by OCPW's initial moves to graft the guetrillt warfare

concept onto the Ranger organization, only to be followed by its rather vigor-

ous efforts to dissociate Special Forces from the Rangers.

Eventually, OCPW did answer General Taylor's initial directive to de-

velop the Army responsibility for guerrilla warfare and then tc assign that

responsibility to subordinate Army units. The unit that evolved at Fort Bragg

in'1952 wan the Special Forces Group--and its orgarization was based. on OSS

concepts, not Ranger. Perhaps Volckmann and company had OS.S organizational

principles clearly in mind from the very beginning, but found it more oppor-

tune to gain initial acceptance for their ideas by tagging them on to the

Rangers, whose historical precedence in the Army was known--and particularly

since the Chief of Staff initially appeared to favor utilization of the

Rangers in a guerrilla warfare role. Or perhaps it was simply a case of the

officers involved grappling with new ideas and experimenting with. the types

of organizational machinery to implement those ideas. In all probability,

the answer is that a combination of the two motives was at work during this

initial conceptual peri&, and the deactivation of the Rangers helped to

clarify the situation.

The Road to Fort Bragg

Concurrent with the deactivation of the Rangers, General McClure began

to take an interest in establishing a trai.ning facility for both psycholog!cal

warfare and unconentional warfare. To be sure, Colonel Volckmann had
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campaigned since April for a training command or center that would fully de-

velop doctrine, techniques, and logistical aspects of special forces opera-

tions. And thsre had been some discussion between the G-3 Divt.sion and ArF in

early 1950, before the creation of OCPW, of the need for a "school center" for

psychological warfare--which resulted in establishment of the Psychological War-

fare Department at Fort Riley, just -roducing its first graduates. But now

McClure began to entertain the idea of centralizing the functions of "the

whole field of OCPW' at a post other than Fort Riley. 1

McClure ad Colonel Bank visited Army Field Forces in mid-August to out-

Sliae the Army's responsibilities in the field of unconventional warfare and to

stress the lack of organization, training, or planning that had been done in

unconventional warfare, as compared to the progress made in psychological war-

fare. The possibility of establishing a "Guerrilla Training Command" at Fort

Benning or perhaps Fort Campbell was discussed, to which would also be moved

the Psychological Warfare Department from Fort Riley. 2 Thus began the search

Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General McClure, Subject: rindings and
Recommendations re Special Operations Training, Fort Benning, Georgia, from
Lieutenant Colonel R. W. Volckmann, 24 April 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Spezial Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, from 370.2 - 370.64, Box No. 15,
Pa War 370.64 TS (3 May 1951), National Archives. Volckmann had been di-
rected by McClure to visit Fort Benning for zhe purpose of observing and re-
viewing the courser of training and instruction at the CIA's "School Number
One," the Ranger Training Center, and the Infan"'ry School, with emphasis on
the special operat{ons related instruction, then render a report to him con-
cerning findings and recomms.ndations (see memorandum from McClure to Volckmann,
19 March 1951, filed with above reference). For discussion by McClure and Bank
with AYF concerning a Training Canter, see Department of the Army, Office of
the Chief of Psychological Wazrfare, Washington 25, D.C., Minutes of Weekly
Staff Meeting, 16 August 1051, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 2951-54,
TS Decimal Files, 020 Staff Meeting, Box No. 2, National Archives.

21bid., especially Minutes of 1.'eekly Staff Meeting, 16 August 1951.

p&tA ~ .ttV'3 t~ .- w ~e ae*S m~R~



U,- , -. ,... -'-,. - -, - --.--.- ,.,--

206

for a training center, a search that would end with the selection of Fort

Bragg, North Carolina. Along thir , .4d to Fort Bragg would travel McClure's

efforts to establish Special Forces and its concept of employment, and to

gain authorization for the center he envisaged. It was not an easy journey.

First of all, there was the matter of the CIA. As we herve sein, the

Army basically welcomed the emergence of CIA/OPC during the interwar years,

and in 1949 agreed to provide it unilateral assistance in the field of guer-

rilla warfare, which included helping in the location and establishment of a

ttaining course at Fort Benning, Georgia. And after the outbreak of war in

Korea, the Army also provided !ome personnel to the CIA for their activities

in that theater.

But then General McClure and his OCIW appeared on the scene. By the

spring of 1951, McClure had already expressed his reservations concerning the

relatively autonomous OPC rol.e in Korea. In tubsequent months, the frustra-

tions of unsuccessfully attempting to influence this situation in Korea, plus

the battle to bring Special Forces into being and plan for its employmenc in

Europe, increased McClure's reservations to outright suapicions of the CA's

motives.

These suspicions were reciprocate6. As an example, in mid-1951, both

CIA/OPC and OCIrd entered into a series of conferences to determine means of

further collaboration in guerrilla warfare training programs. Even though the

study that resulted indicated that the CIA would benetit by sending some of

its personnel to the center being proposed by OCPW, the forwarding memorandum

sent to General McClure stated that "Mr. Wisher would like it to be clearly

understood that this understanding is reached on the assumption that the Army

is creating a Special Forces-Training roumand fo- its own purposes and not at
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the request of CIA.'' 1 The caveat expressed by Frank Wisner, hsad of OPC, was

obvious: The CIA was not going to place itself in the position of providing

an excuse for the Army to use in justifying the creation of its own unconven-

tional warfare capability. Perhaps it was inevitable that two strong-willed,

energetic men like Wisner and McClure, both eyeing the same "turfi' in a rela-

tively new field, would come into conflict in attempting to establish the

boundaries within which each would operate.

Not that 03v.re rp. L.ot attempts to define those boundaries and to co-

operate with each other. Th're were. Both men entered into an initial, tenta-

tive agreement in July 1951 concerning their understanding of the respective

roles 'of CIA/OPC ard OCPW in the fii•ld of unconventional warfare. This was

followed by the aforementioned conferences on training programs, and in April

1952 the two agencies agreed to an official liaison arrangement to coordinate

materiel research activities.
2

There is also evidence that eespite his early reservations concerning

Central Intelligence Agency, Office of Policy Coordination, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for: Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Through: Joint
Subsidiary Plans Division, JCS, Subject: Joint CIA-D/A Guerrilla W.rfare
Training, from Kilbourne Johnston, Deputy Assistant Director for Policy Co-
ordination, 17 August 1951, RG 319 (Ar=;? Staff), Psy War Derimal File (C).,
1951-54, 360-370.64, Bcx No. 19, Fiy War 370.64 (21 August 1951) S, National
Archives.

2 DepartLent of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washingtcn 25, D.C., Agree-ent Between Mr. Frank iisner, Assistant Director for
Policy Cooidination, CIA, and Brigadier General Robert McClure, Chief Psy War--
Special Staff, D/A, on the Respective Role-s &iid Responsibilities of C.A/OPC
and Psy War Division, Special Staff, Departxent of the Army, in the Field of
Unconvcnticaal Warfare, 17 July 1951, V.G 319 Ar.y - Chief of Special Warfare,
1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Bo:c No. 2, 020 C7A, National Archives; Office of
the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Y.amorandtm for: Chief, Joint Subsidiary
Plans Division, JCS, Subject: Cooriination of Army Psycholcgical Warfare Ma-
teriel Research Activities with CIA, 25 March 1952, from Brigadier General
Rcbert A. McClure, and reply from CIA, 23 April 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy
War Admin Office, Box No. 25, Psy War 400.112 (25 March 1952) C, National
Archives.



208

OPC's activities in Korea, McClure took a considerably more broad-minded

view of CIA's role in unconventional warfare than did :ertain members of hin

staff. After returning from an important visit to Eur pe in August and Sep-

tember 1952, to discuss unconventional warfare plannin for that theater,

McClure chided his staff:

Putnam [a JCS officer] and I talked at Length refe "ence the
philosophies I expressed--as I have repeated over tnd over with
you people. Putnam says they are not being reflecred by you
people at ta.e JSPD level. I believe the Army shou .d be the Ex-
ecutive Agent for guerrilla activities. I am not going to fight
with CIA as to their rasponsibilities in those fie ds.

Another is the fact that I am fully in accord Vith supporting
CIA in their peacetime activities in getting ready for war to the
maximum extent I can and in wartime will welcome a • of their re-
sources to the maximum of their capability. 1

This was the pragmatic McClure of World War II w o, as Chief, PWD/

SHAEF, brought together a nimber of disparate agencies and nationality

groups, civilian as well as military, in order to get the job done. He had

learned his trade well from that master of compromise And cooperation, Dwight

D. Eisenhower. But as the months and years went by, M Clure became less

tolerant, gradvally adopting in his condemnation of thi CIA the phrases of

the moat virulent critics on his staff. At the end of his tenure as Chief,

OCPW, the subject preoc.cupied him.

What caused this turnabout of affairs? Perhaps the most succinct ex-

planation of McClure's change of attitude can be found in one of his last le:-

ters before departing OCPW in early 1953. Writing to 1is old friend,

Lieutexiant General Bolts, then Coemander-in-Chipf, Europe, McClure expl&ined:

1 Department of the A-my, Office of the C:;ief of Psytholog-.cal Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Minutes of Meeting, 5 September 1951, RG 319 Army -
Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 12, Psy War 337
TS (5 September 1951), National Archives.

• . , a•
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Unfortunately I will not go through Germany on my way to Iran else
I would takE the oiportunity to bring you ap to date on the Army/CIA
relationship. I feel that the latest parer on command relationship
has so much fine print in it that we have committed ourselves to the
creation of a fourth service which wil'. cffectively t•.ý the hands of
the military and reo'.ure the Theater frmz~ander to lean on and support
CIA for all Unconventional Warfare. in reccnt conferences at CIA, I
have heard the statement made repeatedly that, "Since we are now a
fourth service many of the activities for which the Army was planning
should be transferred to CIA, including the command of military
forces designed for guerrilla warfare in time of war." Needless to
say I an very unhappy about it both because I quszt.ion the ability
of CIA and second, because I have never belleved the Joint Chiefs in-
tended to abrogate their responsibilities for the active co- and of
military operations in time of war.-

Here, then, were McClure's key grievances. Aside from the perennial

quest~on during these early years of the precise delineation of peacetime and

wartime responsibilities for unconventional warfare between the CIA and DOD,

McClure had simply come to believe that the CIA was not capable of holding up

their end of the bargain--however it was defined. Imbued with the urgency o.

preparing the nation and the Army for a possible war in Europe, McClure was dis-

satisfied with the CIA's apparent lack of progress in preparation of guerrilla

warfare. He reported to the Chief of Staff in early September 1951 that the "CIA

has only now initiated planning for the execution of preparatory measures to

* aid in the retaidation of a Soviet advance.'" 2 He belicved, therefore, that the

military--and particularly the Army--needed to have xvnconventional warfare forces

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington, D.C., Letter to 'Lieutenant G.neral Charles L. Bolte, Commander-in-.
Chief, U.3S. Army, Europe, from Brigadier General McClure, 1953 undated (probably
late Fe1,ruary or early March 1953), RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin O.fice,
Records Branch, 1951-54, 020-40, Box No. 3, Pay War 040 CIA (undated) 57,
National Archives.

S2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Surmmary Sheet for Chief of Staff, Subject: Staff Visit to
Europe, 13 September 1951, from Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files 323.3-333, Box No. 9, Psy War 333
Etvrope TS (12 September 1951), National Archives.
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in being, and that necessary planning, orgarization, and training be carried

out prior to D-Day. In his view, the military services could not have such

preparations to chance or in the hands of a civilian, agency. Nor should the

JCS allow a situation ti develop where the theater comander in ar active

theater of war would not have full control over all military operations in

his area of responsibility--as had happened in Korea, he believed.

Underlying McClure's doubts concerning CIA's capability to perform

the unconventional warfare mission, however, was a deeper di.fference of

philosophy between OCPW and CIA concerning the nature of resistance potential

in Europe. The CIA position on this subject was perhaps most; eloquently

stated by' its Director, General Walter B. Smith, in a letter written to the

Army G-2 in March 1952. Smith opened hi, letter by raferzing t3 McCiure as

follows:

At certain tVmes in the past we have beeu importuned by General
McClure's people to provide them with detailed information con-
cerning guerrilla groups cf wnich we may have some knowledge.

We have consietently declined to furnish this infrrmation to
General McClure because tho information requested impinges di-
rectly upon secret operatior! in which we are curvently engaged
and for which, at this time, we are solely responsible. 1

Here was a real source of irritation. The CIA--understandably--was re-

luctant to share information in its operations which could lead to compromise

of important intelligence assets, and perhaps undermine by premnature dis-

closure the very resistance potenticl that would be counted upon in wartime.

McClure's office--also understa-ndably--was frustrated by its inability to re-

quire the information believed to be necessary for proper prewar planning;

1 Central Intelligence Agency, Office of the Director, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Major General A. R. 3olling, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2,
Department of the Army, March 10, 1952, from Walter B. Smith, Director, Filed
with RC 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-.54, TS Decimal Files, Box
No. 15, rsy War 370.64, Guerrilla Warfar.:, Nationa., Archives.
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and the extreme secrecy involved only hei.htened their suspicions of CIA's

lack of prepaiedness. It was to be a perennial topic of discord between the

two agencies.

Not only wculd they refuse to provide the information desired, said

Smith, but his agency questioned the "validity of General McClure's proposal

for retardaticn by guerrilla forces." Expressing both the views of his

agency and those of "the leading British experts in this field," Smith ex-

plained:

It is highly doubtful that general resistance forces will develop
any substantial offensive capability until at least D plus six
months. Enemy controls and reprisals will be extremely severe
upon the outbreak of war. Certain underground organizations have
even indicated tdtat they w4.11 hesitate to go into action until the
Allied battle line is stabilized on the continent and the tide is
turning our way.

After enlarging upon this theme for several pa-agraphs, Smith then sum-

marizea his position:

For the reasons outlined above, any program which conLemplates that
la:-ge scale resistance orgats-'.ions, developed prior to D-day and
held in readiness for an indefinite period of time would be willing
aied capable to deliver major offensive blows within the first few
weekz after the cormmencement of hostilities is -onsidered by us to
be unrealistic and infeasible.

McClure had, of course, considered the pros nJ cons of what he termed

the "two different schools cf thought on the timing of the coamitment of un-

conventional forces." One school held that the first few days of a Soviet at-

tack were critical, and that even a few hours of delay accomplished by uncon-

ventional warfare forces would be significant. The other school (the "British

view'") held that guerrilla forces sl.juld not dissipate their efforts prematurely

and thus did not favor any uprising until regular allied armed forces were in a

IIbid.
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position to support them. His own analysis, as presented to the Chief of

Staff in September 1951 was that:

To accept the latter view would mean nothing would happen on D-Day
and not until we were in a position to start liberating ovwrrun
countries. To accept the fcrmer view would mean attrition might
completely dissolve that work and organization which had been cre-
ated. My personal view is that even with the attrition we have more
to gain tha.i to lose, and that if the British can organize after
D-Day for a future use, such guerrilla forces as desired, obviously
we coyld reorgenize in those areas where attrition had taken its
toll.

In addition to disagreeing on the philosophical approach as to how the

resistance should be generated, when it should be c itted, the CIA also took

exception with OCPW's attempts to estimate resistance potential in Eastern

Europe. IL called the projected indigenous strength estimates in OCPW'r

Special Forces Operations Plan for Europe "unrealistic and unattainable";

this and other views advanced by the CIA apparently formed the basis for

initirl JCS disapprcrial of the plan in late 1952.2

These were fundamental differences. McClure's deepest concern, however,

was best illustrated by the remark in his letter to Solte about CIA's ambi-

tions to become a "fourth service." He was genuinely apprehensive of allow-

ing too much latitude to the CIA which could esta*lish the basis for undue

I
IDepartnent of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

'Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: GenerAl J. Lawton Collins, Ch:'.ef of
Staff Subject: Staff Visit to Europe, from 3rigadier GenerAl McClure, 10
September 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files.
1951-54, 323.3-333, Box No. 9, Psy War 333 (10 3eptember 1951), National
Arc'ilves.

21'he CIA's statement appeared ii a memorandum dated 6 June 1952. an en-
cloiqre t.o JCS 1969/73, Memorandum. f•'r ChairMan, JCS, Suhject: Overseas CIA
T-wistical Support Bases; a'e Office of the Chief of r'y:hological Warfare,
Memorandumn for: Ch'nlf of NflItary :;-qtory, SibJert: Stmmtry of Major Events
and Problems, Pc, War 314.7 TS (15 August 1Q53); see alsa I'ay War 314.7 (6
January 3.'3), History of DA Activities, for OCNV's explanation of why jC! dis-
appr yve,; their Special Forcei Operations Flan for Europe; both are filed in. RG
319 Army - T.hief of Special Warfare, 1-.1 o,, fS i)ecimal Files, 311-319.1, Box
No. 7, National Archives.
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reliance by the military on CIA/OPC for unconventional warfare activities. In

doing so, he feared, unconventional warfare may then "become regarded among

military commanders and planners as a limited, special 'cloak and dagger' func-

tion rather than as a basically important, possibly essential military re-

sponsibility."'

Here again was a reminder of the image problem, as perceived by McClure

and his staff; the constant battle to achieve legitimacy for unconventional

warfare among "conventional" military officers. If too much responsibility

for unconventional warfare was passed to the CIA, it could reinforce the

reservations that many officers already harbored concerning the Army's role

in unconventional warfare. In a period of budgetary and manpower shortages,

such reservations could quickly lead to the conclusion that the Army could

not--and should not--attempt to duplicate the functions of a civilian agency.

In short, McClure's primary concern--while well intentioned--was bureaucratic

in nature and aimed at the establishment and preservation of an unconventional

warfare capability for the Army.

Another threat to McClure'a attempts to establish a strong Army role in

unconvention:1 warfare was the opposition of 'he Air Force. We have already

seen that he was critical of the Air Force support of Army psychological war-

fare activities in Korea, and concerned over what he considered to be the

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Brigadier General Paul D. Harkins, Sub-
ject: JSPC 808/112, Cotmand Relationships Between the CIA/OPC Organization
and the Armed Forces in Actual Theaters of War Where American Forces Are En-
gaged (29 December 1952), from Brigadier General McClure, Chief of Psycho-
logical Warfare, 30 December 1952, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS
Decimal Files, 1951-54, 000.1-020, Box No. 1, National Archives. General
Varkins was the 'Army Planner," a senior officer responsible for presenting
the Army's position on JCS actions.
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unnecessarily duplicative propaganda equipment and personnel in their

Aerial Resupply and Communication wings. These same wings, however, and

their support of CIA operations in Korea, also gave the Air Force claim to

a leading role in unconventional warfare. Their list of wartime missions for

these ARC wings included: the introduction and evacuation of agents behind

enemy lines; aerial resupply of guerrillas; support of commando type opera-

tions and isolated Army units; and the printing and packaging of leaflets,

as well as providing trained personnel capable of conducting psychological

warfare through other media. In short, the Air Force claimed the ARC wings

provided them with a capability to support CIA activities during peacetime or

wartime; to conduct overt psychological warfare; and to direct, coordinate,

and support unconventional warfare operations. 1

This close peacetime association with the CIA caused the Ai= Force--in

the eyes of OCPW--to champion CIA/OPC as the agency responsible for planning

and preparing for the conduct of unconventional warfare, thus taking issue

with the concept that the Army had a major responsibility and principal func-

tion in this field as part of land warfere. Similarly, this association with

CIA/OPC was being used, thought OCPW, to seek a unilateral, preeminent Air

Force position among the Services for control and direction of wartime uncon-

ventional warfare activities.2

1 Departmert of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare.
Washington 25, D.C., Air Force Presentation to the Psychological Strategy Board
on 10 January 1952, filed with RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Deci-
mal Files, 1951-54, 337-350.05, Box No. 13, Pay War 350.001 TS (7 January
1952), National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Discussion& of Qjestions by the Under Secretary of the
Ar.iy concerning Armv Role in (Xuerrifla and Unconventional Warfare, in response
to a Memorandum to the Vice Chief of Staff, Subject: Guerrilla Warfare, i1
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As one might have expected, General McClure divagreed with the conten-

tion of the Air Force. In his view, the Air Fcrcea was essentially a "supply

agency" for unconventional warfare activities, "with transportation capable of

doing certain things that the Ground Forces are going to require and going to

command." He supported Air Force developument of special wingn to support

psycholzgical and unconventional warfar2 activities--but not to duplicate the

Army's capabilities, and certainly not to be used as a license to claim a

dominant role in these fields. 1 He was particularly disturbed by the lack of

joint unconventional wag'fare planning that he found when he visited Europe in

the i-ll of 1951, and told the Chief of Staff that the Air Force not only dis-

agreed with the Army view on retardation, buit elso "felt they had a major

responsibility in the field of unconventional warfare which did not exclude

the actual co mand of guerrillas." Because of the unilateral efforts of the

Services and what he saw as unnecessary duplication and confusion among tnem

and in their relationship with CIA, McClure believed that one Servtce should

be designated an the Executive Agency for guerrilla warfare--and that Service,

of course, should be the Army. 2 
-

Valuable support for McClure's view of a predominant role for the Army

Nyril 1952, filed with Pay War 320.64 TS (3 May 1952) (12 May 1952), TS Deci-
1-l Files, 1951-54, Box No. 15, National Archives.

iDepartment oZ the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Wat.hington, D.C.. MiA'utes of Meeting, 5 September 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 12, Pay War 337 TS (5 Sep-
tember 1i51), National Archives.

2 Dep~rtmn~t cf the A-my, Office of the Chief of !.sychological Warfare,
Wasýfrrton 25, D.C., Memorardurm far: serert! :. Laswtrn Collins, Chief of
Staff, Subject: Staff Visl.c to Europe, fom Brigdifr CGneral McClure, 12
Septfhbem' 1951, R. 3'9 Army - Chief of Special Warfore, TS Decimal Files,
1951-54, 323.3-333, Box No. 9, Pay War 333 (10 September 1951), National
A~r ,h I.,/e s.
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in unconventional warfare came from General Eisenhower, the Supreme Allied

Commander in Europe. During another visit to Europe in November 1951, McClure

briefed Eisenhower on the comnand and coordination difficulties that had

arisen with respect to unconventional warfare planning for Europe. , Eisenhower

wa" 'kenly alert" to the potential that unconventional warfare offered,

stated McClure in his trip report to the Chief of Staff, and gave permission

to quote him on the following views:

One Service must not only have a paramount interest in this
field but also le the controlling authority.

In my opini:•n this field is an Army one and . . . in my theater
it will be.

All facilities must be put under the Army. The Navy and Air
Force will have to support the Army. Air support is eslential but
in this field the Air .orce is only a transport outfit.

Eisenhower went on to speak strongly against extravagance resulttng

from duplication or individual Service jealousies, It was a strong endorse-

ment of McClure' s views, but the interservice rivalry in unconventional war-

fare continued, particularly with respect to planning and command responsi-

bilities in Europe. Although OCPW eventually did succeed in obtaining recog-

nition for the Army as having primary responsibility among the Services for

tNis new field, 2 the conflict between the Air Force and Army that marked this

1 Department of the Army, Offi,-'e of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject:
Unconventional Warfare (Special Forces Operations) Discussions Held at EUCOM
and SHAPE, from Brigadier General McClure, 5 December 1951, RG 319 Army -
Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64, Box No.
15, Pay War 370.64 TS (5 December 1951), National Archive%.

2 Deportment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to Chief Military History, Sumwary of Major
Activities of OCPW for Period 9 September 1951 to 31 December 1952, 7 April
1953. JCS Decision 1969/18, 27 March 1952, Responsibilities of the Services
and the Joint Chiefs of S,.aff for Guerrilla Warfare, assigned to the Army the
primary reaponsibility for guerrilla warfare as it pertains to combat opera-
tions on lnd. The Army war also made primarily responsible for the develop-
rnnt, in c:,ordination with the other Services and subject to JCS policy
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process--as that between the Army and the CIA--was a key Leature in the -ck-

drop of McClure's efforts to create Special Forces and establish the Psycho-

logical Warfare Center.

In addition to the interageacy and interservice rivalry that OCPW had

to contend with, there was also the not inconsiderable challenge of selling

the Army on the Special Forces concept and the idea of a central~ized training

command for both psychological and unconventional warfare. In Juno 1951

General Collins--the Chs.ef of Staff--approved the conclusions of Volckmann's

initial study, "Army Responsibilities for Special Forces Operations," and for-

warded it to the JCS indicating that until they delineated Service responsi-

bilities for unconventional warfare, the Ar-.,y would use this study as a basis

for planning.1 Although an importa-, initial step, this general endorsement

by Collins to proceed with investigation and planning on the subject did not

provide OCPW with the specific authorization needed.

This came only after the initial discussion by McClure and Colonel Bank

with Army Field Forces in August 1951, when the G-3 in mid-September con-

curred with the recommendation of the Army Field Forces that a training center

should be established for psychological warfare and special operations. Indi-

cating to OCPW that this center should be established initially "on an austere

directi.on, of the doctrine, tactics, techniques, procedures, and equipment
employed by guerrilla forces in combat operations on land and the conduct of
training such forces with the a85tstance of the other Services. RG 319 Army -

Ui~ef f Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal File, 311-319.1, Box No. 7, Psy
War 311'.7 (6 January 1953), National Archives.

iGeneral Collins's directive remained in effect for nine months, until
Mprch 1952, at which time--after considerable irterservice battling--the JCS
derigna!t~d the Ar.-ýY as having pjPrary responsibility among the Services for
giierrilla warfLre. Ibid.; see riso Brigadier General Bullock's (McClure's re-
plAcerrent as Chief, OCrd4) briefing to the Chief, Army Field Servi..ces, at Fort
Monroe, Virginia, 5 Octobcr 1953, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS
Deci.real Fileg, 1951-54, 337-350.0,, Box No. 13, Pay War 337 TS (2 October
1953), .!ntional Archives.
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basis," the G-3 also directed that action should be undertaken "to establish

the extent to which the resources of the Army are to be allocated to Special

(Forces) Operations." Lest this guidance be interpreted too liberally by the

Special Forces enthusiasts, the followiug caution waa rather pointedly added:

In view of the acute manpower situation and the known reluctance of
overseas commanders to accept special units within their troop ceil-
ing, in preference to established units, the basic policy in regard
to Special (Forces) Operations should be the maximum utilization of
indigenous persocnei for such operations and the minium use of
American perscnnel.

Following on the heels of the deactivation of the Ranger units, this

statement is a rather clear indication of the wariness with which conventional

commanders and staffs regarded "elite" and "special" units--particular:ly during

periods of budgetary and manpower shorta-es.

In any event, the opening--albeit rather narrow--provided by G-3 was a-

lertly acted upon by OCPW. A virtual cascade of actions poured forth from

McClure's staff: representatives met with the staff of Army Field Forces to

develop an agreed Table of Distribution (TD) for a Psychological Warfare Cen-

ter; T-bles of Organization and Equipment for the units of a Special Forces

Group (no longer called a Special Forces Ranger Regiment) were developed for

staffing; a proposed training circular desc-'bing the mission, capabilities,

organization, conceptof employment and training of a Special Forces Group was

written; a requirement for 3,700 personnel spaces, including 300 spaces for

the proposed training center, was submitted; a proposed directive to the Chief

1 Department of the Army, Organization and Training Division, G-3,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief cf Psyrhological Warfare, Subject:
Training of Individuals and Units of the Army in Special (Forces) Operationa,
14 September 1951, from Brigadier General D. A. D. Ogden, G-3 370.2 TS (23
August 1951), filed rith RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS
Decimal Files, 370.2-370.64, Box No. 15, Pay War 370.2 TS (14 September 1951),
Sational Archives.

_____________________________________________________________
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of Army ?aled Forces outlining his responsibilities in psychological warfare

and Special Forcas Operations was prepared, as well as a suggested AFF train-

ing progrPua foz Lhaaa fields; and Fort Campbell, Kentucky, was recommended

as the site for the new center, with a suggested activation date of December

1, 1951. All of this was reportcd to the G-3 on O%;tober 5, scarcely three

weeks after OCPW received the go-ahead from them. McClure wanted to mmo'M

fast!

Army Field Forces had recommended that the proposed training center be

established at either Fort Campbell or Camp Pickett, Virginia. The OCPW

favored Fort Campbell because it had airborne and parachute maintenance fa-

cilities, but recommended to G-3 that a final decision on the location be

held until a survey of installationr was conducted. 2 In the final analysis,

neither the perscnnel ipaces requested for Special Forces and the Center,

the target date for activation of the Center, nor 01ý. tentative preferred

location would prove to be accurate, but progress toward accomplishment of

?cClure's goal was being made.

Both McClure and his chief architect 'or the Special Forces concept,

Volckmann, realized the suspicions engendered among many officers by these

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychologi..al Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Response to G-3, 370.2 TS (14 Septcmber 1951), Subject:
Trainng of Individuals and Units of the Army in Special (Forces) Operatio,..,
from Bxri'adiser 'eneral McClure, 5 October 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Speciq! Warfare, 0951-54, TS Decimal Files, 370.2-370.64, lox No. 15, filed
with Psy War 370.2 TS (14 September 1951), National Archivt. Minutes of the
13 Septermer 1951 weekly aJWN Staff Meeting show that a pl'a. kor a Center
for Psychological Warfare and Special Operations Training was be'.ng worked
on, with the rntant of making the necessary suggestions to AF?, who in turn
could then re':omrend to G-3 that such a center be established--an interesting,
but not unco~non, bit of bureaucratic maneuvoring to get a pet projert under
way; RG 319 Army - Cief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Fiies, Boyr
No. 2, Pay War 020 Staff Meetings, National Archives.

2 Ibid., 5 October 1951, OC74 respcnse to G-3.
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efforts to introduce into the Army new ideas and an unprecedented organiza-

tion to carry out those ideas. Both men tooi steps to attempt to dispel

these suspicions. In a paper written in late October 1951, Volckmann analyzed

the problem this way:

The question of assets, capabilities and support that must be di-
verted to behind-the-lines operations brings us tc a final major
problem. So many strictly conventional military minds "flash-red"
at the mention of anything "special" or at the diversion of person-
nel and equipment to any channel other than ronventicnal regular
forces. In a way, they are Justified in safeguarding the diversion
of personnel, equipment and support that will in any way tend to
weaken the capab'lities of our regular forces. For the most part,
however, their fears are without foundation. If they will but
take time to view the problem of any future war as a whole, their
initial reactions should be modified and their fears dispelled. 1

Volckmann believed that historical analysis of World War II showed that

behind.th:.-lines operations were not fully developed and fell far short of

tb-.ir potential. This was due, he beiieved, to a failure by the military to

regard these activities as an integral part of conventional warfare; proper

emphasis, in other words, was lacking at both staff and operating levels. The

result, in his view, was guerrilla warfare conducted as a "side shom' and on

a "shoestring" basis, for the most part uncoo:dinated with the operations of

conventional forces. To prevent this from happening in the futiLre, and to

convince military men of the importance of behind- the-lines operations in

modern w;arfare, be advocated general indoctrination on the subject through

ser-vice schools and specialized training in appropriate centers--like the one

for "special forces operations" that he had advocated six months previously. 2

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., "Special Forces Operations," by Colonel Volckmann, 26
October 1951,. filed in Pay War 372.2 Operations, National Archives.

2 1bid.
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Similarly, in a briefing prepared for the Secretary if Defense in

early November 1951, General McClure voiced his concerns about the adverse

image that unconventional warfare had among some military men:

"have been told that the dynamic manner in which my office developed
led to apprehension on the part of some that the Army was seeking to
enter fields not properly a part of ground warfare. This is further-
est from our intent. We have sought and will continue to seek to pre-
pare ourselves and the Army to discharge those responsibilities which
are proper and appropriate Army functions . . .. This broad field
of unconvntional warfare must be planned and conducted on a Joint
anr National bisis. No one Service can "So it alone."1'

While he was proud of what his office had accomplished McClure told

those present at this briefing thar he was also "deeply apprehensive over

the future." Typifying the cold war fears that imbued so many senior of-

ficers with a sense of urgency, he stated that "none of us in this room to-

day knows how much time we will have," because "Ie face an e•,emy who is pre-

pared to take the field tomorrow morning." His summation: "In Psychological

Operations we are fast approaching a state of readiness," but in Special

Operations "we are years behind."' 2

An ironic footnote conceri.ing the term "secial operations" should be

* mentioned. It was about chis time--the fall of 1951--that the Army began to

* adopt the term "special forces operations" as opposed to "special operations";

the reason teing that the latter term was defined through long usage in the

Army and as set forth in FM 100-5, as relating to "night combat," "Jungle

operations," "Joint amphibious operations," and the sort. The OCPW argued

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washingtorn 25, D.C., "Briefing for Secretary of Defense on OCPW Matters," 3
Ncvn~ber 1951, by General McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff) Psy War Admin Office
Records Branch. De-4 mal File (C), 1951-34 334-337, Box No. 15, Psy War 337 S
(5 November 1951), NaI.tonal Archives.

21bid.
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that to adopt some other term "would only lead to confusion or resctt in

costly expenditure of funds . . . to modify existing liturature and doctrine

already published."' Later the term "special forces operations" itself would

* "be dropped by the Army, to be replaced by "unconventional warfare" (which en-

compassed guerrilla warfare, evasion and escape, subversion and sabotage) as

the primary mission for Special Forces units. The irony is that during the

1970's Special Forces would again adopt a version of "special operations"

(with the official definition still relati.ely unchanged in JCS and Army

literature) as ore of their primary missions--a move that contributed to the

perception of duplication of functions anr capabilities between themselves

and Ranger units.
2

A few days after his briefing for the Secretary of Defense, a iiscussion

took place during McClure's weekly staff meeting on the forthcoming survey of

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memoranduwr for: Colonel D. V. Johnson, k•sistant
Cilief, Plans Division, ACofS, G-3, Subject: Responsibilities of the Services
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for Unconvontional Warfare, 26 October 1951.
from Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS
Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64, Box No. 15, Psy War 370.64 TS (26 Octo-
ber 1951), National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Training Circular 31-20-1, The role of US ArM
Special Forces, 22 October 1976. Eliot Cohen states that "the US Army con-
tributed to the downfall of Special Forces by creating two Ranger bat-alions
[in 1974-75]. These units fit the specialist model: they are relatively
small forces trained for such missions as the rescue of host:iges (aloug the
lines of Israel's Entebbe Raid)." Cohen, op. cit., p., 8 8. Thim type of
operation, however, as well as other unilateral (without the employment of
indigenous personnel) Ranger or commendo-type "direct action," activities
have become part of the Special Forces ever-growing repertoire of missions and
capabilities (Cohen somewhat inelegantly calls Special Forces "guerrilla/
commandos, preparing for a variety of military odd jobs," p. 25). Cohen dis-
cusses the urge among elite units to acquire new missions and additlonal per-
sonnel, and condludes: "The mission of elite troops must be as rigorously do-
fined as possible: a niche must be carved out for them and they must bc kept
within it" (p. 97).
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Army posts to select a site for the Psychological Warfare Cancer. Of the

posts to be visited--Fort Banning, Fort Campbell, and Fort Bragg--McClure had

a definite preference, as he stated to Colonel lank: "Make it Bragg if you

can.,,

And Fort Bragg it was--but not wit.out difficulty. The sur-.eys conducted

in November by representative; or OCPW, Army Field Forces, and Third Army,

Zurned up some r,-aistance. The Infantry Center at Fort Banning did not want

to all.-ate space and facilities to any act±'ity not directly related to its

mission (an interesting position, in view of the direct support being pro-

vided to infantry divisions in Korea by psychological warfare teams) and th.re

were ot'•er objections as well. Third Army opposed establishing the Center at

Fort Brag3 on the grounds that other conventional combat units scheduled for

activation there would have to be organized st a less desirable post. They

suggested Camp Rucker, Alabama, as an alternative, but this site offered little

with regard to airborne .and amphibious training, and had no housing for de-

pendents--a potential morale problem. Of the sites considered, the reprerenta-

tive from OCNW and Army Field Forces clearly favored Fcrt Bragg: the neces-

sary personnel spaces could be accomnodated, buildings--with some modifica-

tion--were available, and it offered superior training alvantages and facili-

ties for both psychological warfare and Special rorce. units. 2  But first the

iDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief ni Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Minutes of Weekly Staff Meetings, 8 November 1951, RG
319 Army - Chief of Special ararrn, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2,
020 Staff Meetinfs, National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of tthe Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for the Record, Sujbject: Survey for Psycho-
logical Warfare Center, 19 1ovr.mber 1951, by Colonel Wendell W. Fertig, Chie'f,
Special Operations Division; Memorandum for: General MCiure, Subject: Status
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the impasse had to be broken.

This was accomplished by Colonel Glavin, the Army Field Forces repre-

sentative (who had been recently transferred from OCIN), who arranged a con-

ference between General Leonard, General Bradford, and General Hodge in an at-

tempt to break the deadlock. Colonel Fertig, Chief of OCWV'u Special Opera-

tions Division, urged McClure to personally brief General Hodge on the de'vir-

ability of Fort Bragg--which apparently he did, because on December 4 Glao.n

obtained approval for the North Carolina post.1

Still to be obtained were t:C exact facilities needed at Fort Bragg, so

another survey trip was planned for this purpose. General McClure's guidance

was clear: "I want these requirements to be modest. We have to go on a very

austere basis at first.112 He was very much aware of the precarious position

of these new ideas during a period of budget-cutting and did not want to

jeopardize the chances of their survival by appearing to be too greedy in his

demands.

of Special Forces Training Center, 3 December 1951, by Colonel Fertig, Pay
War 322C (3 December 1951), RG 319 (Army Staff) Pay War Admin Office Records
Branch, Decimal Files (C), 1951-54, National Archives. The personnel who
made the initial survey to Fort BDnning and Fort Bragg during the period 13 to
15 November 1951 wqre Colonel Bank and Major Stark of OCPW, Colonel Glavin of
AFF, and Major Taylor of the G-3 Division, Psy War Section, Third Army.

1 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychologica'. Warfare,
Whhirngton 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General McClure, Sub4,-ct: Status of
Special Forces Training Center, 3 Deczmber 1951, by Colonel Fertig, Pay War
322C (3 December 1951), RG 319 (Army Scaff), Pay War Admin Office, Records
Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, National Archives; see also OCPW Minutes
of Weekly Staff Neeting, 6 December 1951, RG 319 Army T Chief of Special
Warfare, TS DecImal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 2, 020 Staff Meetings, National
Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., MiLuutes of Weekly Staff Meeting, 6 December 1951, RG
319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 2,
020 Staff Meetings, National Archives.
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The minutes of tha OCPW staff meeting for the October-December 1951

period also depict continuing efforts to identify personnel on active duty

with experience in behind-the-lines activities. The Adjutant General wac re-

quested to prepare a roster of officers with OSS, commando, Ranger, and guer-

rilla backgrounds. An officer-was sent to visit General Donovan, then prac-

ticing law in New York, to examine his personal files in an attempt to obtain

a list of Army off!cers who had served in OSS. This latter effort resulted

in a roster of 3,900 names tbýat were being screened to identify those atill

on active duty. 1 Certainly this must be considered as still another indicator

of the pervasive influence of OSS on the thinking of the architects of Special

Forces during this crucial formative period.

The survey team that returned to Fort Bragg to select the exact ioca-

tlrýr Aerided upon an area known as Smoke Bomb Hill. It contained the -teces-

sary buildings left over from World War II mobilization for barracks, mess

halls, administration, and those required for conversion to classrooms and

a library. Estimated cost of rehabilitation of the facilities was $151,000,

an exceedingly modest sum--particularly when compared to today's inflated

figures for similar work. Even this minimal astimate, however, was a source

of some agitation: the Third Army representative stated unofficially that

his headquarters had no funds available, thus Army Field Forces wVuld have to

allocate the necessary monies in order to get the project under way. Despite

this minor marneuvering between headquarters to fix fiscal responsibilities,

Lieutanant Colonel Blair from OCFW reported to General McClure that "in

1Thid.; see also Minutes of Weekly Staff Meetings, 2.5 October 1951,
_nd 8 November 1951, Box No. 2, 020 Staff Meetings, National Archives.
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general, the area is exactly what we wanted." 1  At the and of 1951, the only

major tasks remaining to be accomplished were to obtain the rcessary person-

"-:e spaces for activation of both the Center and Special Forces--and to get

the Chief of Staff's blessing for the whole project.

General McClure personally involved himself in these tasks. After a

busy January--during which he made a major, presentation before the Paycho-

logical Strategy Board on the Army's activity in psycholoSical warfare and

guerrilla warfare, pursued the question of funds for his proposed cente'r, and

investigated a security brea+h uoncernlng the activat!on of Special Forces 2 --

1Office of the Post Engineer, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Memorandum
for Record, Subject: Establishment of Paychological Warfare Center, 12 De-
cember 1951, by A. W. Hsrt, Division Chief, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special
Warfare, File 123 Money and Savings, National Archives; Office of the Chief
of Psychological Warfare, Memorandum for Record, Subject: Fort Bragg Survey,
17 December 1951, from Lieucenan- Colone' Melvin R. Blair, Special Operations
Division, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfars,, File 061.2 Army and Mili-
tary Surveys, National Archives; Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Minutes of Weekly Staff Meetings, 20 1*cember 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, 023 Staff Meetings, National
Archives. The survey team that selected Smoki Bomb Hill conaisted of Colonel
Glavin, AFF; Lieutenant Colonel Blair and Majcr Stark, OCPW; Lieutenant
Colonel Weaver from the Psychological Warfare Division, Army General School,
Fort Riley; and Lieutenant Colonel Brock and Major Taylor, Third Army.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief oi Psycholoyical Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Menxrandum for: General McClure, Subject: Psycho-
logical Warfare Presentatiun for PSB, 7 January 1952, from Golanerl Yert,.g,
RG 319 Army - Chief of Specil Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 337-350.05,
Lox No. 13, Pay War 350.01 OS (7 January 1.952), National Archives; Office of
the Chief of Psychological WArfare, Memorandum to: ACofS, G-3, Sublect:
Funds for a Psychological Warfare Center, 14 January 1952, from Brigadier
Caneral McClure, Pay War 123 (14 January i.ý5?); National Archives; Office of
the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Memor•nduv; fur the Assistant Chief of
Staff, G-2, Subject! Cormpromise of Classified Information, 22 January 1952.
from Brigadier Gereral McClure, RP' 319 (Army Staff), Pay War Admin Office,
Records Branch, D•cimal File t,1, UJ51-54, 370.64-380.01, Box so. 20, Pay War
380.01 C (22 January 195?), National Archlves. The breach of security tho, t
annoyed McClure, who initiated the investigation, was the folloing sentince
from the 21 January 1952 issue of Newoweek: "The Army will soon open a secret
guerrilla wirfar-, and sabotage school for military personnel and CIA agents at

J
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he continued the campaign to bring his goals to fruition. In an early Febru-

ary 1952 memorandum to the G-3, McClure urged that the activation of new

psychologi..al warfare and Special Forces units "be expedited by every feasibli

method." His rationale was convincing: no Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet

Group existed in the United States to function as school troops, to train

replacement personnel for similar units in Europe and the Far East, or to meet

emergency requirements; and units of the proposed "Special Forces Group (Guer-

rilla Warfare " were needed to meet planned D-Day requirements in Europe.

Clearly establishing that. in his view, the activation of psychological war-

fare and Special Forces units was closely intertwined with the concurrent ac-

tion to approve and authorize spaces for the Psychological Warfare Center,

McClure also requested that the latter project be expedited. Recognizing the

vulnerability of his plans in the hands of budget-cutters, M4Clure mada an

eloquent plea:

At times when the Army as a whole is faced with a reduction in the
number of authorized spaces, it becomes necessary to determine areas
wiiich can absorb "cuts" without unduly impairing overall efficiency.
A new activity faced with an across-the-board cut, or with a "cut"
made on a fixed percentage basis, can be crippled to the point where
its existence is seriously threatened. This is particularly true in
the case of Psychological Warfare and Special Operations activities
which are already on an austere basis. I recommend that these factors
be considered when an Army-wide reduction in space authorization is
contemplated. 1

Fort Bragg, NC." McCluxe insisted that this information had been handled
within OCPW as a TOP SECRET matter, with dicsemin.ation on a "need to know"
basis, and therefore requested that an investigation be conducted to determine
the source of the leak. Although the G-2 refused to follow through on the re-
quest, the incident reveals the sensitive manner in which Special Forces ac-
tivities were being handled by 0CPW at this time, and helps to provide part of
the explanation as to why so little puolicity was given to Special Forces, ti
include no mention of this activity in the title of the proposed center at Fort
Bragg.

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
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The G-3's response to this plea was terse. McClure's request for

eai !y activation of the psychological warfare and Special Forces units de-

sired would be acted upon after the "implications of the reduced FY 1953

budget have been fully weighed," which was probably not the response that he

had ho.-.d for. On a brighter note, the G-3 did indicate that a Summary Sheet

wax being prepared for the Chief of Staff that racomnended approval of the

Psychological Warfare Center. 1

Sure enough, on March 3, 1952, the promised Summary Sheet want forward

to General Collins, stating that implementation of the conclusions reached in

the study "Army Responsibilities in Respect to Special Forces Operations,"

previously approved by Collins, required a "Psychological Warfare and Special

Forces Center" in peacetime to train individvals and units to support theater

Special Forces operat:ions. (Again we see the importance of Volckxnann's initial

study as the underlying rationale for, this concept.) The memorandum also

indicated that the proposed center would consolidate psychological warf•re and

Special Forces training activities at a single installation. Three weeks

later--on March 27, 152 -the Chief of Staff gave his approval that such a

center be established.
2

Washingtou 25, D.C., Memorandum to: ACofS, G-3, Subject: Utilization of Ac-
tive Army Spaces Allocated for FY 1952 and FY 1953, 6 February 1952, from
Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff) Psy War Admin Office, Records
Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 319.5-320.3, Box No. 12, Psy War 320.2
(6 February 1952), Natinnal Archives.

11bid., Comment No. 2 from Brigadier General G. J. Higgins, Chief, Or-

ganization and Training Division, G-3, 15 February 1952.

"Department of the Army, ACofS, G-3, Washington 25, D.C., Summry Sheet
for Chief cf Staff, U.S. Army, Subject: Establishment of Psychological War-
fare and Special Forces Center, 3 March 1952, frov. Major General Eddleman,
Deputy ACofS, G-3, RG 319 Arty - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files
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Within ten days, General McClure proudly provided the details of the

Chief of Staff's decision to JCS. A Psychological Warfare Center would be

activated on or about May 1, 1952, at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. The adminis-

trativa staff and faculty for Psychological Warfare and Special Forces Depart-

ments and a Research and Development Board would total 173 personnel on an

austere basis, with an increase to 362 officers and men at full strength. The

Psychological Warfare School and units at Fort Riley, Kansas, would move to

Fort Bragg upon activation of the new center. A total of 2,220 spacns had

been authorized for activation of Psychological Warfare and Special Forces

units for fiscal year 1953-54. A Special Forces Group would be activated at

Fort Bragg in three increments of approximately 600 men and officers each,

commencing about May 1, 1952.1 GeneralMcClure's dream of centralizing the

functions of "the whole field of OCPW" was about to be realized. The long

journey to Fort Bragg was soon to end.

(1951-54), Box No. 8, Pay War 322 TS (3 March 1952), National Archives. Ihe
total pei-rnneI requirements for the center itself were stated as 362, of which
312 would be military and 50 civilians. Twenty-nine spaces (27 military and
2 civilian) from the Psychological Warfare Division, Army General School, Fort
Riley, would be transferred to the new center at Fort Bragg.

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
"Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division,
Subject: Activation of :'sychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North
C•irolira, from Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 (Ar'm, Staff), Psy War Admin
Office, Records Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 319.3-320.3, Box No. 13,
Pay War 322 (7 April 1952), National Archives.



CHAPTER VIII

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE CENTER AND THE

ORIGINS OF SPECIAL WARYARE

After receiving the Chief of Staff's formal approval, in Iate March

1952, the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare moved rapidly to get

the Psychological Warfare Center on its feet. The formal order establishing

the Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, under the jurisdiction of the Com-

manding General, Third Army, was published on 14 April 1952. Copies of the

Table of Distribution (TD) for the Center were hand-carried by General

McClure's staff to Third Army, Army Field Forces, and Fort Bragg during the

period 16-18 April. The mission of this unprecedented Center, as explained

by the TD, was:

To conduct individual training and supervise unit training in Psycho-
logical Warfare and Special Forces Operations; to develop and test
Psychological Warfare and Special Forces doctrine, procedures, tac-
tics, and techniques; to test and evaluate equipment employed in
Psychological Warfare and Special Forces Operations. 1

Movement of equipment and personnel from Fort Riley to Fort Bragg began

by lete April, and on 29 May 1952, the Chief of Army Field Forces at Fort

IDepartment of the Army, Office ýf the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Deputy Chief of Staff for Operatfons
and l,ý,!,nistration, Subject: Activation and Mission of the Psychological War-
fare Center, from Brigadier General McClure, 22 May 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff),
Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 3z2-325, Box
No. 13, Psy W%r 322 (22 May 1952), National Archives. Department of the Army
General Order No. 37, 14 April 1952, established the Psychological Warfare
Center as a Class I activity and installation, effective 10 April 1952 (ex-
tract filed with above reference). A copy cf the Recommended Table of Dis-
tribution for whe Psychological Warfare Center can be found with Psy War
320.3 (16 April 1152), National Archives.
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Monroe, Virginia, formally announced the activation of the Psychological War-

fare Center at 7ort Bragg. The same order officially transferred rsaponsibili-

ties for development and teaching of psychological warfare doctrine from the

Army General. School at Fort Riley to the newly formed Psychological Watfare

Center.
1

Organization of the Center

As originally established, the Psychologfcal Warfare Center consisted of

a provisional Psychological Warfare School, the 6th Radio Broadcasting and

Leaflet Group, a Psychological Warfare Board, and the 10th Special Forces

Group.2 Colonel Charles H. Karlstad, fcrmerly Chief of Staff of the Infantry

Center, Fort Benning, Georgia, was selected as the first Corinander of the Cen-

ter and Commandant of the Psychiological Warfare School. 3  In the foreword of

an administrative booklet prepared for visitors participating in a pxycho-

logical warfare seminar during 1952, Colonel Karlstad offered soue thoughts on

the role of his new command:

The PsyW&r Center represents an effort unique in the military history
of the United States. For the first time, the techniques of attacking
both the minds and the bodies of our enemies have been coordinated in

ICff.ce, Chief of Army Field Forces, Fort Monroe, VA, Letter, Subject:
Psychological Warfare Doctrine Levelopment and Instruction, USAJFKCENMA
Archives; Letter, Colonel Hays, 5 May 1969. An advance party from the Psycho-
logical Warfare Division, Army General School, consisting of LTC John 0.
Weaver with 5 officers and 7 enlited men was scheduled to arrive Fort Bragg
on 27 Aprdl 1952; the remainder of this division (8 officers and 4 enlisted
men) was scheduled to move not later than 15 May 1952. See Army Field Forcee
letter, Subject: Psy War Center, 30 April 1952, to Commanding General - Third
Army/, filed with Psy War 322 (1 May 1952), National Archives.

2 The Psy-hological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Memorandum
No. 14, "Organization arn Functions Manual, The Psychological Warfare Center,"
p. 3, USAJFKCE•MA Archives.

3 Letter, CoLonel Hays, 5 May 1969.
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a single training operation. The Psychological Warfare and Special
Forces Departments lof the Psychological Warfare School], closely
linked, instruct in the unconventional weapons and tactics with
which our modIrn army must be equipped to function effectively against
enemy forces.

(Karlstad's comwnts are strikingly reminiscent of General Donovan's all-

encompassing concept of psychological warfare when he orSanized the Coordina-

tor of Information eleven years earlier.)

One may wonder why the Psychological Warfare School was initially given

a provisional status. The G-3, Department of the Army, disapproved its ac-

tivotion as a formally designated army service school on the basis that such

a school was not necessary to the accomplishment of the Center's mission and

the eatablishment of a formal school would requ4 re additional funds. 2 This

must have been parti.cularly perplexing to the personnel at Fort Bragg since

even as an elerent of the Army General School at Fort Riley the Psychological

Warfare Division had been given service school recognition. Obvious ad-

vantages of formal service school status--as oppo3ed to informal schools in

the category of those often set up by divisions and regiments--were increased

prestige, funding and equipment procurement advantages, and the opporttrnity to

attract quality faculty personnel. The Psychological Warfare Center, in a let-

ter signed by Colonel Karlstad and addressed to the Chief, Psychological War-

fare, Department of the Army, made a strong case for reconsideration of the

1lThe Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, "Ad-
ministrative Information Handbook, Psychological Warfare Semi.nar, 17-19 De-
cember 1952," p. 2, USAJFKCENMA Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Organization and Training Division, G-3, Wash-
ingtc:a 25, D.C., DF to Psy War, Subject: Establishment of the Psychological
Opera,tions School, 27 August 1952, G-3 352 (6 August 1952), filed with Pay
War 322 (25 September 1952), National Archives.
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decision; an appeal that received the strong support of General McClure.1

Apparently this appeal was effective, for on 22 October 1952, the Psycho-

logical Werfare School was officially established and recognized as a service

school by Department of the Army General Order Number 92.

The purpose of the Psychological Warfare School was to "prepare selected

individuals of the Army to perform those psychological warfare and spe'fial

2forces duties which they may be called upon to perform in war." The school

was organized into a small headquarters staff and tv-o instr-ictional divi-

sions: the Psychological Operations Department and the Special Forces De-

partment. In terms of longevity, the senior element in the school was the

Psychological Operations Department, which was a direct descendant of the

Psychological Warfare Division of the Army General School, before being trans-

ferred and integrated in the Psychological Warfare Center in early 1952.3

Lieutenant Colonel Otis E. Hays, Jr., who had been Deputy of the

Psychological Warfare Division of the Army General School, became the first

director of the Psychological Operations Department. The mission of the

Psychological ope7•tions Department waa defined as the instruction and train-

ing of selected officers in the duties of psychological warfare operations

IThe Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Letter
to: Chief of Psychological Warfare, Subject: Activation of the Psycho-
logical Warfare School, 12 September 1952, USAJFKCENWA Archives; Office of
the Chief of Pcychological Warfare, Memorandum to: ACofS, G-3, Suoject:
Establishment of the Psychological Warfare School, 25 September 1952, Psy War
322 (25 September 1952), National Archives.

2 The Psychological Warfare St-hool, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, "Guide
for Staff and Faculty," April 1953, p. 10, USAJFYCENMA Archives. Additional.
detail on the mission of the school can be found in the Psychological Warfare
Center "Organization and Functions Manual," 12 November 1952, and "Adminis-
trative Information Harmicook," December 1952, US.AJFKCENMA Archives.

3Letter, Colonel Ctis E. Hays, Jr., 5 May 1969.
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staffs from Department of the Army to field at and corps levels; instruction

and training of selected individuals, officers, and nonc issioned officers

as specialists in propaganda operations and a key persons in psychological

warfare operational units; and the preparation and revision of extension

courses, training literature, and field manua s on psychological warfare or-

ganization, operations, and doctrine. 1 The im portance of the Department's ac-

tivities certainly became enhanced by the Ar4's requirements in Korea, as

evidenced by this statement from the January -June 30, 1953, report nf the

Secretary of Defense:

The role of psychological warfare as a support weapo)n in combat: was
highlighted by improved psychological warfare operations carried on
by the Army during the year, stimulating the development of the
program at the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg ....
Schools and units heve been establishea tiere to tzain officers and
eulisted men in all phases of this spec1 alty. 2

An interesting fact to note about this repirt is that no mention was

made of the activities of either the 10th Spe ial Forces Group or its counter-

part in the Psychological Warfare School, the Special Forces Department. Nor

was there any mention of these two elements--Ir of the Army's attempts to de-

velop an unconventional warfare capability--inn the January 1 to June 30, 1952,

report of the Secretary of Defense, a report which did, however, mark the es-

t~blishment of the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina,

"to provide comprehensive courses of instruction in all phases of psychological

-,a "fare.,3

II

IThe Psychological Warfare Center, Memotandum No. 14, "Organization and
Functions Manual, The Psychological Warfare Center," p. 52, USAJFKCENMA
Archives.

2U.S. Departmer.t of Defense, Semiannual Report of the Secretary of De-

fense, January Through June 30. 1953, p. 140.
3 TJ.S. Department of Defense, Semiannual Report of the Secretary of De-

fense, January Through June 30. 1952, p. 92.
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The Jack of publicity given to Special Forces can be largely attributed

to security considerations. Because the mission of Special Forces was clas-

sified, little reference to their organization and activities initially ap-
1

peared in press releases concerning the Psychological Warfare Center. This

caution was carried through by the Center in its own publications--much to the

consternation of the Special Farces enthusiasts among McClure's staff. They

iomplained that the student handbook published by the Psychological Warfare

School was "slanted heavily towards Psychological Warfare to the detriment of

Special Forces," and feared the result would be "that the Special Forces stu-

dent, therefore, will look upon himself as a 'country cousin' to the Psycho-

logical Warfare Center." Lieutenant Colonel Melvin Blair, who had been on

the road attempting to "sell" Special Forces in a recruitment program, was

particularly miffed and recommended that OCPW take action "to revise the hand-

IDepartment of the Army, Office, of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief of Informnation, Subject: Pro-
posed Contingency Press Release Regarding Psy War Center, 17 Juý,e 1952, from
Brigadier General McClure, Psy War 000.7 (16 June 1952), and Memorandum for:
G-3, Subject: Proposed Press Release Regarding the Psychological Warfare Cen-
ter, I July 1952, from Colonel Fertig, Acting Chief, OCPW, x~sy War 000.7 (1
July 1952), both in RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office,1951-54. Box No.
1, National Archives. Gereral McClure told the Chief of Information in his
17 June 1952 memorandum that the mission of Special Forces was classifi&e,
confidential, thus it was "considered unwise to make any reference thereto in
the proposed contingency release." Upon Colonel Karlstad's assumption of
command of the Center, the story ncting this event in the Fort Bragg newspa-
per made no reference to Special Forces operations. Later the Chief of In-
formation suggested that the press release include reference to Special Forces,
"To prevent undue prohing oy the news services into Special Forces activi-

ties at Fort Bragg, NC." After several weeks of correspondence betwecn G-2,
G-3, CINFO, OCPW, and Army Field Forces, a specific policy on the matter
had still not been resolved by late August 1952. Nor had the problem been
solved by January 1953, when the Special Forces Division initiated action to
downgrade from Confidential to Restricted certain aspects of the Special
Forces Program (see Psywar 380.01, RG 319 [Army Staff], Psy War Admin Office,
Records Branch, Decimal File [C), 1951-54, 370.64-380.01, Box No. 20, Na-
tional Archives.

i .
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book along more impartial lines."' (In later years, particularly during the

heyday of the "Green Berets"--the 1960's--psychological warfare would be con-

sidered the "country cousin" at the Center, an ironic turnabout in percep-

tions.) While these complaints may appear trivial, they were evidence of

a resentment that went beyond the security restrictions on publicity for

Special Forces--some of McCl-ire's staff simply did not believe that uncon-

ventional warfare units should be associated with psychological warfare, aae

certainly not in a subordinate role. But we shall return to this point later.

In any event, the junior member of the Psychological Warfare School was

the Special Forces Department, which, unlike the Psychological Operations De-

partment, had no predecessor in U.S. Army history. With Colonel Filmore K.

Mearns as its first director, the missions of this department were outlined as:

the conduct o- regular Special Forces courses for officers and selected en-

listed men; the conduct of Speci..l Forces orientation courses fcr designated

personnel; the preparation and revision of literature and lessons for Special

Forces extension courses; and the preparation and revision of training litera-

ture, field manuals, circulars, and special texts on Special Forces opera-

tions.2 Essentially, the department's primary orientation was on teaching

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief, Special Forces Division, Subject:
Student Handbook-"The Psychological Warfare School," 13 August 1952, from LTC
Marvin J. Waters, Operations and Training Branch; Memorandum for: Colonel
Fertig, Subject: Psy War Center Student Handbook, 14 August 1952, from Colonel
Wtlliam J. Blythe, Chief, Special Forces Division; Memorandum for: Colonel
Blythe, Subject: Student Handbook-I"Che Psychological WArfare School," 21
August 1952, from LTC Melvin R. Blair; all filed under Psy War 332 Army Service
Schools, National Archives. Blair complained that "not a single vvrd is de-
voted to the role af Special Forces" in Chapter I of the Handbook, while "ap-
proximately 50% of the Staff and Faculty personnel and student body will be
Special Fcrces personnel."

2 The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, "Organiza-
tion and Functions Manual, The Psychological Warfare Center," p. 49,
USAJFKCENMA Archive s.

I
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fundamentals of unconventional warfare tc personnel being assigned to Special

Forces, with empha3is on the conduct of gerrilla operations.

Another rather unique organization created as part of the Center was

the Psychological Warfare Board, which was to "test, evaluate, and compile

reports on material, doctrine, procedure, technique, and tactics pertaining

to and for Psychological Warfare and Special Forces." 1  As an example of the

type work carried out by the Board, by early 1954 the Psychologi-.al Warfare

Board had completed over forty projects, to include operational facets of

psychological warfare transmitter and receiving equipment, loudspeaker equip-

ment, mobile reproduction equipment, and different types of leaflet dissemina-

tion techniques such as by mortar and artillery shells, rockets, light

liaieon planes, and balloons. It appears that in the early days of 1953-53,'

the Psychological Warfare Board devoted its activities almost exclusively

to support of units like the 6th Radio Broadcasting and Leaflat Group, rather

than Special Forces. 2

The nucleus of the 6th Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group (R.IZL)

began on 14 September 1951, with the formation of a provisional Psychological

Warfare Detachment at Fort Riley, Kansas. Soon this unit achieved status as

S1 bid., p. 34; The Psychoiogical Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North

Carolina, Psy War, 1954, p. 1, USAJFKCENMA Archives.

2The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Pay
War. 1954, USA..TrXCENMA Archives. Apparently there was little attention
given to Special Forces operntions by the Board, for in the above publica-
tion whi;h outlined activities o! the Board since its inception, there was
no mention of any unconventional warfarc projects. n.or Fere there any
Special Forces members cn the Board as of early 1954. T%'- publicatton, Pa
War, purports "to tell the story 0o the US Army's Psychological Warfare Cen-
ter," but nowhere in the ninety-nine page "cook is any 1 eference made to the
Special Forces Group or instructional depa-zment that constituted integral
clements of the Center. Undoubtedly, this was agai'i the result of security-
consciousness--perhaps carried co an extreme--ccncernJ.ng Special Forces ac-
ti-4ities.
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a permanent organization, and on 2 May 1952, it became the 6th RB&L Croup.

The Group consisted at that time of a Hetdquarters and Headquarters company,

the 7th Reproduction Company, and the 8th Mobile Radio Broedcasting Company;

and in June 1952, it moved to Fort Bragg, North Carolina, to become a part of

the Psychological Warfare Center. In June 1952, the 2d Loudspeaker and Leaf-

let (L&L) Compaiy was attached to the 7th RB&L, and on 27 May 1953, the 12th

Consolidation Company was activated and also attached to the Grou?. As previ-

ously mentioned, the RB&L organizational concept was first employed in Korea,

and the fl.-bile Radio Broadcasting Company's ancestry could be traced to World

War 1I, when several of these companies were employed in the European theater.

The 6th RB&L was designated as a strategic psychological warfare operational

unit, and its primary purpose was to assist the national psych~logical war-

fare program during wartime within the theater of operation to which it was

assigned. In addition to conducting theater-wide strategic propagunda, a

further mission of the 6th RB&L was to suppoit tactical operations. 1

The 10th Special Forces Group

Even before the 10th Special Forces Group was activated, Lieutenant

Colonel Blair and Colonel Volckmann from the Special Operations Div-ision,
/

OCPW, began visiting Army installations and schools throughout the conti-

nental United States, in Alaska, Hawaii, the Far East, and Europe in order to

promote interest in the "new concept" of war. Volunteers had to be at least

twenty-one years old, airborne qualified or willing to become so, and undergo

1 Department of the Army, Washington 25, D.C., Training Circular No.
13, "Military Aspects of Fsychological Warfare," pp. 6f., 8 June 1953; The
Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Psy War, pp. 35-
69, USAJFKCENMA Archives.
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a series of physical and psychological tests. Enlisted men accepted into

Special Forces were to acquire one or more of five btsic occupational speci-

alties: engineering, weaponry, communications, medical aid, operations, and

intelligence. i

Interestingly, the material used by OCPW for orientation and recruit-

ment purposes specifically drew a distinction between Special Forces and

Ranger units:

Ranger units are designed and trained to conduct shallow penetration
or infiltration of enemy lines. They can remain in the objective
area for a limited time only. Primarily, they execute missions of
a harassing and raiding nature against targets close to friendly front
lines. Ranger missions are performed solely by US personnel; they
do not utilize indigenous personnel in their objectives. Special
Forces units have the capability -1 conducting long-range penetration
deep into the objective area in order to organize, train, equip, and
control indigenous guerrilla forces. 2

1Melvin Russell Blair, "Toughest Outfit in the Army," Saturday Evening
Post, 228 (May 12, 1956):40-1; Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare, Washington 25, D.C., Orientation Conference for TI&E
(Troop Information and Education) Officers, Subject: "Current Developments
in the Field of Special Forces Operations" (15 January 1952), by LTC Blair,
RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admiai Office, Records Branch, Decimal Tile (C),
1951-54, 334-337, Box No. 15, Pay War 337 (C) (10 January 1952), National
Archives; Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological War-
fare, Washington 25, D.C., Letter to: Chief, Army Field Forces, Subject:
Special Forces Orientation for Training Directive and Reception Centers, 24
June 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Pay War, Decimal File (0), 1951-54, 352.16-
354.2, Box No. 18, Pay War 353 (24 June 1952), National Archives; also OCPW
letter, Subject: Orientation Conferences for Service Schools and Selected
Headquarters and Inst3llations, to Chief, Army Fielti forces, 1 August: 1952,
Pay War 353 (1 August 1952), same reference as above, National Archives.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psycliological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C. , Orientation Conference, "Current Developments in the
Field of Special Forces Operations," to be presented to Service Schools, Army
Headquarters, and Selected Installations during the period I October 1952 -
March 1953, written by LTC Blair, RG 319 (Army Staff), Pay War Admin Office,
Records Branch, Decimal File (C) 334-337, 1951-54, Box No. 15, Psy War 337 S
(24 September 1952), National Archives; also Pay War 353 (6 November 1952),
Orientation Material for Use in Connection with Selection of Volunteers for
Special Forces, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Decimal File (C), 1951-54,
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Indeed, not only did OCPU draw a distinction concerning the mission and

capabilities of Special Forces and Rangers, the term '"Special Forces Opera-

tions" itself underwent a gradual metamorphosis. Volckmann's original defini-

tion in.early 1951 established thet Special Forces Operations were activi-

ties carried on witthin or behind the enemy lines which could encompass: the

organization and conduct of &uerrilla wArf:re, sabotage and subversion, evasion

and escape, Ranger and commando type operations, long-range or deep penetra-

tion reconnaissance, and psychological warfare. From January to late September

1952, the term embraced the followiLng in OCPW recruiting material: organiza-

tion and conduct of guerrilla warfare; subversion and sabotage, political,

economic, and psychological warfare as it pertains to behind-the-lines ac-

tivities; infiltration and/or orgartizatioa of agents within the enemy's

sphere of influence in support of actual or projected Special Forces opera-

tions; commando type operations; escape and evasion, as effected through Special

Forces operations; and antiguerrilla warfare in areas overrurA by friendly

forces.1 It will be noted that both "Ranger operations' and "lor'g-range or

deep pe--cration reconnaissance" had disappeared during this transforma-

tion; or~y "comaendo type operations" remained as a hint of the earlier con-

ceptual confusion. By November 1952, the focus became even more precise, and

potential volunteers for this new elite unit were told that Special Forces

operations included guerrilla warfare, sabotage, and "other behind-the-lines

352..16-354.2, Box No. 18, National Archives; and Psywar 335 C (10 Jan-.ary
l5J2), Orientation Conference for TI&E Officers, Subject: "Current Develop-
nents in the Field of Special Forces Operations" (15 January 1952), by LTC
BLair, RG 319 (Arby Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal
File (C), 1951-54, 334-337, Box No. 15, National Archives.

10p. cit., Psy War 337 TS (16 April 1951), Psy War 337 C (10 January
1952), and Psy War 337 (24 September 1952), National Archives.

J
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missions, which are within the capabilities of guerrilla warfare." 1 The lack

of reference to Ranger or commando type operations is evident; shortly there-

after Ge.,eral McClure chastened General Liebel for contemplating use of the

10th Special Forces Group for these types of activities in Europe.2 In ef-

fect, "Spe4cial Forces Operations" was becoming synonymous with "unconven-

tional warfare"; eventually the latter term would be predominantly used to

describe the mission of Special Forces.

The Special Forces came to life formally on May 19, 1952, with the es-

tablishment of the Headquarters and Headquarters Company, 10th Special Forces

Group, constituted and allotted to the Reoular Army for activation and or-

ganization under the Commanding General, Third Army. One hundred and twenty-

two officers and men were:

To furnish command, supply, and organizationel maintenance for
a Special Forces Group located in rear areas and, when provided
with the necessary augmentation in personnel and equipment, for
subordinate units committed in the objective area; to furnish
administration for a Special Forces Group. 3

Initially, the Headquarters and Headquarters Company was basically a "paper

organization," for when Colonel Aaron Bank left OCPW to join the Greup on

1 Op. cit., Psy War 353 (6 November 1952), National Archives.

20p. cit., Psy War 290 TS (8 December 1952) and Psy War 390 TS (19
December 1952), National Archives.

3 Department of the Army, Office of the Adjutant General, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter, Subject: Activation of a Unit of the General Reserve, 19 May
1952, AGAO-I, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D.C., TO&E 33-2 (pro-
posed), 14 April 1952, cited in U.S. Army Combat Developments Command, Special
Warfare Agency, Combat Developments Study: Organization for U.S. Army Special
Forces, August 1964, USAJFKCEN'IA Archives; Department of the Army, Office of
the Chief of Special Forces, Washington 25, D.C., DF to G3, Organization
Branch, Subject: Activation of Special Forces Units, 2 May 1952, from
Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records
Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 322-326, Box No. 13, Psy War 322 (1 May
1952), National Archives.
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June 19, 1952, as its first commander, he had a tocal complement of only seven

enlisted men and one warrant officer present for duty. 1

If Bank expected his new unit tG be swamped with volunteers, however, he

was to be disappointed. By early July he complained that the flow of applica-

tions for Special Forces was very slow, attributing this to less-than-enthusi-

astic Army-wide support for the program and to the security classification of

Special Forces activities.2 A month later Colonel Karlstad reported to General

McClure that the total assigned enlisted strength of the 10th was 259, of which

only 123 were "operational unit" volunteer personnel. The rate of arrival of

volunteers was, he felt, "wholly unsatisfactory. 13 Another factor inhibiting

a rapid buildup was the slow progress in attracting foreign nationals through

the Lodge Bill. As originally passed, the Lodge Bill (Public Law 597, 81st

Congress, 30 June 1950) provided for the enlistment of 2,500 aliens in the

U.S. Army . This ceiling was raised to 12,500 by mid-1951, but actual recruit-

ment fell far short of expectations. By August 1952, of 5,272 men who had

iLetter, Colonel Bank, 17 February 1968.

2The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Comments
by Members of Attending Organization and Training Conference,.9 July i952,
USAJFKCENMA Archives. Attendees included representatives frcm OCPW, AFF, Third
Army, and The Psychological Warfare Center. Colonel Bank strongly urged that
action be taken to declassify the Special Forces Group TO&E's: it restricted
publicity in Army/ publications and the men could not even tell others their

.correct unit de signation, other than the Psychological Warfare Center--which
did not give them the necessary pride in their unit, he believed.

3 Headquarters, The Psycholovical Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Caro-
lina, Letter to Brigadier Genaral Y'cClure from Colonel C. H. Karlstad, Command-
ing Dfficer,, 12 September 1952, filed with RG 319 (Army Staff) Chief of Special
Warfare, 1951-54, Psy War 322, National Archives. Karlstad as.:ed McClure for
assistance in getting the seven U.S. training divisions to fulfill their al-
lotted quotas of 35 volqntesrs per month for Special Forces. M.:Clura followed
through on the request rapidly and wrote back to Karlstad on 22 September that
the situation should soon improve.

-.....
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applied for enlistment, only 411 received the necessary security clearances,
1

and of that number only 211 actually enliated. Concerned, 4cClure's office

reported that "the need to increase Lodge Bill enlistments remains a vital

problen affecting the accomplishment of missions assigned to OCPW."' 2  At the

end of November 1952, however, only 22 Lodge Bill personnel had been assigned
3

to the 10th Special Forces Group. Despite this disappointing start, by April

1953 the strength of the organization designed to implement a "new concept"
4

had increased to 1,700 officers and enlisted men.

The "new concept" can best be explained by the training objective pro-

posed for the newly activated 10th Special Forces Group:

To infiltrate its component operational detachments to designated
areas within the enemy's sphere of influence and organize the in-
digenous guerrilla potential on a quasimilitary or a military

IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Staff Study to Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject: Staff
Study on Intensification of Lodge Bill Recruitment Program, 8 August 1952,
from Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 Army, Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-56,
TS Decimal Files, 337-350.05, Box No. 13, Psy War 342 TS (8 August 1952),
National Archives. The reasons for this low rate were many: many married per-
sons applied but were not eligible; many German nationals applied but were not
eligible; the citizens of NATO membev nations who applied were not eligible;
many applicants were disqualified on mental and physical grounds; and many
applicants changed their minds during the long time required for security
checks.

2 Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to: Chief of Legislative Liaison, Subject:
Program for Liaison with the Congress, Tab A, "Intensification of Lodge Bill
Recruitment Program,' from Colorel Fertig, Acting Chief, OCPW, 15 August 1952,
RG 319 Army, Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 2,
Psy War 032.1, National Archives. Tab A, prepared by Colonel Blythe, Special
Forces Division, outlined the overall need for Lodge Bill personnel as a pro-
jected 4,875 for Special Forces and 40 for psychological warfare units.

3Headqtarters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Caro-

lina, Letter to Brigadier CGneral McClure, from Colonel C. H. Karlstal, 25 No-

vember 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National
Archives.

4 Letter, Colonel Bank, 17 February 1968.
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basis for tactical and strateac exploitation in conjunction with
our land, sea and air forces.'

Clearly, Special Forces was designed for uncorrnentional warfare, with

emphasis on guerrilla operations. This is a significant point, because in

1952 very little attention was given to counterguerrilla, or counterinsurgency,

operations. That portion of the special warfare concept was to come later, in

the late 1950's and early 1960's, initiating a doctrinal battle as to the

proper function of Special Forces. At this early stage of its histury, hov-

ever, Special Forces was oriented toward unconventional warfare requirements,

and the framework for the 10th that resulted was a rather unique blend of

Army organizational traditions and conventions with the promiei!nt ideas and

principles of guerrilla warfare.

Essentially, the Special Forces Group represented a pool of trained

manpower from which units or combination of units could be drawn to execute

specific unconventional warfare rtasions. The heart of the original Group

organization was the Operational Detachment, Regiment, a fifteen-man unit es-

tablished along the same lines as the OSS Operational Group. Commanded by a

captain, with a first lieutenant as executive officer, the Operstional Detack-

ment, Regiment, contained thirteen enlisted men and was cp.pable of being in-

filtrated behind enemy lines to organize, train, and direct friendly resistance

forces in the conduct of unconventional warfare. Depending on the size and

makeup of the guerrilla forces in a specific area, the Operational Detachment,

District B (conmmanded by a major), or the Operational Detachment, Distr!.ct A

1 Department of the Army, Office ot the Chief of Psycholoical Warfare,
Washington 15, D.C., "training Circular, Special Forces Group (Airborne), 13
May 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin OffiLce, Records Branch, Decimal
File (C), 1951-54, 322-326, Box No. 13, Psy War 322 (13 May 1952), National
Archives.
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(commanded by a lieu!'enaat colonel) could also be employed, or a combination

of the three types of teams. In other words, these detachments (called

"teams") could be employed singly or in various combinations, depending on the

size arW complexities of the specific guerrilla organization involved. The

teams--in whatever combination necessary--would come under the direct control

of the specified theater command for briefing and infiltration into the objec-

tive area, then reiiain in radio coimnunication with the theater headquarters

so that the activities of the guerrilla organization could be directed to Rup-

port operations of friendly conventional forces most effectivel.'. !a short,

tht Special Forcei Group itself was not designed to be employed Es a tactical

en.ity--as, for tnstance, a conventional division or brigade--but rather was

constructed around a cellular concept in which each area, distri:t, and regi-

mental detachment was viewed as a separate and distinct operating unit. 1

Colonel Bank had assumed command of a unique organization in June 1952--

one that required special training in order to fulfill the missions envisaged

in the operational concept fur Special Forces. Based primarily on the war-

time experiences of a few former OSS officers in the unit, a training program

was developed for the 10th Special Forces Group that was entirely new to the

Army. Early training stressed the individual skills repregented in the basic

Operational Detachment, Regiment: operations and intelligence, light and

hiavy weapons, demolitions, radio com~munications, and medical aid. Each man

was thoroughly trained in his particular specialty, then perticipated in "cross-

training" in order t. learn the rudiments of the other skills represented in

the detachment. The coemmunications and medical aid specialists naturally

ISpecial Warfare Agcncy, "Organization for Special Forces," pp. 11-10-
11-13.
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reCAivad the longest training courses, since those were more technical skills.

Rphauis vwa also placed on clandestine operactios training, such as the,

formation and operation of intelligence, sabotage, escape and evasion,, and

security, since, as Colonel Bank remarks, "these are easily neglected in

favor of the more exciti-ag guerrilla tactics." The individual and cross-

training phase was followed by detachment training at Camp Mclall, North

Carolina, and finally by a lengthy group-level maneuver in the Chattahoochee

National Forest, Georgia. 1

And so was born Special Forces, the first formal U.S. Army capability

for unconventional warfare, co-located with but yet a junior partner tor

psychological warfare at Fort Bragg. Was this a marriage of choice, psycho-

logical and unconventional warfare? Apparently not. As Culcnel Volckmann

remembered:

Those of us who had worked on these programs were primarily in-
terested in Special Forces and not Psychological Warfare and were
very much opposed to having Special Forces associated with and
under the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg. We fet
that there was in general a stigma connected with Psychological
Warfare, especially among combat men, that we di.dn't care to have
"rub off' on Special Forces. Behind-the-line operations and the
"dirty-tricks game" had enough opposition amongst conventional
military minds that had to be overcome without adding the additional
problems inherent in Psychological Warfare. However, we lost that
battle.

2

Colonel Bark had similar misgivings. Shortly after taking command of

the 10th, he differed with the Psychological Warfare School faculty concerning

the "position of Special Forces in relation to psychological warfare." He

discovered that the concept being taught in the Psychological Operations

1Letters, Colonel Bank, 17 February 1968 and 3 April 1968.

2Letter, Brigadier General Volckmann, 21 March 1969.
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Course was that Special Forces operations were a part of psychological warfare

and objected to this interpretation in an early organizational meeting at the

Psychological Warfare Center:

I don't believe that, as far as Special Forces is concerned, that
is correct. All the time that I was on the staff of PSYWAR [OCPW]
I never saw any paper of any kind that indicates Special Forces
operations is a part of psychological warfare. It is our concept
that Special Forces operaticns is a part of unconventional warfare.
Just because OCFW is responsible for the moaitoring and supervision
of planning and conduct of psychological warfare and sperial forces
operations does not mean that they have to be the same. 1

Interestingly, at about this same time a Reserve Officer doing his an-

nual two weeks' training at the Department of the Army took issue with the no-

tion of even combining the two fields within the Office of the Chief of Psyco-

IcLical Warfare. Cnlonel Oliver Jackson Sands's view was that the types of

background, education, trairing, and experience required for persons engaged

in psychological warfare were inherently different from those necessary for

the conduct of special operations, thus "rarely . . . is a person who is suit-

able for one of these activities qualified for the other." He also argued

that the planning, execution, facilities, equipment, and support required for

the two operaticns were "totally different." Because these activities were,

in his viev, "widely div;ergent in type and character," he recommernded that

OCIN be divested of the Special Forcee function. The latter should then be

made a part of the G-3.2

IHeadquerters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Caro-
lina, Comments by Members Attending Organization and Training Conference, 9 July
1952, USA XKCENMA Archives.

2 Derartment .f the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to: Chief, Plans arA Policy Branch, OCIW, from
Colonel Oliver Jackson Sands, Jr., USAR, 7 July 1952, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 6, National Archives.
Jackson's memorandum forwarded a study that he had undertaken during his two
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As might have been expected, General McClure did not agree with Sands's

anAlysis, particularly since the special operations function had been moved

from G-3 to OCNW at his request. There is evidence, however, that other

psychological warfare officers also had some misgivings about the Army's or-

ganization for psychological and unconventional warfare. Writing in 1954 on

tactical psychological warfare during the Korean conflict, Colonel Donald F.

Hall expressed this view:

Many psychological warfare officers experienced in combat propa-
ganda operations have never subscribed to the placement of psycho-
logical warfare and special forces under the same controlling staff
agencies. Some have felt that a geat error was made when the two
functions were placed under the s&me agency at Department of the Army
level, and there has been a growing ccncern about the tendency to
combine the two on down through the echelons to the Army in the field.

The doubt as to the justification for this concept has been an
honest one, ,although few have had the capacity to question the decision
in high places. As a matter of economy in meeting training require-
ments, most have gone quietly along with the development of the two
functions as "twin activities" at the higher levels, and particularly
at the Center [The Psychological Warfare Center]. But it is diffi-
cult to conceive of guerrilla-type operations as true psychological
warfare; they seem to be much more closely allied to straight combat
operations within the jurisdiction of G-3. •

Believing, as did Colonel Sands, that there were few individuals who would

weeks of duty in OCPW, the subject of which was "To study the position of the
Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare in the National Establishment."
Recognizing the limitations of time and breadth in his endeavor, Sands sug-
gested that the study "be used to stimulare thinking among those who art! more
clcsely connected with the pro)ler."

iDepartment of the Arm., Office uf the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., "TactI'...al Psychological Warfare in the Korean Conflict:
An informal commentary c- Propaganda Operations of the Eighth US Army 1950-
51," by Colonel Donal: ý. Hall, 1 April 1954, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special
Warfare, Secret Decimal Files, 1951-54, 091-091.412, Box No. 7, Psy War 091
Korea, National Archives. Colonel Hall was the Psychological Warfare Officer
for Fighth Army in Korea from 9 November 1952 to 14 January 1954, then later
served in that capacity at Headquarters, Army Field Forces. Most of his com-
ments and recommendations in this report were limitad to the tactical aspects
of psychological warfare.
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have wide experience and capabilities in both psychological and unconventional

warfare, Hall feared that by combining the two fields under one head, one or

the other "may suffir as a result of particular emphasis given to the function

in which the controlling personnel is especially interested and experienced." 1

This, of course, was part of the anxiety suffered by Special Forces adherents

in 1952; at that tiuiie the "controlling personnel," both at 0CPW and at the

Psychological Warfare Center, were those with psychological warfare back-

grounds. (In later years, the situation would be reversed, particularly at

the Center.) From early 1951 on, Volckmann and'others in the Spectal Operations

Division had spoken primarily in terms of a Special Forces Training Center,

not a Psychological Warfare Center at which Special Forces would be relegated

to a subordinate role. But, as Volckmann admitted, "we lost that battle."

Indeed they did. But why? Could it have been because there was even

greater "stig;a" attached "by cornventir-nal military minds" to unc.nventional

warfare than to psychological warfare? Particularly since in the case of

psychological warfare, staff represcntation had existed at both Department of

the AM and in overseas theaters during World War I, Korea, and World War II,

"and a definite lineage rf formal Army units existed from both the Korean War

and World War II. To be sure, as Daniel Lerner has shown in his Sykewar,

psychological warfare in World War II had its share of "characters" who tended

to alienate military professionals. 2 But the major point here is that tke

Army did in fact have st!tfZ sections and units designed exclusively for the

planning said conduct of psychological warfare, an activity that gradua..Ly

l1 bid.

2 Daniel Lerner, Sykewar: Psychological Warfare Against Germany, D-Day
to VE-Da (New York: George W. Stewart, 1949), pp. 67-93.
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gained greater respectability in both World War II and Korea. Such was not

the case with Special Forces and unconventional warfare in the Army, whose

only real ancestry--and tiat ildirectly--was with the civilian-led OSS in

World War II, an )rganization not exactly held in the highest esteem by many

senior military leaders.

Viewed from a historical perspective, it seems clear that Special Forces

emerged as an unprecedented entity within the Army under the protective wing

of an established and ongoing activity, psychological warfare. General

McClure's foresight in organizing a Special Operations Division in the Office

of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, and his selection of the personnel for

this division, gave unconventional warfare advocates like Bank and' Volckmann

the official platform from which to "sell" the Army on the need for Special

Forces units. McClure's rationale for including unconventional warfare with

psychological warfare can reasonably be linked to his World War II experience

with PWD/SHAEF, his knowledge of General Donovan's insistence on the close

interrelationship of psychological warfare and special operations, and the

fact that the other Services--es well as the JCS--had the same organizational

philosophy in their staffs.1 Although it is apparent that key officers in the

Special Operations Division wanted to dissociate unconventional and psycho-

logical warfare, without McClure's stature and backing as a general officer

heading a spenial staff division at Department of the Army Headquarters, it

1op. cit., Psy Wrr 090.412 TS (7 July 1932),' McClure's handwritten
conment regarding Colonel Sands's report is instructive: "This is an in-
teresting report although I do not concur that 2ropaganda and Special Forces
Operations are so completely different as to require separation particularly
when (a) all other services have same combination, (b) JSPD has duai re-
sponsibility, (c) black (covert) and white propaganda are split between State
and OPC."
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improbable that Special Forces would have become a reality at the time that

it did. In a very real sense, Special Forces and unconventional warfare ar-

rived through the back door of the psychological warfare house. While the

marriage of psychological and unconventional warfare was probably a union of

convenience rather than choice (as Colonel Volckmann suggested), it was cer-

tainly one of necessity for the Special Forces adherents.

Thus was created the Psychological Warfare Center and the 10th Special

Forces Group--the origins of special warfare.

A Summing Up

Our quest in this study to determine the origins of a special warfare

capability for the U.S. Army has led us to investigate the pre-1952 rootz of

the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg. In doing so, we have traced

the modern historical antecedents of American experience with psychological

and unconventional warfare. These two elements had a common point of origin

with the establishment of the Coordinator of Information in 1941; indeed,

General William J. Donovan's all-encompassing concept of psychological war-

fare included all the aspects of what the Army was later to call "special

warfare" (with the exception of counterinsurgency). With the dissoli!tion of

COI in 1942 and ths parallel creation of OSS and 0WI, the threads of psycho-

logical and unconventional warfare took separate paths. In the Army, they

did not formally unite until the formazion of the Office of the Chief of

Psychological Warfare in 1951 and the founding of the Psychological Warfare

Center in 1952.

Betwcen 1941 and 1952, psychological warfare developed a formal lineage

in the Army that can be traced through units and schools in Uorld War I1, the

Korean Conflict, the Army General School at Fort Riley, and the Fsychological

.1
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Warfare Center at Fort Bragg. Additionally, there had been Department of the

Army staff representation for psychological warfare during World War I,, then

almost continuously since 1941. Psychological warfare, in other words, had

a tradition in the Army.

It was a civilian--Assistant Secretary of War John J. McCloy--who

pushed the Army into devoloping a branch at the War Department for the plann'aag

and coo-zdination of psychological warfare activities, initially in June 1941,

and again in November 1943. McCloy's interest illustrates a theme seen

throughout our investigation of the origins of special warfare: the initia-

tive demonstrated by influential civilian officials to prod somewhat conserva-

tive Army leaders into venturing forth in new and uncertain fields.

Certainly Brigadier General Robert A. Mci€ure was an exception to this

theme. The civilian-military team that he headed first in North Africa, then

later in NWD!SHA-ZF, served as the model for successful Army psychological war-

fare operations. The Mobile Radio Broadcasting (MRB) companies employed in

Europe were the first tactical propaganda units of their type in the Army's

history and were to influence tne development of similar units during the

Korean War. And McClure himself had a strong hand in urging that a central

psychological warfare agency be established in the War Department. All in

all, General McClure must be considered the most important Army officer to

emerge in this new field during World War II.

Contrary to the official lineage of Special Forces, unconventional war-

fare--in its strictest definition--did not have a traceable formal history in

the Army. The Office of Strategic Services, to which the Army contributed

personnel in World War -I, was the first A-erican agency devoted to the

planning, direction, and conduct of unconventional warfare, but it was not a
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military organization. Nevertheless, it left a legacy of organizational and

combat knowledge that, togecher with a few key ufficers who had World War II

experience in guerrilla warfare, was instrumental in the creation of Special

Forces in 1952. This gave the Army a formal unconventional warfare capa-

bility for the first time in its history.

During the interwar years, the Army's psychological warfare capability

languished, but staff planning activity did not cease entirely (contrary to

the claim of one prominent, psychclogical warfare text 1 ). This activity was

kept alive by growing concerns of Soviet intentions, the interest of a few

senior military officers like General Lemnitzer and General McClure--and the

pressure brought to bear by several secretaries of the Army. In point of

fact, a good bit of planning went on during this period that carried over to

the OCPW, more so than was later acknowledged by General McClure, even though

he substantially contributed to that effort from his posts outside the Army

Staff.

Similarly, the impetus for the initiation of covert activities after

World War II did not originate in the Central Intelligence Group (forcrunner

of the CIA); it came from Secretary of War Robert Patternon, whose interest in

developing an OSS-type "airborne reconnaissance" unit led the Army to study an

1 Daugherty and Janowitz, A Psychological Warfare Casebock, pp. 137f.
They write: "In the military establishment in Washington, staff planning ac-
tivities involving psychological warfare ceased with the end of World War II
hostilities," and infer that nothing was done at the Department uf the Army
until creation of the OCPW. McClure himself was prone to exaggerate somewhat
the authorship of OCN's achievements. As an example, planning for both the
Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group and Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company
concepts were under way in U-3 before the outbreak of war in 1950, and before
the creation of OCPW, although McClure would claim later that these ideas,
based on World War II experience, originated in his office.
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organization that combined both OSS and Ranger precepts. Although i *rest

in the subject waned after the growth of CIA/OPC's responsibilities, the

studies and dialogue that took place--limited though they were--clearly

showed the influence of OSS on Army thinking, and presaged similar discus-

sions in the early 1950's prior to formation of the 10th Special Forces

Group.

Notwithstanding the fact that more planning activity in both psycho-

logical and unconventioail warfare took place during 1945-50 than is generally

acknowledged, on the eve of t.a Korean War the Army was ill-prepared in terms

of personnel, equipment, and organization to corid-u.t psychological warfare

operations, and its unconventional warfare capability was nonexistent.

With the impetus of the Korean War, the heightening cold war tensions,

and the persistent pressures of Secretary of the Army Frank Pace, Jr., the

Army moved in late 1950 to create an unprecedented staff oxganization--the

Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare. With Pace's support, Brigadier

General McClure created a staff urder which were placed the responsibilities

for both psychological and unconventional warfare. It was largely as a result

of McClure's stature and foresight that the Army developed its first capa-

bility to conduct unconventional warfare, for the inclusion of a Special Opera-

tions bD.',Ysion in OCPW and his selection of the key personnel for this office

gave officers like Colonel Russell Volckmann and Colonel Aaron Bank the oppor-

tunity to formulati plans for unconventional warfare and the creation of

f7ec141 7,rces. Despite *n ongoing "hot war" in Korea, the primary Lnfluencing

ý.ictor lehtnd the Ary's interest in unconventional warfare was the desire for

a potentiilt guxrrrilla capability in Europe to help "retard" a Soviet invasion,

shoitld it occur. (In fact. the development of Special Forces camne tn late to

i i i i
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play othar than a minimal role in Eighth Army's behind-the-line activities.)

After some initial experimentation with the organizational irachinery to con-

duct this "new concept" of warfare, the unit that emerged was clearly designed

to organize, train, and support indigenous personnel in behind-the- lines re-

siscance activities, and it was based primarily on Donovan's OSS Operational

Group concepts--not those of the Rangers or Commandos. In order to provide

the necessary training, materiel, and doctrinal support for both Special

Forces aic psychological warfare units, McClure was able to sell the Army on

a separate center at which the functions of the "whole field of OCPW' would

be located.

In reality, roughly the same cold war tensions facilitated interest in

both psychological and unconventional warfare, but there was a crucial differ-

ence in the receptivity of each by the Army. Despite some of the "characters"

associated with "sykewar," psychological warfare organizations gradually at-

tained increased respectability in the Army during World War II and Korea.

On the other hand, the Army continued co view unconventional warfare with a

certain distaste. This reluctance to accept Special Forces resulted from the

legacy of OSS-military rivalry during World War II, a lack of appreciation for

unconventional warfare by officers trained for conventional war, a continuing

suspicion of elite forces by the Army, and from the fa&..t that there was no

formal precedent in the Army's history for Special Forces-type units. Most im-

portant of all were the constraints of manpower and money in what was, despite

the cold war, a peacetime Army. New ideas, particularly those that require an

increase in personnel and funds, are understandably difficult to sell to

leaders who must make decisions on the basis of essentiality. (In this regard,

it is instructive to note that the spaces finally made available for the

_____ ____i
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formation of the 10th Special Forces Group came from the deactivation of the

Rangers, another elite concept.)

In the face of resistance, both within the Army and from the Air Force

and CIA, Special Forces nonethelees became a reality largely through the sup-

port of General McClure and the persistent efforts of Colonel Volcknmann and

Colonel Bank. But the bargaining position of unconventional warfare advo-

cates was weak in 1951-52; those in OCPW who wanted a separate existence for

Special Forces found it necessary to compromise. -ecause psychological war-

fare had a formal lineage and a tradition--and unconventional warfare had

neither--it was expedient to bring Special Forces into existence under the

auspices of, and subordinate to, psychological warfare. This, plus the se-

curity restraints placed on the publicizing of Special Forces activities, ex-

plains the apparent ascendancy of psychological warfare over unconventional

warfare at this time.

General McClure's rationale for combining these two activities within

OCPW in 1951 and at the Psychological Warfare Center in 1952 can be partially

attributed to the heritage of General William Donovan's organizational

philosophy, and because the other wilitary services and the JCS had the

same combination in their staffs. In allowing McClure to do so, the, Army may

simply have found it convenient to lump these two relatively new out-of-the-

mainstream (thus "unconventional") activities together while it attempted to
sort out both ideas and weapons. The resultant package could very well have

been called "miscellaneous warfare" instead of the eventual, miore glamorous,

"special warfare."' Thus, the combining of psychological and unconventional

1I am indebted to Professor Theodore Ropp, Duke University, for this
insight. i
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warfare under the Psychological Warfare Cen.er was a marriage of both con-

venience and necessity, but one which nevertheless gave the Army the begin-

nings of a "special warfare" capability.

The person most responsible for achieving this feat was Brigadier General

Robert A. McClure, clearly the central figure to emerge in this study. From

World War II until early 1953, he alone provided the continuity, expertise,

and guidance at the general officer level that was so essential to the ul-

timate establishment of his dream--the creation of the Office of Chief of

Psychological Warfare, Special Forces, and the Psychological Warfare Center.

At every crucial point in the unfolding of events leading to these accomplish-

ments, particularly after World War II, one finds his personal imprint; in-

deed, the story of the origins of speciol warfare could almost be told through

a biography of this dedicated, energetic visionary. Today his name is recog-

nized by few; the achievements of Volckmann and Bank are more familiar. One

searches -in vain for McClure's picture on the walls of the Center for Military

Assistance, or in its museum. But if any one man can be called the father of

special warfare, surely that man was Robert A. McClure.

Even after being established, the Psychological Warfare Center and

Special Forces led a precarious exiatence.1 And McClure himself left the OCPW

in March 1953, an embittered man; the implication was that he had been in a

1 In an economy move, Army Field Forces recormended in October 1953 that
the Psychological Warfare Center be deactivated -and the responsibility for
psychological warfare training transferred back to the Army General School at
Fort Rilry. Under this plan, all Special Forces schooling would have been con-
ducted within lnits, rather than in a separate school. After a long and impas-
sioned appeal by OCTIV. the end result was a Psychological Warfare Center that
survived, but at reduced strength. See Office of the Chief of Army Field
Forces, Fort Monroe, Virginia, Letter to Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Depart-
ment of the Army, Subject: Future of Psychological Warfare Center, 12 October
1953, filed with Psy War 322 Fdy War Center C (30 October 1953), RG 319 (Army
Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Recnrds Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 32k-
326, Box No. 13, National Archives.
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specialized activity too long.1 But his legacy is clear: the foundation he

laid was built upon in the 1960's when special warfare was expanded to encom-

pass counterinsurgency, and to this day Special Forces and psychological. war-,

fare units exist--albeit ureasily--under the Center at Fort Bragg. Ironi-

cally, tne Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare has not survived in

any form. In a real sense, the manner in which psychological and unconven-

tional warfare evolved from 1941 until their union as a formal Army capa-

bility in 1952 suggests a theme that runs throughout the history of special

warfare: the story of a hesitant and reluctant Army attempting to cope with

concepts and organizations of an unconventional nature.

1McClure wrote a letter to his friend, Lieutenant General Charles L.
Bolte, expressing his feelings about leaving OCNW: "To my unexpected surprise
and with no little consternation, I have received orders transferring me to
Iran to lead the Military Mission. After 10 1/2 of the past 12 years in this
particular field and with the added emphasis being placed thereon by the White
House, I fail to appreciate G-l's policy. I asked the Chief if there was any-
thing behind it and he assured me there was not. The inference is that I have
been in this field too long and there was no future for me as long as, I con-
tinue in a specialized activity. There are already some rumblings in Defense
end across the river but nevertheless I am selling my house and packing up."
Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Letter to Lieutenant General
Charles L. Bolte, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Army, Europe, 4 March 1953, RG 319
(Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, 1951-54, 020-40, Box No.
3, Psy War 040 CIA (undated) 53, National Archives. Ironically, McClure had
decried the scarcity of general officers in the Army with psychological war-
fare or special operations experience, and attempted to increase the number
assigned to these specialized activities--to include a general officer to
head the Psychological Warfare Center. lie was unsuccessful in thes.. en-
dea,,ors. Now he, probably the most experienced general officer in any of
the Services, was being forced to leave the field that he had devoted so much
of his career to building up. See Office of the Chief of Psychological War-
fare, Memorandum for: Deputy Chief of Staff for .)-erations and Administra-
tion, Subject: Aisignment of General Officers to Psychological Warfare Ac-
tivities, 30 October 1952, from Brigndier Ceneral Rohert A. McClure;
McClure's Memorandum for Record, Subject: Conversat'on with General McAuliffe
Reference General Officers, 26 December 1952; and Memorandums for Record,
2 March 1953 and 6 March 1953, Subject: Selectior of Commander for the Pay-
chological' Warfare Center, by LTC William Trabuie, Executive, OGN all filed
with Psy War 210.3, RG 319 A-my - Chief of Special Warfare, National Archives.
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Section I - Res arch Aids

The research effort for this study began, naturally enough, at
the U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Cente: for Military Assistance, Fort Bragg,
North Carolin". The Center archive, were found in three separate
locations: the Institute for Milit ry Assistance Library, the Center
Gl, and the Center Public Affairs 04 fice. Within recent years, the Gl
files have been transferred to the Public Affairs Office, and are main-
tained there by 'he Center Historiat, Mrs. Beverley Lindsey. Mrs. Lindsey
also has a file of correspondence with many of the key officers at the
Center in the early 1950's, and kee~s some historical docants in her
private collection. The personal files of Mr. John Farrell, Combat:
Developments, Institute for Military Assistance, were helpful. The
Institute library is small but speci.alized in its collection of special.
warfare secondary sources. While important materials pertaining to the
establishment of the Psychological Uarfare Center were uncovered, the
primary sources of the Center Archives are not well organized, and pertain
primarily to the post-1952 years. Oie must search elsewhere for more
detailed evidEnce of th~e Center's hi torical roots.

At the U.S. Army Military His ory Insritute (N.FI), Carlisle

Barracks, Pennsylvania, key staff personnel who were most helpful to the
author were Miss Joyce Eakin, Assist nt Director, Library Services, and
Dr. Richard Somners, Archivist. Mis Eakin has special MNI bibliographies
for U.S. Rangers and Special Forces [n her files, is quite knowledgeable
concerning Institute holdings and c- provide valuable contacts at both the
Center for Military History and the ýational Archives in Washington, D.C.
Dr. Sommers maintains the papers and oral histories of numerous senior.
Army officers; those of Robert A. Mcllure, Ray Peers, and William P..
Yarborough were particularly useful for my subject. The MRT Special
Bibliographic Series, Number 13, Volumes 1 and 2, Oral History, contain
references to these and other officers, as well as a cross-index of key
topics. The Institute also has a complete set of the Army General Council
Minutes for the period 1942 to 1952. i The Council met weekly, was composed
of the senior War Department leadershlp, and was chaired by either the Chief
of Staff or Deputy Chief of Staff. These minutes were particularly useful
in providing an overview of the key decisions and events leading to
establishment of the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare in 1951.
Similarly, the War Department's History of the !Ailitary Intelligence
Division, 7 December 1941 - 2 September 1945, which can be found in the
MHT, prov des some useful leads to the Army's psychological warfare
activities during World War II.
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Miss Hannah Zaidlik, General Reference Branch, Center for Military
History (CMH), Washington, D.C., provided CH special bibliographies on
psychological warfare and Special Forces, as well as assistance in locpting
materials on these topics in their cad catalogue and files. Of note were
copies of Office of the Chief of Psychologicai Warfare 4)CPW) semiannual
and annual historical summaries for the early 1950's, which provided
valuable leads to pursue in the Department of the Army records, National
Archives.

At the National Archives, William Cunliffe and Ed Reese, Modern
Military Branch, were the key archivists who helped me to ferret out

Sinformation on U.S. psychological and unconventional warfare from 194' ,j
1952; John Taylor was most helpful with OSS records. Indeed, these
collections in the National Archives provided the foundation upo'. 1f.ich
this study is based. Foremost in importance were the records of ýhe War
Department General and Special Staff (Record Group 165), and those of the
Army Staff (Record Croup 319). Records of the following staff agencies
were instrumental in tracing the history of psychological and unconventional
warfare activities within the Army: the Military Intal'igence Division,
G2 (Special Studies Group), 1941; the Psychological Werfare Branch, Military
Intelligence Service, G2, 1941-1942; the Propaganda :ranch, G2, 1943-1945;
the Psychological Warfare Branch, Plans and Operations Division, 1947; the
Psychological Warfare Division, Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G3,
1950; and the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Special Staff,
1951-1-954. The latter records were crucial iu determining policies, key
personalities, and decisions leading to the formation of Special Forces
and creation of the Psychological Warfare Tenter at Fort Bragg. The
footnotes at the end of each chapter of -ny study will provide more
comprehensive reference to all of the •ecords mentioned above.

Section 1I - Primary Sources

Nntional Archives

Records of '-he Joint Chiefs of Staff (Record Group 218). See the 385
series, 1946-1953, boxes 147-156, for information on psychological
and unconventional warfare.

Records of the War Department General and Special Staff (Pecord Group 165).
Military Intelligence Division (G-2), Propaganda Branch Correspon-

dence, 1939-1945, boxes 326-344. Reports, directives, bulletins
and other papers dealing with psychological warfare and prop-
aganda activities in overseas theaters. 6 feet.

Office of the Director of Intelligence (G-2), 1906-1949.
Psychologic Section--classified Propaganda manuals and other

records relating to propaganda and psychological warfare,
1918-1926. 2 feet.

Operations and Plans Directorate (OPD). OPD 000.24 Section II
(Cases 40-61), September 1943 - January 1944, and OPD 000.24
Section III (Case 62- ), February 1944 - December 1945.
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Contain excellent material on interaction between OPD, G-2,
and other offices, establishment of Propaganda Branch, G-2,
and organization for psychological warfare in the WDGS.

Records of the Army Staff (Record Group 319).
G-3 Operations, March 1950-51, 091.412 series, boxes 154-158.
Plans and Operations Division, 1946-48, 091.412 series, to

include Top Secret files.
Army Operations, 1948-1952, 091.412 series, Top Secret "Hot Files,"

particularly boxes 9 and 10. Includes Plans and Operations
Division and G-3 Operations records on psychological and
unconventional warfare and interface with CIA.

Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, 1951-1954.
Unclassified and Confidential Decimal File, 13 feet,

40 boxes.
Secret Decimal Correspondence File, 12 feet, 30 boxes.
Top Secret Decimal Correspondence File, 6 feet, 22 boxes.

Army Intelligence Decimal File, 1941-1948, Washington National
Records Center, Suitland, Maryland, particularly series
370.5 (1-31-42) to 373.2, box number 874; from 322.001
(10-31-42) to 322.03 (1-1-43), box number 576; 091.4
(9-20-43) to 091.412 (1-1-47), box number 262; 091.412
(12-31-46) to 091.412 Counter Propaganda, box number 263.

U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance

Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas. Instructional Text, "Tactical
Psychological Warfare, The Combat Psychological Warfare Detachment,"
September, 1947.

Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas. "Program of Instruction, Psycho-
logical Warfare Unit Officer Course," January, 1951. Believed to be
the first formal course in psychological warfare taught in the United
States.

Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas. "Program of Instruction for
PsychologiLcal Warfare Officer Course," August, 1951.

Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Information. Special Warfare,
U. S. Army: An Army Specialty, Washington, D.C., 1962.
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Headquarters, Department of the Army, Washingtont 25, D.C. Training Circular
Number 13, "Military Aspects of Psychological Warfare," June 8, 1953.
Gives definitions and organization for psychological warfare at
national ind Department of the Army levels. Outlines mission and
organizations of the Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group tind the
Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company.

Headquarters, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D.C. Special Regula-
tions Number 10-250-1, "Organization and Functions, Office of the
Chief of Psychological Warfare, Special Staff," May 22, i951.

Headquarters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.

Memorandum Number 14, "Organization and Functions laua:sl, Head-
quarters, The Psychological Warfare Center," Numb-. 12, 1952. The
earliest formal document published by The Psychological Warfare Center
that I have been able to find. Is the basic orgarizational directive
for the Center.

Hesdquarters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort B.agg, North Carolina.
"Administrative Information Handbook, Psychological Warfare Seminar,
17-19 December 1952," December, 1952. Gives detailed mission of
The Psychological Warfare School and an outline of some of its early
academic subjects. Also contains map outlining physical organi-
zation of the Center.

Headquarters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.
Letter to Chief, Psychological Warfare, Department ol the Army,
dated September 12, 1952, subject: "Ac'ri'ation of the Psychological
Warfare School." The Center's appeal to Department of the Army to
give the Psychological Warfare School a formal service school status
rather than a provisional- status.

Headquarters, John F. Kennedy Center for Yilitary Assistance, Fort Bragg,
North Carolina. Undated fact sheet, "Lineage of Special Forces."

Operations Research OfficL, The Johns Hopkins University. Technical Memo-
randum ORO-T-64 (AFFE), "UN Partisan Warfare in Korea, 1951-1954,"
June, 1956. A study performed by a team from ORO that traveled to
Korea, examined records, and conducted interviews. Attempts to eval-
uate magnitude and effectiveness of US partisan warfare activities.
IMS Library archives.

Prop.ganda Branch, Intelliýgence Division, War Department General Staff, The
Pentagon, Washington 25, D.C. "A Syllabus of Psychological Warfare,"
Ortober, 1946.

Propaganda Branch, Intelligence Division, War Department General Staff, The
Pentagon, Washington 25, D.C. "Revised Draft War Depertment Field
Manual, IFM 30-60," September, 1946.
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Public AffairR Office, John F, Kennedy Center for Military Assistance, Fort
Brag&, tiorth Carolina. Letters from:

Brigadier General Russell W. Volckmann (Retired), with 1 enclosure,
March 21, 1969.

Colonel Otis E. Hays, Jr., (Retired), with 5 enclosures, May 5, 1969.
Colonel Aaron Bank (Retired), February 17, 1968; April 3, 1968; and

February 27, 1973.

These letters contained not only valuable information but also
provided some important leads to check on the origins of The Psycho-
logical Warfare Center.

The Institute for Military.Assistance Library, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.
"Examples of UW." A folder of reports and speeches on various aspects
of unconventional warfare. Includes the script of a talk by Ray Peers
given in 1956 to the Svecial Warfare School that is one of the most
comprehensive speeches I have seen on the details of a guerrilla war-
fare organization (OSS Detachment 101, Burma).

The Office of Strategic Services. "OSS Aid to the French Resistance." The
following separate reports were assembled in 1944-1945 under the
direction of Colonel Joseoh Lincoln. They are basically after
action reporrs of OSS activities and operations taken verbatim from
unit and personal journals. These reports represent the richest lode
of information that I have seen on the details of actual OSS organi-
zation, techniques, training, personnel, and operations in Europe.

"Origin and Development of Resistance in France: Summary."
"Jedburghs: DOUGLAS II, Number 61 through JULIAN II, Number 67."
"Operations in Southern France: Operational Groups."
"American Participation in MASSINGRAM Operations Mounted in North

Africa: Jedburghs."
"Corsica: Operation Tommy."
"Poles in France Used by the Resistance: A Report on the Organi-

zation of Poles in France by SOE/OSS to Create a Guerrilla
Force for Augmenting the Activities of French Resistance
Elements."

"DF Section."
"Massive Supply Drops."
"Missions: F-Section."
"F-Section Circuits: Reports by Participating American Personnel

of OSS."
"F-Section: Reports by OSS Participants."
"SO-RF Section Missions: Introduction and First Quarter, 1944."
"SO-RF Section Missions: Second Quarter, 1944."
"Mis-ions and Sabotage: RF Section, Third Quarter, 1944."

/
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The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North CarolinA. PSYWAR, 1954.
The first publication which gives some de.ails or. the background,
training, and activities of the individual units assigned to The
Psychological Warfare Center. Contains unit organization charts and
chain of command picture#. No mention Ls madi of the Special Forces
Department in the Psychological Warfare School or of the Special
Forces Group.

The Psychological Warfare School, Fort Bragg, North Carolina. "Student
Hand Book," September, 1953. Contains mission and organization of
school, academic and administrative information pertaining to studants,
and a valuable organization chart of The Psychological Warfare Center
dated August 1, 1953.

The Psychological Warfare School, Fort Bragg, North C.rolina. "Guide for
Staff and Faculty," April, 1953. Contains organization and fuvctions
of the school, boards, and com:Ltttees, information on preparation of
instruction and instructional material; adminintration of students;
and academic evaluation.

The Ground General School, Fort Riley, Kansas. Special Text Number 8,
"Strategic Psychological Warfare," Febi-uary 15, 1949.

Section III - Secondary Sources

Aerospace Studies Institute. Guerrilla Warfare and Airpower in Korea,
1950-53. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: U.S. Air University,
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