GENERAL HISTORIES

The Office of the
Secretary of the Air Force

1947-1965

George M. Watson, Jr.

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A
Apprpved for Public Release
Distribution Unlimited

"///
Center for

Air Force

History

Washington, D.C.

20050429 033




Library of Congress Cataloging-In-Publication Data

Watson, George M.
The Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, 1947-1965 / George M.
Watson, Jr.
. cm.--(General histories)

Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-912799-76-5 (casebound).--ISBN 0-912799-78-1 (perfectbound)
1. United States. Dept. of the Air Force--History. 1. Title. II. Series.
UG633.W337 1992
353.63°09--dc20

92-18308
CIP

For Sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C. 20402




Form Approved
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE OMB No. 0704-0188

The public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources,
gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection
of information, including suggestions for reducing the burden, to Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for information Operations and Reports
{0704-0188), 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be
subject to any penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR FORM TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS.

1. REPORT DATE (DD-MM-YYYY) 2. REPORT TYPE 3. DATES COVERED (From - To)
1993 na/
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER
The Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, 1947-1965 ‘ n/a
5b. GRANT NUMBER
n/a
5¢. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER
n/a
6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER
Watson, Jr., George M. n/a
Be. TASK NUMBER
n/a
5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER
n/a
7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
Air Force History Support Office REPORT NUMBER
3 Brookley Avenue Box 94 n/a
Bolling AFB DC 20032-5000
9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONYM(S)
n/a - 7 ) , __wa )
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S REPORT
NUMBER(S)
n/a

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited.

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
n/a

14. ABSTRACT

This history follows the development of the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force from its predecessor organization —the Assistant
Secretary of War for Air during World War IT —to its modem identity as one of three service secretariats within the Department of
Defense. Watson vividly describes the influence of several Air Secretaries:Robert A. Lovett, W. Stuart Symington, Harold E. Talbott,
and Eugene M Zuckert. Each made a personal contribution in defining and answering the military issues of the day, among them, the
independence of the Air Force, the war in Korea, arguments over roles and missions, and nuclear strategy.

391 pp., charts, tables, photos, index

GPO Stock Number: 008-070-00768-1 _ISBN: 0-16-061449-X
15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF _|18. NUMBER |19a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a. REPORT |b. ABSTRACT |c. THIS PAGE ABSTRACT g;GES Richard I. Wolf
19b. TELEPHONE NUMBER (/nciude area code)
U U U uu
391 202-404-2186

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8/98)
! . Prescribed by ANS! Std. 239.18




Foreword

If power in Washington is often thought of as a zero-sum game, suc-
cess is best achieved by creating "win-win" propositions. The Secretary of
the Air Force, placed at the nexus of several power centers and responsible
for fashioning a consensus, reports to the Secretary of Defense, deals with
various deputy secretaries as peers, and interacts with the Air Force Chief
of Staff, who supervises the service. The Secretary has real but circum-
scribed influence, yet must, to be effective, move individuals and agencies,
with little more than limited or indirect authority over them. ,

This work traces the history of the Office of the Secretary of the Air
Force from its formation in the 1920s (as the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary of War for Air) through World War II, under Robert A. Lovett. It
concentrates on the period from 1947, when the Air Force became indepen-
dent of the Army, to 1965, when the United States became involved in the
Vietnam War. During this time several laws significantly reshaped the U.S.
military establishment: the National Security Act of 1947, its amendments
of 1949, Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953, and the Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1958. These laws gradually strengthened the Depart-
ment of Defense and firmly established civilian control over the military
services. . ,

Author George Watson details how these laws affected the functioning
of the first seven Secretaries of the Air Force, from W. Stuart Symington
to Eugene M. Zuckert. The Air Force and its Secretaries struggled over
autonomy, roles, and missions; fought the Korean War and the Cold War;
procured advanced aircraft, missiles, and other weapons; and wrestled with
many issues involving budgets, force size and structure, racial integration,
morale, and congressional and public relations.

The Secretaries of the Air Force have each brought unique leadership
styles to office. This study provides a context for understanding the complex
changes that confronted them as the United States successively moved
through the jet, atomic, and space ages. It should prove useful to both
civilian and military Air Force policy makers as they operate in a new era
in which America’s air power has become truly. global and unprecedented
in influence and reach.

RICHARD P. HALLION
Air Force Historian
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Preface

In 1948 Secretary of the Air Force W. Stuart Symington was often referred
to as the third most powerful man in the world after the President of the United
States and the Secretary of Defense. Yet only thirteen years later, Secretary of
the Air Force Eugene M. Zuckert admitted to functioning as little more than a
group vice president. Symington could argue on virtually equal terms with
Secretary of Defense James V. Forrestal, but Zuckert had to make an appoint-
ment merely to converse with the Under Secretary of Defense. Did this erosion
of power occur because of Congress, because of the U.S. strategy of limited
warfare that led to stalemate in Korea, or because the Air Secretaries lost power
to aggressive Air Staffs and successive Secretaries of Defense?

This book focuses on the role and influence of the Office of the Secretary
of the Air Force from 1947 to 1965, a critical period in American history. It was
a time when the air forces underwent a tremendous amount of expansion and
contraction—the military budget had been slashed after World War 1, then
rapidly increased when the United States went to war in Korea. The Air Force
entered the missile age, and Americans began to question the conduct of their
military establishment in international affairs.

The era was marked by two major developments. The first was a shift in
power from Congress to the President. Following World War II, the executive
branch determined strategy and overall level of military effort—the number of
wings for the Air Force, divisions for the Army, and ships for the Navy. While
the legislative branch could exert some influence over decisions on these mat-
ters, it could not initiate military strategy and policy. That power remained with
the executive branch.! The second major development was the establishment
and gradual strengthening of centralized civilian control over the nation’s armed
forces through the passage of several laws—the 1947 National Security Act, its
1949 amendments, Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953, and the Department of
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958.

The first of these laws, the landmark National Security Act, passed in
September 1947, represented the outcome of many months of comprehensive
deliberations among military, congressional, and other governmental leaders.
The act instituted supervisory authority over the defense establishment by civil-
ians and close interaction between military and non-military elements of the
government.2

The National Security Act of 1947 created a Secretary of the Air Force
with an under secretary and two assistant secretaries. It outlined no specific
duties and thus gave the secretary more or less a free hand in organizing his
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office. Follow-on legislation—the 1949 amendments, Reorganization Plan No.
6, and the 1958 Reorganization Act—offered no further direction about what
Secretaries of the Air Force could do, only what they could not do.

The Secretaries of the Air Force, therefore, rarely if ever operated accord-
ing to master plans. They reacted instead to problems arising from presidential
agendas, the exigencies of events at home and abroad, and the uncertainties of
military funding. Priorities tended to change from secretary to secretary so that
the significance of procurement, for example, a major issue during Robert A.
Lovett’s tenure from 1941 to 1945, diminished under Stuart Symington’s from
1947 to 1950, when salvaging a minimal force structure became the dominant
concern.

Symington had to spend most of his time resisting the austerity-minded
Truman administration and its Secretary of Defense, Louis A. Johnson. Thomas
K. Finletter, who succeeded Symington and served until 1953 was spared such
pressure when military spending soared during America’s involvement in the
Korean conflict. When President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1953 honored his
promise to end the fighting, he introduced a policy of “security and solvency.”
That policy, which called for reduced military spending and a stretched out Air
Force structure, was, however, quickly reversed when the Soviet Union launched
Sputnik, the first space satellite, in 1957.

In times of plenty the Air Secretaries could focus on other than budgetary
issues. Harold E. Talbott, who served from 1953 to 1955, concentrated on reen-
listment, and Eugene M. Zuckert, who served from 1961 to 1965, promoted
weapon systems development and prepared the Air Force to counter a very
strong-minded Secretary of Defense, Robert S. McNamara.

The Secretaries of the Air Force, obliged to preserve what they believed to
be adequate forces, had often to weigh their loyalty to the administrations that
appointed them against the needs of their military departments. At times they
disagreed with presidential policies and actively sought congressional support
for Air Force positions. Some secretaries were able to help fulfill Air Force
requirements by influencing Congress, by smoothly cultivating, even manipulat-
ing, the press, and by fostering the interest of private enterprise in air defense
objectives. Stuart Symington employed a particularly dynamic and engaging
personality in dealing with Congress and military professionals. Robert Lovett
remained close to his friends and colleagues from the industries he viewed as
vital to the nation’s air defenses during World War I1.

In addition to giving the Air Force its independence and its own secretary,
the National Security Act of 1947 instituted the National Military Establishment,
headed by a Secretary of Defense who coordinated three equal military depart-
ments—the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force. The act also established three
non-military agencies to coordinate national security efforts:

The National Security Council. The council advised the President on the
risks and benefits to the country associated with the uses of military power and

vi
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considered policies of interest to various departments of the U.S. government
concerned with national security.3 The council was headed by the President of
the United States and included the Secretaries of State, Defense, Army, Navy,
and Air Force, as well as the Chairman of the National Security Resources
Board.

The Central Intelligence Agency. The agency was empowered to collect
and coordinate all intelligence gathered by other agencies of the Federal govern-
ment, to analyze it, and to make it available to the President and the National
Security Council.

The National Security Resources Board. The board advised the President
on strategies to coordinate military, industrial, and civilian mobilization for the
best use of the nations’s manpower, raw materials, and manufacturing facilities.4
Its membership was comprised of a chairman and heads of departments and
agencies designated by the President.

Under the National Security Act, the Secretary of Defense became the prin-
cipal assistant to the President in all matters relating to national security. He had,
however, only “general direction, authority, and control over the military depart-
ments” and was not allowed to maintain a military staff or appoint more than
three special assistants from civilian life. He was allowed a war council, made
up of the service secretaries and the service chiefs of staff. His most significant
authority extended to the supervision, coordination, and preparation of budget
estimates on the requirements of the National Military Establishment. However,
the military departments could prepare their own budget estimates and present
them to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review. The act permitted the service secre-
taries to present their views to the President and Congress but required them to
inform the Secretary of Defense before doing so.5

After the National Security Act took effect, the Secretary of Defense con-
fronted service secretaries who had grown accustomed to operating indepen-
dently, vying for their particular service interests. It became clear that the Chiefs
of Staff were unable to prevent controversies or even to clarify roles and mis-
sions as long as they could not overcome excessive allegiance to their own ser-
vices. The designers of the National Security Act realized that it would require
improvements but concluded that despite many shortcomings, it was better than
no act at all.

Soon after taking office, James V. Forrestal, the first Secretary of Defense,
concluded that he needed a much larger and more independent staff as well as
real control over the military departments. His views were shared by the Hoover
Commission (led by former President Herbert Hoover), the first commission
assigned to review the organization of the executive branch. A number of
changes sought by Forrestal and the commission were incorporated into the
National Security Act Amendments of 1949. These amendments changed the
name of the National Military Establishment to the Department of Defense. The
service secretaries lost their executive branch status and their seats on the

vii
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National Security Council. They also lost their right of direct appeal to the
President and to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. The Secretary of
Defense would speak for all three services on the National Security Council.
The Office of the Secretary of Defense was strengthened by the addition of a
‘deputy and three assistant secretaries. The Secretary of Defense also gained
more control over the military budget with a departmental comptroller. The ser-
vice secretaries preserved the right to present their views before Congress relat-
ing to military matters after first notifying the Secretary of Defense.6

The 1949 amendments did not settle roles and missions which were furi-
ously debated during Secretary of Defense Johnson’s tenure (1949-1950) over
such issues as strategic bombing, the tactical function, support of ground opera-
tions, and the Navy’s proposed supercarrier. As President-elect in 1953, Dwight
D. Eisenhower called for certain changes within the Department of Defense—
clearer lines of authority, better service cooperation, and greater civilian control.
Arguing that no function should be performed independent of the “direction,
authority and control of the Secretary of Defense,” he commissioned a study
headed by Nelson A. Rockefeller to assess the department’s organization.8

" The Rockefeller Committee’s recommendations formed the basis for
Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953, which firmly established the doctrine of
civilian control with a line of authority from the President as Commander in
Chief to the Secretary of Defense. The latter would act through his service secre-
taries who became his “operating managers” as well as his principal advisors.
Plan No. 6 reduced service autonomy even further by eliminating some of its
boards and agencies and by tripling the number of Assistant Secretaries of
Defense, bringing the total to ten, including the General Counsel.?

The Secretary of Defense came to rely on the assistant secretaries to the
detriment of the service secretaries. Although the Assistant Secretaries of
Defense were not in the direct line of authority, their proximity to the Secretary
of Defense—and the chain of command—placed them strategically. The
Secretary of Defense began taking their advice, which often contradicted the ser-
vices’.10

Organizational changes within the Department of Defense affected commu-
nications between the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force and the Air Staff.
In effect, the new Assistant Secretaries of Defense represented a layer of author-
ity between the Defense Secretary and the service secretaries. In late 1947 and
1948 Secretary Symington and his staff routinely coordinated matters with the
Air Staff before raising them with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. By
1953 much of the Air Staff was dealing directly with Assistant Secretaries of
Defense without first consulting with the Office of the Secretary of the Air
Force. Then too, the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force occasionally failed
to inform the Air Staff of its dealings with the Office of the Secretary of
Defense. Direct and personal communications between the Office of the
Secretary of the Air Force and the Air Staff began to diminish and were replaced
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by a new triangular relationship between those offices and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. '

Between 1953 and 1958 there were many proposals for further centraliza-
tion of authority within the Department of Defense. They were furthered by
rapid technological developments that challenged existing defense concepts and
aggravated the services’ struggle for funding and responsibilities. Critics
charged that the organization of military affairs under three departments headed
by a fourth was expensive and cumbersome. Shortly after Eisenhower assumed
the presidency he ordered another commission led by former President Hoover
to study the entire executive branch. The study was published in June 1955. It
found that the National Security Council was not providing a “clear and integrat-
ed national policy.”!1

In late 1957 and early 1958 the rising cost of weapon systems and public
shock over Soviet scientific advances, particularly Sputnik, sparked intense criti-
cism of the Department of Defense. In addition, a national defense study pub-
lished in January 1958 called for further reorganization within the department
because of continuing duplication of effort and interservice rivalry. President
Eisenhower concurred with the panel. Appearing before Congress on April 3,
1958, he pointed to thermo-nuclear weapons, missiles, and aircraft capable of
tremendous speed and range as the results of a “revolution . . . in the techniques
of war . . . We cannot,” he emphasized, “allow different service viewpoints to
determine the character of our defenses—either as to operational planning and
control, or as to the development, production, and use of newer weapons . . . The
country’s security requirements should not be subordinated to outmoded or sin-
gle service concepts of war.”!1

Thus, backed by the public and the President, Congress passed the Depart-
ment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 on August 6. The act placed the
unified and specified commands* directly under the control of the Secretary of
Defense and the President. It removed the service secretaries from the opera-
tional (combat) chain of command and placed them over operational support
activities such as training and logistics. It retained the service secretaries’ right
to present their recommendations before Congress on the approval of the
Secretary of Defense. With this allowance Congress, always desirous of access
to information, was favoring itself, not the service secretaries.12 To quell inter-

* According to Air Force Manual 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrince of the United
States Air Force, “Specified commands have a broad continuing mission and are normal-
ly composed of forces from one Service. In unified commands . . . forces from two or
more Services are commanded by a single commander with operational command and
control of assigned forces normally exercised through subordinate component comman-
ders . . . This relationship demands that the Services develop mutual confidence, com-
mon understanding of primary and supporting missions, and a common doctrine for uni-
fied action.”
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service disputes, the act granted the Secretary of Defense the authority to decide
which services would assume leadership roles in the development of weapon
systems. It further stipulated that the military departments would no longer be
separately administered; each would be organized under its individual secretary
who answered to the Secretary of Defense.!3

The increased power of the Office of the Secretary of Defense was gained
at the expense of the service secretaries to whom any of the assistant secretaries
of defense could now issue orders. The service secretaries and their offices were
expected to cooperate fully with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In addi-
tion, all research and engineering activities were to be placed under the new
Director of Defense Research and Engineering who answered to the Secretary of
Defense.

The Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 left no doubt that
the Secretary of Defense was in charge. Robert S. McNamara, appointed by
President John F. Kennedy, took full advantage of the powers it granted. He
instituted a program of centralized control without having to initiate further leg-
islative changes to the National Security Act. When he became Secretary of the
Air Force in January 1961, Eugene M. Zuckert, who had worked for eight years
in the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force and its predecessor, was shocked
by the decline in the authority of his office.

The Secretaries of the Air Force had to adjust, each in his own fashion, to
many challenges and major legislative changes between 1947 and 1965. This
book discusses how they did so.
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Chapter 1

Precedent for an Air Secretary

Although not well known to the public, Robert A. Lovett, Assistant Secretary
of War for Air during World War II and confidant of General Henry H.
Arnold, Commander of the U.S. Army Air Forces (AAF), was one of the most
influential officials in the War Department. Lovett’s influence rested not on
statutory authority, but on his close and friendly relationship with General
Amold and on his ability to combine toughness and informality when dealing
with leading government officials.

Lovett was involved in solving many war-related problems with General
Amold, but his formidable abilities and expertise were concentrated on aircraft
procurement. He kept factories functioning seven days a week, helped negotiate
the settlement of strikes, and saw to it that the necessary technical labor force
remained exempt from military service. Lovett strongly supported the “Europe
First” concept of Allied strategy. He recommended the placement of various
forces early in the war and later proposed the creation of a force—apart from the
established, numbered air units—to strike at Germany’s communications net-
work and dispersed industry.

Robert Lovett made a direct and lasting impact on the Office of the
Secretary of the Air Force (OSAF), influencing its establishment, its authority,
and the nature and scope of its responsibilities. The activities that occupied him
during World War II can be traced to the late 1920s when F. Trubee Davison
became the first Assistant Secretary of War for Air.

The Roots of the Office

Army airmen had long worked to establish an air arm separate from the
ground forces. In 1925 they made their views known when the Secretaries of
War and the Navy convinced President Calvin Coolidge of the necessity for a
study on air power and national defense.* He appointed the Morrow Board,
headed by Morgan Bank partner Dwight W. Morrow, to conduct it. The board

* The Army Air Service had been recognized as a separate combat arm since June ‘
1920.
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produced a report that persuaded Congress to undertake an extensive review of
. America’s air defense. Resultant legislation—the Army Air Corps Act of 1926—
established the Army Air Corps, granting it more personnel, aircraft and, in effect,
more prestige than its predecessor, the Air Service. The act also called for the
inclusion of Air Corps representatives on the Army General Staff and reestab-
lished a second Assistant Secretary of War—the Assistant Secretary of War for
Air.

The office had existed briefly during World War I. Two coequal agencies
had managed aviation—the Division of Military Aeronautics (DMA) under a
military head who assumed responsibility for personnel, training, and require-
ments; and the Bureau of Aircraft Production (BAP) under a civilian head who
dealt with production problems. President Woodrow Wilson wished to avoid
potential clashes between these agencies. Thus, in April 1918, Secretary of War
Newton D. Baker reorganized his office, and Congress authorized two additional
Assistant Secretaries of War—the Second and the Third Assistant Secretaries of
War. In August 1918, John D. Ryan became the Second Assistant Secretary of
War and Director of the Air Service. Ryan had been president of the Anaconda
Copper Company and also chairman of the Civilian Aircraft Board. President
Wilson had appointed him director of Aircraft Production in April 1918. Ryan
held the position for only three months until the war ended. After his resigna-
tion, the office was disestablished.!

Between 1920 and 1926, attempts to legislate needed changes in the
nation’s air defense were blocked by jurisdictional conflict between the Air
Service on one hand and the War Department and the Navy on the other. The
Air Service was dominated by a small group of men bound together by their pas-
sion for and practical knowledge of military aviation. They firmly believed that
the Air Corps should support the advancement of aeronautical science.
However, they doubted that it could while subject to the direction of those
whose views on aviation differed from their own. Lined up against the Air
Service were powerful administrators of both the War and Navy Departments
who perceived in the airmen a threat to their own authority.2

The Army Air Corps Act did not grant the air arm either full independence
or autonomy within the War Department; even the new Assistant Secretary of
War for Air, who was appointed by the President, had to answer to the Secretary
of War. The act stipulated that the Assistant Secretary of War for Air aid the
Secretary of War in fostering military aeronautics and, in the name of the
Secretary of War, promote the efficiency of the Army Air Corps. The act further
specified that the new assistant secretary deal with all Air Corps reports related
to procurement—from domestic manufacturers, other services, and foreign
sources—and to the budget and refer them to the Secretary of War.3

The first Assistant Secretary of War for Air was F. Trubee Davison, a grad-
uate of Yale University and Columbia University Law School, who became a
member of the New York bar in 1922 and later spent several terms in the New
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York state legislature. He had served overseas during World War I and had been
instrumental in organizing the “First Yale Unit,” which formed the nucleus of
the first Naval Reserve Flying Corps.* Among the many activities in which
Davison involved himself as Assistant Secretary of War for Air were fund rais-
ing for Air Service programs and procurement. Procurement was important to
Davison and would become the natural focus for Robert A. Lovett during World
War IL. .

In the autumn of 1932 Davison resigned his office to run for lieutenant
governor of New York. President Herbert Hoover did not name his replacement.
The next President, Franklin D. Roosevelt, also kept the position vacant, ostensi-
bly because Secretary of War George H. Dern believed that the air forces, like
all other branches of the Army, should report directly to the Chief of Staff (the
Air Corps did not report directly to Davison).

Roosevelt was not encouraged to fill the post by the Army because its
General Staff in particular had never really believed that the Air Corps warrant-
ed a special representative to the Secretary of War. Davison himself was con- -
vinced that the position remained unfilled because of “the jealousy of the older
services.”4 During the 1930s the Air Service, without an Assistant Secretary of
War for Air, had great difficulty obtaining the funding it desired. There were no
civilians within the War Department to argue for its programs before Congress.

F. Trubee Davison, first Assistant
Secretary of War for Air.

* During the summer of 1917, Davison broke his back in an airplane crash and was
prevented from taking an active part with his unit during World War 1.
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In addition, the Depression, which reached its depth in 1933, had brought cuts in
most military spending programs.

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of War for Air remained vacant until
April 1941, when the special assistant to the Secretary of War, Robert A. Lovett,
was appointed to it. Prior to his redesignation, Lovett had served, since December
27, 1940, as a representative of the Under Secretary of War on Air Corps pro-
curement.’

Robert Lovett was no stranger to the first Assistant Secretary of War for
Air. He had learned to fly during the summer of 1916 while staying at the
Davison home in New York.* Like Davison, Lovett had served in the Naval Air
Service during World War I and, having retained a keen interest in aviation
throughout the interwar years, brought to his job a high degree of knowledge
and experience. After the war, from 1919 to 1921, he studied both law and busi-
ness administration at Harvard University. In 1921 he joined the National Bank
of Commerce in New York. Five years later he assumed a partnership in the
investment firm of Brown Brothers Harriman and Company. He resigned that
partnership in December 1940 to become special assistant to the Secretary of
War.6

During the 1920s and 1930s, Lovett was obliged to travel frequently
throughout the United States and abroad on business and had taken every oppor-
tunity to study advances in aeronautical science and military aviation being
applied wherever he was sent. He was especially interested in developments
overseas. On a trip to Milan, Italy, during the spring of 1940, in casual conversa-
tion with two German airmen at his hotel, he learned something of the scope and
intensity of their country’s air rearmament effort. What he heard disturbed him
greatly and caused him to wonder about America’s military preparedness. He
was determined to personally assess the state of American aircraft manufactur-
ing when he returned to the United States and was able to do so—tour factories
and renew friendships with important industrialists—while performing his
responsibilities for Brown Brothers Harriman.

He discovered an alarming lack of direction and coordination from Wash-
ington regarding aircraft production and concluded that American industry, on
the whole, was not up to the demands that full-scale warfare might entail. Many
aircraft executives urged Lovett to make industry problems known to the
Roosevelt administration. He confided his concems to fellow Wall Street opera-
tive and new Under Secretary of the Navy James V. Forrestal. Forrestal suggest-
ed that Lovett present a report on his ideas to Assistant Secretary of War Robert

* In 1916 Mrs. Henry P. Davison, wife of the partner in J. P. Morgan and Company
and mother of F. Trubee Davison, turned her New York summer home at Locust Valley
on Long Island into a camp for her son and his friends from Yale so they could attend a
nearby flying school.




PRECEDENT FOR AN AIR SECRETARY
P. Patterson,* who was responsible for the Army’s total procurement require-
ments.”

No problem had proved more formidable in 1940 for Secretary of War
Henry L. Stimson, Army Chief of Staff General George C. Marshall, and
Assistant Secretary of War Patterson than aircraft procurement. Patterson saw its
solution in Lovett’s report and the wealth of information it contained. Highly
impressed, the Secretary of War decided to hire Lovett immediately as a special
assistant for air matters.8

In December 1940, Congress created a new position, the Under Secretary
of War, which absorbed all procurement functions formerly assigned to the
Assistant Secretary of War. The incumbent assistant secretary, Robert Patterson,
became the first under secretary. In April 1941, the President appointed Robert
Lovett to fill the reestablished post of Assistant Secretary of War for Air.?

As Assistant Secretary of War for Air, Lovett joined a hand-picked four-
man civilian team, part of the so-called “eastern establishment.” Its members
were investment bankers who gravitated to government during World War I
Stimson would describe them as the best staff he ever assembled. The others
were Patterson, Assistant Secretary of War John J. McCloy, and Harvey H.
Bundy, a special assistant to the Secretary of War. All four made a considerable
financial sacrifice to enter government service. None had political ambitions. All
were attached to Stimson’s office, but their talents enabled them to exert influ-
ence throughout the War Department. !0

Although not actually granted statutory power to direct procurement,
Lovett was encouraged by Secretary Stimson to devote his energy to the promo-
tion of aircraft production. While advising Stimson, Lovett worked closely with
military leaders and was free to offer opinions on a variety of questions outside
the formal chain of command.

From April 1940 until the end of World War II, Lovett was vitally con-
cerned that nothing threaten industry’s adherence to realistic aircraft production
schedules. He attempted to settle labor disputes and at times intervened when
_ the Office of Production Management (OPM) and, subsequently, the War
Production Board were at odds with AAF contractors, subcontractors and sup-
pliers. He openly objected to President Roosevelt’s production goals in 1942 and
1943 as excessively optimistic and tried to help strengthen the management of
inefficient aircraft manufacturing companies. During the war, Lovett acted as a
sounding board for industry’s complaints and requests. Stimson had a clearer

* Patterson graduated from Harvard Law School in 1915. In 1930 he was appointed
a judge of the U.S. District Court for Southern New York. In 1939 he was appointed a
judge of the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals. He resigned to become Assistant Secretary
of War in July 1940. Six months later, he became Under Secretary of War, a post he held
throughout World War II. In September 1945, he became Secretary of War. .




INIWIHNOOHJ

2P61 YUBW 2 '62 Jejnou) eugiedsq Jepm (BIINOS
AlddNS 40 S30IAH3S SI0HOH HIV AWHY_ $30H04 ANNOHD AWHY
TVHINID ONIONVWNOD wHaN30 ONIaNVWWOD | | vaanaD oNianvnoo HALVIHL GNYWOD 3SN3430 30604 MSvL
l / | ] | ] |
\
30IAE3S
3ONIOMELNI
AUV
NOISIAIG NOSIVIT WHaN2D
ANV SALVISIDT HOLD3dSNI o €9 eo 10 Adm
39V1S WIO3dS 29V1S TVHaNgD
44V1S 40 43IHO ALNJ3A LVIHVIIHO3S
24V1S 50 43HO
VM 40 HIV HO HYM 30 | snouvaay HVM 40 Reaivhrocs
AHVLIHO3S HIANN AHVL3H03S INVLSISSY onand AHVLIHOIS LNVLSISSY SALVLLSININGY
| HYM 20 AHVL3HO3S ]
b6l YoIe|N

(uorjeziue3109y [[BYSIEIA Y L) Aurry 3y} Jo uoneziuediQ




PRECEDENT FOR AN AIR SECRETARY

Under Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson (lefr) and General George C.
Marshall, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army.

conception of Lovett’s role and told him, “Whatever authority the Secretary of
War has, you have.”11

However, even four years after Lovett assumed office, his duties remained
undefined. According to Brig. Gen. George A. Brownell, his executive officer,
at one time or another the specific activities of the Assistant Secretary of War
for Air touched upon every phase of AAF activity and obliged him to deal with
problems of “technical development, production, organization, finance, legisla-
tion, public relations, both foreign and domestic civil aviation, and to coordinate
these and like matters with other governmental agencies concerned.” 12

Lovett issued orders to no one. It was from his authority over procurement
granted by Stimson that his influence flowed; his closeness to Stimson gave him
a great deal of leverage. He created a direct and personal line of communication
between the Secretary of War and the air arm. General Arnold credited Lovett
with reducing the number of decisionmakers involved in air production from
nine to two—Patterson and Lovett himself.13

Lovett’s ability to work harmoniously with key members of the air arm and
the War Department was one of his most important attributes. Stimson’s biogra-
pher, Elting Morison, described Lovett as “full of brief sophisticated witticisms,
rueful humor and a perception of incongruity that expanded in bureaucratic cir-
cumstances where such perceptions ordinarily wither away.” !4 During the war,
he corresponded warmly with such prominent AAF commanders as General
Carl A. Spaatz, General George C. Kenney, and Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker. His inti-
mate friendship with General Arnold enabled him to communicate smoothly
with Army Chief of Staff General George C. Marshall, who prized the judg-
ment, calm appraisal, and intellectual balance that Lovett brought to policy
meetings.15
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Because their offices adjoined, Arnold and Lovett saw each other daily,
working easily and informally together. Thus many of their discussions were not
recorded. A year after Lovett’s appointment, Amold revealed that his early anxi-
eties about the new Assistant Secretary of War for Air had been quickly dis-
pelled. He had hoped that the Air Corps would have a friend at court. Lovett as
that friend exceeded the general’s highest hopes. Arnold and his staff considered
Lovett not only a sympathetic listener who shared their problems but also a “fel-
low airman whose extensive knowledge of aviation, its characteristics and capabili-
ties, equaled and often surpassed their own.” 16 In fact, Arnold thought so highly
of the Air Secretary that he considered securing him a wartime commission in
the AAF should he decide to resign his post. Lovett, according to General
Arnold, “was better acquainted with the various phases of War Department and
AAF programs as they affect one another than any other individual.”17

The organization of Lovett’s office was as undefined as his duties and,
although no charts have survived that describe its structure, he always operated
with a very small staff.*!8 Col. George A. Brownell served as Lovett’s legal
adviser from March 2, 1942, to August 1, 1943, whereupon he became his exec-
utive officer. Brownell was Lovett’s most valued aide who had dealt with orga-
nizational and legislative questions confronting the AAF early in the war. As
executive officer he administered the Office of the Assistant Secretary of War
for Air (OASWA). Brownell also represented Lovett or other members of
Stimson’s team on many highly important projects.!®

Many questions that confronted Lovett shortly after he assumed office con-
cemed the independence of the air arm, whose status had been debated periodi-
cally since before World War 1. He favored its independence, but not in June
1941. Believing, with others, that America’s entry into the war in Europe was
inevitable, he viewed any attempt at major realignment as confusing and possi-
bly dangerous at a time when the Air Corps was expanding at an unprecedented
rate. He argued that an independent air force could not operate without a
“Unified General Staff and a Supreme War Plans Council” to coordinate army,
navy and air efforts. Also, many Air Corps functions were handled by other
branches—ordnance, for example, by the quartermaster. After advising against
the immediate creation of an independent air force, he suggested that the reorga-
nization of the Air Corps into the Army Air Forces, then being studied in the

* Elting E. Morison, in his biography of Stimson, sustains the view that the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of War for Air was closely connected with the Office of the
Secretary of War. Morison maintains that Stimson could easily ring his secretaries and
assistants and expect their immediate presence. Stimson and Lovett apparently formed a
tightly knit organization. This was also the view of Col. Thetus C. Odom, who succeeded
George A. Brownell as executive officer in January 1946. Odom maintained that
Lovett’s staff was very small and predicted that the next Assistant Secretary of War for
Air would want to expand it.

10
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Two new Assistant Secretaries of War are sworn in by Secretary of War Henry
L. Stimson (left). Robert A. Lovett (right) has just become Assistant Secretary of
War for Air. Assistant Secretary of War John H. McCloy looks on, April 23, 1941.

War Department,* would be a more workable method of “developing air power
in this stage of the existing emergency.”20

The War Department endorsed Lovett’s views. In September 1941, Under
Secretary of War Patterson declared that such reorganization would permit unre-
stricted development of the air arm under full control of qualified air officers as
well as unity of command within the Army. General Marshall agreed with
Patterson. Although the War Department favored delaying action on the subject
of an independent air force until after the end of the war, Marshall, in early
1943, initiated sustained postwar planning.2!

Lovett, like Marshall, realized that such planning was not premature but
was vitally important, and he suggested that it incorporate the ideas of America’s
key businessmen and economists. He suspected that the independence of the air
arm would not be actively discussed again for some time. Nonetheless, he began
to prepare for any questions that could arise on the subject from Congress.22 He
did not favor entrusting national defense to two independent departments—War
and Navy—which were “not designed to translate the tremendous effort of the
nation into maximum effectiveness and efficiency in waging modern war.” He
believed that a single department of armed forces embracing the Army, the Navy,

* On June 20, 1941, the War Department created the Army Air Forces, which gave
the air arm a degree of autonomy and provided unity of command over the Air Corps and
the Air Force Combat Command, the former General Headquarters Air Force (GHQ Air
Force).
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and the Air Force provided the best means of ensuring progress in aviation,
unity in planning and operations, and the most economical use of human, mate-
rial, and monetary resources.?3

The Air Arm Expands

When Robert Lovett took office, Adolf Hitler’s forces had overrun Holland,
Belgium, and France in six weeks, and Western Europe was under Axis control.
During the summer of 1940 England endured a pounding by the Luftwaffe, but
the heroic performance of the Royal Air Force (RAF) had warded off the imme-
diate threat of a cross-channel invasion. Although professing neutrality, the
United States consistently found ways to support Britain and seemed resigned to
eventually joining the battle to free Europe from Nazi domination.

Years later, Lovett would reveal that at the heart of his role in wartime pro-
curement and production was the exercise of judgment—determining which
requests were reasonable and politically acceptable, which could be filled
despite shortages of equipment and machinery, and which were desirable in his
view, despite conflicting military recommendations.24 When the Lend-Lease
Act under which the United States provided arms to nations fighting German
aggression was passed in the spring of 1941, competition among American air-
craft producers intensified. Lovett’s task was to improve the delivery of aircraft
overseas. The United States retained control over the distribution of arms, but
the plight of Britain was desperate enough that the requirements of the RAF
appeared to outweigh those of the AAF. When the AAF resisted surrendering
aircraft, President Roosevelt sided with the embattled ally, as he had early in
1940, and cautioned General Amold, Chief of the Army Air Corps, that “there
were places to which officers who did not play ball might be sent, such as
Guam.”25

Lovett immediately sought to determine the effects of growing British
demands on U.S. aircraft production. The Lend-Lease endeavor, he felt, lacked a
“definition of goal” to guide domestic manufacturers as they tried to adjust to
requirements which were never satisfactorily projected. Lovett predicted that the
United States would require 5,000 airplanes per month and urged the construc-
tion of new facilities for their production. He further maintained that the war
would not be won solely with defensive weapons. Bombers were essential to
victory, and plants being devoted to heavy bombers should be used “solely for
quantity production” of standard types. The engineering and research staffs of
established companies, he believed, should be separated from production facili-
ties to concentrate on experimental models.26

General Arnold agreed with Lovett. In January 1941, he emphasized that
- President Roosevelt’s announced manufacturing goal of 36,000 planes per year
should be met and, if possible, exceeded to total 50,000. However, he did not
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share Lovett’s opinion that engineering and research staffs should be completely
removed from production areas. He felt that rivalry within the aircraft industry
was healthy, pointing to the race between the Boeing and Consolidated aircraft
companies to complete new bombers with projected speeds of 380 to 390 miles
per hour and a 5,300-mile range.?’

On January 22, 1941, Under Secretary Patterson approved Assistant
Secretary Lovett’s request to review a host of procurement-related issues: pro-
duction capacity, training, the heavy bomber program, aid for Britain, labor
needs in the aircraft industry, aircraft engines, and research and experimentation.
He further recommended that Lovett consult with General Arnold.28 Lovett dis-
covered that engines and airframes from new factories would require at least
twelve to eighteen months’ construction and preparation time before they could
be released to the Army. To compensate for the delay, he insisted on expanded
facilities and increased production rates for 1942. He also recommended that the
proper authority, the OPM, issue clear directives specifying monthly production
goals. Eventually, directives were issued and production rose. Presenting his
case to Harry L. Hopkins, President Roosevelt’s trusted aide and Lend-Lease
specialist, Lovett stressed that while air power alone could not win the wé.r, the
war would not be won without it.2®

In March 1941, Lovett warned General Marshall that one of the most seri-
ous obstacles to the Air Corp’s production goal of 5,000 advanced aircraft per
month was industry’s reluctance to gear up despite its anticipation of govern-
ment contracts. Industry insisted that only on the basis of fully executed, not
merely pending, contracts could its labor force be assured of steady employment

Robert A. Lovett, Assistant Secre-
tary of War for Air from 1941 to 1945.
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and prevented from being laid off and dispersed to other plants eager for its spe-
cial training and skills. Lovett therefore recommended that where the necessary
labor force was in place maximum production capacity be maintained; to expe-
dite the manufacture of tactical aircraft, he recommended that all new orders be
attached to existing contracts.30 By the autumn of 1941 Lovett no longer toler-
ated business as usual with its forty-hour work week. He wanted plants to oper-
ate around the clock, if necessary, and he received permission from Under
Secretary Patterson to sanction overtime payments. He also succeeded in estab-
lishing a twenty-four-hour, seven-day work week for all principal machine tool
producers.

Although these producers were indispensable to America’s rearmament,
Lovett urged that OPM, under William S. Knudsen,* be strengthened with new
executives who were “hard boiled enough to deal with the rugged individuals in
industry.”3! The machine tool industry was reluctant to start production without
signed orders. Lovett argued that the shortages of both machine tools and new
plants were proof enough of a market for their products. He even asserted in a
letter to Clayton Burt, president of the National Machine Tool Builder’s Associa-
tion, that the industry’s insistence on signed orders was “unpatriotic” and added
that he assumed its members would, in time of emergency, make every effort to
produce those elements essential to the national defense.32

Lovett knew instinctively just how far industry could be pushed. Thus
when Donald Nelson, soon-to-be head of the War Production Board, recom-
mended to President Roosevelt in late 1941 that 1942 aircraft production rates
be raised from 36,000 to 50,000, Lovett warned Harry Hopkins that such an
increase was far too ambitious. Roosevelt, perhaps influenced at the ARCADIA
Conference,} acceeded to Winston Churchill’s wishes for more aircraft and on
January 3, 1942, conveyed his decision to Stimson, calling for a goal of 60,000
aircraft for 1942. Lovett wrote of his disappointment with typical good humor
to Harry Hopkins: “When you advised me not to fall out of my chair when 1
saw the target figures for plane production it was a friendly act, for I might have
broken my neck instead of something minor like my heart.” He warned that the
President’s unrealistic goal resembled “the trap of the old numbers racket,”
tempting them to “build the easy types and forget about spares.”33

* Knudsen, who had emigrated from Denmark to the United States, worked in vari-
ous capacities for the shipbuilding and railroad industries until settling on the automobile
business. After working for Ford and Chevrolet, he joined General Motors and became
its president in 1937. President Roosevelt asked him to serve as General Director of the
Office of Production Management in 1940. .

+ The Arcapia Conference between President Roosevelt and Prime Minister
Churchill was held in Washington, D.C., from December 24, 1941, to January 14, 1942.
It was the occasion of the first wartime meeting of U.S. and British Chiefs of Staff.
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British Prime Minister Winston S. Churchill and President Franklin D.
Roosevelt at a White House press briefing on the eve of the ARCcADIA Conference in
Washington, D.C., December 23, 1941.

Britain’s pleas for additional aircraft constituted a daunting obstacle to
Lovett in his efforts to expand the U.S. Army air arm and keep it adequately sup-
plied. The Director General of the British Air Commission, A. H. Self, had asked
Secretary Stimson in May 1941 for as many aircraft as the United States could
supply, particularly heavy bombers. He also wanted more B-26s to substitute, if
necessary, for B-25s.34 Self used tables to show that monthly aircraft deliveries to
the Air Corps would rise steadily until its needs were met, while deliveries to the
United Kingdom would be comparatively few, showing little change until March
1942, when they would rise sharply with a sudden influx of new releases.

In May 1941, Lovett reminded Arnold, after evaluating Self’s request, that
the Army had already deferred the delivery of thirty-five B-24s and had trans-
ferred twenty B-17s from its own tactical units to Britain, and that the United
States had pledged more than 50 percent of all B-24s to be built between May
and December 1941. He concurred with the War Plans Division of the Army
General Staff that any more transfers to Britain would undermine his all-impor-
tant goal of building up the Air Corps to fifty-four groups. Lovett cautioned
Arnold that until that goal was reached, the United States would never have an
Air Corps, “except on paper.”35 He also noted that many new planes, once
released by the Army, were not being put directly to use. Of twenty B-17s relin-
quished in January 1941, sixteen remained in the United States, despite Britian’s
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urgent need and the struggle by both industry and the Air Corps to accommodate
it. Lovett, therefore, questioned the desirability of further delays on the heavy-
bomber program and Britain’s ability to deploy rapidly and effectively enough
those aircraft already given them.* 36

Despite his anxiety about the draining of U.S. aircraft inventories, Lovett’s
dealings with the British were essentially congenial. The Air Secretary commu-
nicated with them on a number of subjects and highly vatued the combat infor-
mation they provided through American observers in London.t In the autumn of
1941 he wrote to Air Marshal Arthur T. Harris, a member of the RAF delegation
in Washington, D.C. (soon to take over RAF Bomber Command in February
1942), inviting British air crews to the United States so that they could acquaint
their American counterparts with the realities of the war in Europe. Lovett also
requested samples of training equipment, such as flight simulators, to duplicate
them for the Air Corps. The Air Secretary had always tried to establish a cordial
quid-pro-quo relationship with the British, maintaining that the supplies, equip-
ment, and technical knowhow they provided were “worth more than the ninety-
nine-year leases on western hemisphere bases that America had received for
fifty old destroyers.”37

Releasing airplanes to Britain was one problem; getting them there was
another. Lend-Lease could work only if transatlantic ferry routes from New
England through Newfoundland, Iceland, and Greenland were protected against
possible attack by the Luftwaffe and German U-boats. In March 1941, Lovett
recommended that a civilian organization be created to recruit and train pilots
and to establish the bases necessary through which to deliver multi-engine air-
craft to the United Kingdom. Lovett proposed that 2 man of Eddie Rickenbacker’s
stature be chosen to head such an operation.}3® In May 1941, the Air Corps
Ferrying Command was established, but did not include civilian pilots.

The defense of Iceland§ involved consultation between the President and
the island’s Prime Minister on the replacement of British defense forces whose

* This was a critical time for the British. German U-Boat attacks were taking a
tremendous toll on their shipping. Between June and December 1940, over 3 million tons
of British, Allied. and neutral merchant shipping werc lost—an average of 450,000 tons
each month. Denis Richards, Royal Air Force, 1939-1945, vol 1, Fight At Odds
(London: Her Majesty’s Stationcry Office, 1953), p 221.

T Special American observers stationed in England reported to Arnold on develop-
ments in the air war over Europe. Maj. Gen. James E. Chaney commanded the Special
Observers Group from May 1941 to January 1942.

i Edward V. Rickenbacker was a pilot, industrialist, and the most celebrated
American air ace of World War I. He became president of Eastern Air Lines in 1938 and
served during World War I as a special representative for Secretary of War Stimson. He
was offered, but did not accept, the job Lovett proposed.

§ Although Iceland had attained independence from Denmark in 1918, it retained
the Danish sovereign until it proclaimed itself a republic on June 17, 1944,
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arrival there had occurred after the German conquest of Denmark. The President
guaranteed Iceland’s postwar sovereignty and assumed responsibility for its
wartime defense with a squadron of P-40s. Lovett felt that the promised release
was insufficient and expressed his concern in July 1941 to Sécretary Stimson,
reminding him that the AAF had recommended sending at least one squadron of
B-17s and one squadron of pursuit interceptors. The bombers would provide off-
shore striking power and long-range patrol and reconnaissance capability while
the interceptors defended the island against German bombers. In Lovett’s opin-
ion, one P-40 squadron could intercept enemy aircraft but could not defend a ter-
ritory the size of Iceland.

Lovett’s misgivings were resolved at a White House meeting during July
1941. Conferees included General Marshall and representatives of the Army, the
Navy, and the AAF. They retained the option of sending bombers should they be
necessary and released the P-40s. Apparently on his own, Lovett recommended
that General Arnold enlarge the single squadron to 125 percent of authorized air-
craft. He further recommended that the unit be provided a base and enough
equipment and support personnel to maintain it for several months.3%

It was at this point that Lovett had to compete not only with the British but
also the U.S. Navy for aircraft. In July 1941, he was compelled to defend the
AAF’s order for aircraft against the Navy’s. He accused the Navy not only of
attempting to replace obsolete aircraft on existing carriers but of ordering “air-
craft for carriers not now in existence” as well. He complained that approval of
the Navy’s request would delay completion of the aircraft schedule ordered by
the President. It would nullify the priorities set for the Army’s heavy-bomber
program and dilute the purpose of newly constructed mines and smelters desig-
nated for it. In effect, Lovett warned, all Army production other than heavy
bombers would be subordinate to the production of a large variety of naval air-
craft. Whereas some of the Army’s 4,554 heavy bombers were slated for the
British, all of the Navy’s 4,692 were designated for itself. In Lovett’s view,
accord between the AAF and the Navy was unlikely, and he suggested that the
matter be settled by the President himself. Eventually, Secretary of the Navy
Frank Knox, Secretary of War Stimson, General Arnold, and Lovett met with
Navy officials and worked out a compromise. At the AAF’s suggestion, a list of
combat plane allocations was accepted by the services and approved by the
President on January 14, 1942. (See Table 1.) .

Thus, early in his tenure, Lovett proved willing to work hard obtaining sup-
port for issues about which he felt strongly and, in the interests of the AAF, to
take his arguments directly to the President. Even though he had been given a
free hand in aviation matters by Secretary Stimson, Lovett understood the value
of sharing his ideas with the military chiefs and revealed himself as a steadfast
defender of the aims and needs of the Army air arm.40
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Table 1
Schedule of Combat Plane Allocations for 1942 and 1943

1942 1943

Aircraft types Army Navy Total Army Navy Total

Long-range, heavy
& medium bombers 9,780 1,520 11,300 26,190 3,810 30,000

Light, dive, torpedo,

& scout bombers 7,270 3,730 11,000 9,160 17,840 17,000
Pursuits 14,350 1,650 16,000 30,600 7,400 38,000 ‘
Observation &

transports 3,430 3,320 6,750 12,260 2,740 15,000
TOTAL 34,830 10,220 45,050 78,210 21,790 100,000

Source: James Lea Cate, "Establishments of the Fundamental Bases of Strategy," The Army Air Forces
in World War 11, vol 1, Plans and Early Operations, January 1939 to August 1942, Wesley Frank Craven
and James Lea Cate, eds (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948), p 247.
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The Air War Ensues

The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, plunged the
United States into a war in which Germany and Italy promptly sided with Japan.
The entry of the United States into the conflict gave Secretary Lovett the oppor-
tunity to influence air procurement as well as strategy and plans at the highest
level of the War Department. With war in both the Atlantic and Pacific, Lovett’s
greatest fear became real—Lend-Lease had left the United States short of air-
craft and equipment.

In 1941, alarm spread about the possible appearance in Atlantic waters off
the United States of the Bearn, a French aircraft carrier supposedly loyal to the
Vichy regime.* The Air Secretary quickly reacted to the situation. On December
8, he requested authority from Secretary of War Stimson to uncrate 150 P-40s
awaiting shipment to the Soviet Uniont from Boston, as well as several A-20s in
New York. They were to be used in defense of New York and Connecticut,
areas that Lovett believed were vulnerable.4! The threat did not materialize,
however, because of an agreement between the State Department and the Vichy
regime under which the French fleet remained neutral. Some appropriated air-
craft were retained for a time while others were sent to the Soviet Union early in
1942. The Bearn remained at anchor in Martinique until 1944, when it sailed to
the United States for new antiaircraft guns. It was later used as an aircraft trans-
port.

Secretary Lovett particularly relished the kind of planning that went on in
the early days of the war. In December 1941, he worked closely with the War
Plans Division of the Army General Staff and the Air Staff on strategies to rein-
force the Philippines and Malaya and to attack Tokyo from airfields in areas of
China not controlled by Japan.#? He also studied the possibility of protecting the
commercial airfields located along the western bulge of Africa. He considered
them as important as those around the northeastern shoulder of South America to
the ferrying of aircraft to Russia, the Middle East, and the Far East. Anticipating
German designs on Spanish Morocco and French Algeria, he suggested to.
Secretary Stimson that the Cape Verde Islands and points south of the French
colony of Dakar be immediately secured, believing that the presence of Allied
air forces might prevent German penetration into these areas.43

Lovett contributed significantly to the development of Air War Plans
Division Plan 1 (AWPD-1) which became the foundation for U.S. air participa-
tion in the war. General Arnold had ordered Lt. Col. Harold George, a former

* The Pro-Nazi state was established at Vichy in France by the victorious Germans
who placed the pro-fascist Marshal Henri Philippe Petain at its head.
1 The Soviet Union was also receiving Lend-Lease assistance.
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instructor at the Air Corps Tactical School, to Washington in July 1941 to head
the Air War Plans Division. When President Roosevelt requested that the War
Department prepare a report on what would be required to win the war, both
Arnold and Lovett decided that air priorities should be detailed in a separate sec-
tion of the report. All recommendations were to be incorporated into the national
war plan then in force, Rainbow 5.* Working tirelessly, George and his staff
completed AWPD-1 in two weeks. Lovett gave them valuable counsel on the
political implications of their efforts and made sure that their recommendations
emphasized the importance of concentrating U.S. war power on the European
theater first.44

Three months later Lovett incorporated his ideas on fighting with limited
resources into a plan he called the “strategy of scarcity.” The Allies, he explained
to Brig. Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Chief of the War Plans Division of the
Army General Staff, should take the war directly to the enemy, making his
working conditions intolerable, destroying his factories, and disrupting his
sources of electricity and communications. Such actions would “thereby soften
[him] up for the inevitable engagement between [hostile] ground troops and
famphibious] naval forces.”45 Lovett’s plan isolated three jumpoff points: one in
England to attack Germany, a second in North Africa to attack Italy, and a third
in China to attack Japan. Essential aircraft, equipment, and personnel should be
concentrated in these critical areas, he emphasized, not scattered throughout the
world. His approach helped shape the British-American “Europe First” plan
developed during the winter of 1941-1942 by Roosevelt, Churchill, and the
Combined Chiefs of Staff (CCS) at the ARcaDIA Conference in Washington, D.C.
Their objective was to win the war in Europe while containing Japanese aggres-
sion with the fewest aircraft possible. Japan’s turn would come once Germany
had been defeated.#6

Lovett did not support the Allied plan for the invasion of North Africa
(Operation TorcH) which he believed would siphon critical resources from the
major European front. Secretary Stimson recorded in his diary that its approval
had put Lovett “in deep blues because the new plans have cut into . . . prepara-

* Rainbow 5 was developed by the Joint Board which, until 1942 with the creation
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was the coordinating body for the Army and the Navy. The
last in a series of war plans, it outlined U.S. intentions against more than one enemy in

.more than one theater at a time. It went into effect on October 14, 1939. Rainbows 1-4
basically enabled the United States to counter violations of the Monroe Doctrine, to sus-
tain democratic powers in Pacific Zones, to secure control of the western Pacific, and to
send defensive task forces to South America and the eastern Atlantic. Rainbow 5 incor-
porated the goals of 1-4 and enabled the United States to send forces to Africa or Europe
for the decisive defeat of Germany and Italy. Rainbows 1-4 were rendered obsolete and
cancelled. Rainbow 5 was the “grand composite” in effect when the United States
entered World War II in December 1941. Mark Skinner Watson, Chief of Staff: Prewar
Plans and Preparations, The United States Army in World War Il (Washington: U.S.
Army Historical Division, 1950}, pp 103-9.
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tions terrifically and our Air Force . . . has been split up into fragments, and the
prospect of a powerful mass is farther off than ever.”47

Lovett, however, remained willing to experiment. When Californians and
Floridians became panicked by reports of enemy submarines, he recommended
that volunteer pilots from the Office of Civil Defense be detailed to coastal
patrol. He argued that their planes need not carry bombs or armament, but could
be painted with AAF insignia to intimidate intruders.48 Lovett argued that his
solution would expose the inadequacies of America’s shoreline defense until the
Army and the Navy were equipped to take it over.#? General Amold agreed but
wanted to arm sea-going motor boats with either .50 caliber or 37mm guns, or
depth charges, if available.50 As it turned out, volunteer yachtsmen, enrolled in a
Coast Guard auxiliary, for a time patrolled the coasts using these weapons.

Despite General Arnold’s direct access to the President through the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS), he often deferred to Lovett on procurement and non-
strategic questions. However, lines of authority often blurred.3! Lovett was usu-
ally attentive to the factual analysis of production capability; he adhered to real-
istic production goals coordinated with strategic considerations; he pursued
widespread consultation through both formal and informal channels; and, when
faced with what he regarded as unwise decisions, was ‘capable of resisting pres-
sure from above to accept them.52

Consequently, when his views happened to clash with General Amold’s, he
was not afraid to take a stand. In October 1942, for example, he challenged
Amold’s acceptance of a projected 1943 production schedule of 131,000 aircraft
(100,000 tactical and 31,000 training). To Lovett this fantastic figure, advocated
by the President on September 9, 1942, was one which no authority within the
Materiel Command, the Bureau of Aeronautics, or the War Production Board
would attempt to justify. In endorsing what he viewed as an unattainable goal,
the Air Secretary warned, the AAF was deluding itself, the public, and the
President. “It is a little bit like asking a hen to lay an ostrich egg,” Lovett
emphasized, “It is unlikely that you will get the egg, and the hen will never look
the same.”53 He estimated the likely production of 88,000 aircraft, but no more
than 90,000 to 100,000. He insisted that any great expansion of 1943 output,
especially to the level desired by General Arnold, was out of the question, and
he cited the failure of the government to assign the aircraft program the overrid-
ing priority it had deserved in January 1942.54 Finally, he pointed out that, in
any case, a shortage of materials would delay by at least twelve months the
opening of any new production facilities. Under Secretary of War Robert P.
Patterson advised General Arnold that he agreed with Lovett.55 '

On October 20, 1942, Arnold responded in a blistering memorandum to the
Air Secretary. He acknowledged that the goal was ambitious, much “like requir-
ing a peacetime hen to lay a wartime egg of ostrich proportions, but if we can
induce her to lay it, I, for one, feel that we must accept the wear and tear on the
hen.” 56 Certain that the President’s plan would encourage manufacturers to




Industry Goes All Out.
Boeing Aircraft Company B-17s
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Assistant Secretary of War for
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manufacturing partnership that
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during World War II. He is
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the employees of the Republic
Aircraft Corporation in 1942,
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redouble their efforts, Arnold declared that self-imposed obstacles and rigid
planning had hampered the growth of air power. He warned that “the negative
assumption that requirements cannot be met, supported by facts as they are and
not as we are capable of making them, too often has characterized thinking on
this subject.”57 He vowed not to compromise on the figure of 131,000 except
where the “clearest showing of fact” demanded it.58

In March 1943, Lovett advised Harry Hopkins that competition for raw
materials, machine tools, alloy steels, and manpower would restrict production
to no more than 90,000 aircraft. He further noted that factories would need time
to retool before replacing combat aircraft types which, having proved unsatisfac-
tory, were to be discontinued.

Lovett was correct in the end, as factory acceptances of all military airplanes
in 1943 totaled 84,433. It seems clear that Arnold wished to use the President’s
goal to increase the momentum of the war effort. In any event, he had demanded
data from an acknowledged expert, then had rejected it.. Characteristically, Arnold
believed that he could achieve his aims through the sheer force of will. This inci-
dent illustrates clearly the nature of Lovett’s position and his administrative style.
In this instance, he was able to persuade Patterson to reconsider production fig-
ures. But Amold remained adamant.

Lovett suggested to Harry Hopkins that the President revise his September
9, 1942, directive and announce to the public that he was lowering aircraft pro-
duction to balance it with other programs. This would more easily permit the
phase-out of obsolete types and facilitate the introduction of several promising
combat models such as the P-47, the P-51, and the B-29.59

A Multitude of Concerns

As the war progressed, industry experienced an alarming loss of skilled
workers to the armed services. When queried on the subject by Edsel Ford of the
Ford Motor Company in the autumn of 1942, Lovett explained that the
Secretaries of War and Navy had signed a memorandum urging all essential
workers at key industries to stay on the job until they were drafted or could be
spared to volunteer. The Army and the Navy had agreed that they would exempt
workers employed in aircraft and ship building as well as any who had left those
activities within sixty days of applying for enlistment. Industry foremen were
thus given time to train replacements for workers scheduled to leave for military
duty.60 Lovett had contributed the policy statement relating to the aircraft indus-
try. The following spring, the Civil Aeronautics Administration experienced a
similar manpower problem—the loss of workers to the draft and voluntary
enlistments. Lovett saw to it that a policy statement similar to the one he had
drafted for the aircraft industry was approved and signed by both Secretary of
War Stimson and Secretary of the Navy Knox, 61
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Whether the aircraft industry’s problems involved the Wright Field installa-
tion in Ohio,* the War Production Board, the War Manpower Commission, the
Department of Justice, or any other federal agency, Lovett’s office served as an
informal court of appeals. He dealt candidly yet compassionately with industry
executives, most of whom he knew on a first-name basis, and assisted them
readily in dealing with such issues as scheduling and contract negotiating. He
nonetheless felt that “it was a pity . . . to spend so much time on things not
directly productive of aircraft and engines.” 62

Constantly on the lookout for new sources of information to benefit the
Allies in the air war, Lovett turned his attention to the interrogation of German
prisoners of war as soon as the first groups were captured in North Africa. He
requested that those who had worked in German manufacturing plants be sin-
gled out for any facts they might divulge which would aid in target selection. As
a result of his inquiries, the intelligence office of Headquarters, AAF, conducted
a thorough study to establish uniform procedures for questioning prisoners and
processing target information.63

In 1943 the Air Secretary became concerned about the classification of
AAF officers and enlistees, noting that for the most part they were not being
assigned to the jobs which best suited them. He discovered that AAF personnel
officers were not fully acquainted with relevant Army regulations and directives.
He stressed the importance of recasting the occupational descriptions of individ-
uals with divergent skills and encouraged frequent command visits by field rep-
resentatives of A-1—the Air Staff section dealing with Lovett's concern—or the
Military Personnel Division to insure that regulations were being properly inter-
preted. Although dissatisfied because the AAF was unable to better exploit
unique talents, he realized that the influx of over one million people throughout
its ranks in only two years had imposed an almost unimaginable administrative
burden. It would have been “the miracle of the war,” Lovett declared, had all of
the members of the AAF been placed where they could have served to the great-
est advantage.64

War Issues

By mid-1943 the Air Secretary had become uneasy about the growing ten-
sion between Maj. Gen. Ira C. Eaker, Commander of the Eighth Air Force, and
General Amold. Amold was displeased that Eaker had not launched more heavy

* Wright Field, which in 1948 merged with Patterson Field to form Wright-
Patterson Air Force Base, was the locus of the Air Corps Engineering School (successor
of the Air Service Engineering School and predecessor of today’s Air Force Institute of
Technology) and the major facility for military aviation research, development, testing,
and evaluation.
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strategic bombing raids against Germany, even though the force’s mission had
been impeded by bad weather, the diversion of planes to North Africa, and the
lack of long-range fighter escort.

Lovett pointed to operational time lost because of aircraft modification,
combat crew training, and the repair of bombers grounded by battle damage. But
he attributed the fundamental reason for any misunderstandings between Arnold
and Eaker to the Eighth's inadequate methods of reporting and of accounting for
the aircraft it received. He also detected an attitude at AAF Headquarters in
Washington toward the Eighth Air Force similar to that of a father irritated with

his grown son, “frequently to the intense irritation of the son but equally fre-

quently to his ultimate benefit.” 65
In an effort to mediate, Lovett discussed the situation with Arnold. He then
informed Eaker that Arnold was aware of his difficulties and had agreed to exert

‘pressure on the sources of spare aircraft, replacement crews, and better instruc-

tors of gunners and pilots for high-altitude and formation flying.6¢ Like Amold,
Lovett had possessed a personal commitment to the strategy of sustained bomb-
ing since his days as a pilot during World War I, when, as Acting Wing Com-
mander of the Northern Bombing Group, he led assauits against heavily defend-
ed German submarine bases. As a lieutenant, Lovett believed that penetration of
the German air defense system could only be achieved by unremitting night
attacks against one base at a time. Random bombing, he had observed, did not
dampen enemy morale.57

In August 1943, the Eighth Air Force suffered heavy losses over Germany
while attacking Schweinfurt and Regensburg and had ceased deep penetration
raids. Lovett, sympathizing with Eaker, continued to defend his leadership, and in
a letter to him, expressed great concern for the Eighth Air Force's morale. He also
tried to comfort him with some mathematics on the Eighth’s operations. Lovett
maintained that the loss of fifteen percent of the force at Schweinfurt was the
equivalent of three days’ operations with losses of five percent each. Instead of
operating Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday and losing five percent on less
important targets, it was more profitable, he reasoned, to rest on Monday and
Tuesday, and take the fifteen percent loss on Wednesday bombing a vital tar-
get.58 Lovett calculated that the loss would average much less than fifteen per-
cent over a month’s time. Heavy losses on one raid would be offset by other fac-
tors. Thus, average monthly losses would remain relatively constant.

Acknowledging the lack of adequate fighter escort, he promised Eaker that
the problem would be rectified with the introduction of longer range P-51Bs and
P-38s. Lovett realized, however, that the Eighth’s crews would prefer the reality
of fighter protection to the consolation of statistics—“a little bit like . . . the
heroine in Gentlemen Prefer Blondes who knows that a kiss on the hand is all
very well, but a diamond bracelet lasts forever.” 69

It was a difficult time for Eaker, who felt daily pressure from Washington
to keep launching strikes. He insisted to Arnold that he wanted the Eighth Air

25




SECRETARIES OF THE AIR FORCE

Force to fulfill its mission as a growing, not a diminishing force. Eaker’s bitter-
ness reached a climax in January 1944, when General Arnold sent him to com-
mand the Mediterranean Allied Air Forces after replacing him with Lt. Gen. Carl
A. Spaatz. Lovett could not persuade Amnold to reconsider his decision. Eaker was
appreciative of Lovett’s concern and wrote in a letter to him, “Your friendship and
your kindly interest never meant more to me than during this changeover
period.” 70 Command assignments rested solely with military leaders, and Lovett
was sensitive to that fact.

By the winter of 1943, Lovett worried that continued exaggeration by the
press of the Eighth Air Force’s activities might create the impression that the
Allies had already launched an air offensive capable of destroying the German
war machine. They had not, but Lovett feared that if Germany continued to
stand firm at year’s end, a demoralized American public might conclude that the
all-out offensive had failed.”! Both Lovett and Arnold wanted the AAF’s
accomplishments highlighted, but not with glorified phrases, generalities, and
graphic embellishments. In June 1943, they had directed the AAF to limit releas-
es to concise statements of fact.

To prevent any misapprehension about the Eighth Air Force and the Allied
offensive, Lovett embarked on a campaign to educate the press, stressing that
current bombing runs were only a preview of things to come and that the true air
offensive had not yet begun. As he had called on his friends from Wall Street
and industry when he needed help with aircraft production problems, he called
on his friends in journalism to help publicize this critical fact. They included
Cass Canfield of Harpers; Charles Merz, editor of the New York Times; Merrill
Meigs of the Hearst chain; columnists Arthur Krock and Walter Lippmann;
Henry Luce of Time; Edward Harriman of Newsweek; and Eugene Meyer, pub-
lisher of the Washington Post (he and other members of his family had been
Lovett’s clients at Brown Brothers Harriman for many years).”2 Throughout the
war, Lovett acted as a trouble-shooter, squelching public relations difficulties
whenever they threatened to erupt.

In July 1944, the advance of the Allied armies in Normandy ground to an
abrupt halt. That fact, as well as many questions, were carried by the press. To
foster the appearance of progress, General Marshall proposed moving General
Eisenhower’s headquarters—Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Force
(SHAEF)—from Britain to France. To Lovett, the proposed move afforded a
chance to simplify the command structure governing tactical aviation in Europe.
AAF leaders had never accepted the Allied Expeditionary Air Force (AEAF) or
the British tendency to dominate it. The AEAF was made up of the RAF 2nd
Tactical Air Force and the U.S. Ninth Air Force, which was responsible for soft-
ening enemy defenses prior to D-Day and for providing tactical support to the
Allied invasion forces. When Air Chief Marshal Trafford Leigh-Mallory, Air
Officer Commanding, RAF Fighter Command, was appointed to head the AEAF,
he assumed that he would issue orders to General Spaatz and Air Chief Marshal
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General Henry H. Arnold, Commanding General, U.S. Army Air Forces (left)
and Maj. Gen. Ira C. Eaker, Commanding General, U.S. Eighth Air Force.

Arthur Harris, Air Officer Commanding, RAF Bomber Command. During earlier
POINTBLANK activities (Operation POINTBLANK was the U.S. portion of the
Combined Bombing Offensive), both Spaatz and Harris had taken their orders
from Air Chief Marshal Charles Portal, who had been empowered by the CCS to
direct the operations of both strategic air forces. But there were no direct lines of
authority from Leigh-Mallory’s headquarters to Spaatz’s U.S. Strategic Air
Forces (USSTAF) or Harris's RAF Bomber Command. Lovett had already con-
cluded that the AEAF was unnecessary and unworkable. Lovett believed that
with Eisenhower’s transfer to France the AEAF would be “chucked out the win-
dow.” The air arm, in his view, should take advantage of the growing concern
over the invasion and free itself from the “stuffiness of classical thinking as well
as from the impediment of cumbersome, face-saving machinery.” * 73

From time to time, the War Department allowed Lovett, himself, along with
the other assistant secretaries, to appear for press conferences. He used them all
as occasions to praise the AAF. In July 1944, he stressed the importance of strate-
gic bombing during the D-Day invasion in June and its contribution to a success-
ful outcome. The proof of its effectiveness, he asserted, lay in the Luftwaffe’s fail-
ure to intervene. He credited USSTAF with reducing the German air force to sec-

* Apparently Lovett thought very little of the way the AEAF was organized. Under
its chain of command, the Ninth Air Force had to serve two masters—the AEAF in oper-
ational matters and USSTAF in administrative matters. The AEAF was eventually dis-
banded on October 15, 1944. David G. Rempel, “Check at the Rhine,” Europe: Argument
to V-E Day, January 1944 to May 1945, The Army Air Forces in World War 11, vol 3,
Craven and Cate, eds (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951), pp 620-22.
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ond-class status—unable to mount a sustained offensive but capable of the aerial
equivalent of guerrilla war, fighting furiously at a single point on a given day.”4

Late that year, Lovett complained that only a few senior air officers seemed
acceptable to the Combined Chiefs of Staff as theater commanders. Lovett valued
theater command highly as an important symbol to the public. He charged that
the AAF was not receiving its fair share of the credit for Allied victory, even
though it had carried the brunt of the Combined Bombing Offensive for several
years (as opposed to several months for the ground forces). This perception of
aviation as auxiliary to the Army troubled Lovett, who had worked assiduously to
secure the AAF recognition as an equal to the ground and service forces.* He was
especially anxious “lest the wangling for power and the maneuvering for national
prestige . . . result in the top air command always being used as a trading point
which this country gives up in order to get ground command.” 75

In November 1944, Lovett also complained that too much time was being
spent on certain aspects of postwar planning. He maintained that in almost half of
all decisions on operations the problem of industrial reconversion and redeploy-
ment in peacetime was injected. Such speculating, when the end of the war was
not yet in sight, seemed to him highly inappropriate and even harmful to Allied
efforts. He criticized those who appeared to believe it was possible “to fight a
cashier’s campaign in which the last American bullet kills the last German soldier
on the day before pay day.”76 He firmly opposed halting the production of P-47s,
for example, and the theory that if war ended by January 15, the AAF would have
more aircraft than it could possibly shift to the Pacific. Not wanting to lose the
opportunity to test the role of U.S. air power against Japan, he said, “We ought to
be shot if we don’t have more than we can deploy in the Pacific,” and he cau-
tioned against trying “to balance the thing out to the last penny.” He did not see
how “we can make a bear rug unless we have killed the bear.”77

Lovett got along well with his peers in the War Department and corre-
sponded freely with air commanders in the field. Nonetheless, his executive offi-
cer, Brig. Gen. George A. Brownell, in December 1944, identified a lack of
coordination between the War Department and other headquarters organizations
whose staffs, as the war progressed, had tended to operate more and more inde-
pendently. He charged that the Air Staff and the OASWA often responded to
War Department inquiries without first consulting each other. Brownell main-
tained that while personal contacts among the four War Department secretaries
(Stimson, Patterson, McCloy, and Lovett) and corresponding contacts between
the executives of various offices were frequent enough, contacts at staff and
administrative levels were not.

* The Army Air Forces was made an equal organizationally to the Army Ground
Forces and the Army Services of Supply, subsequently the Army Service Forces in
March 1942,
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He recommended that the four secretaries first refer all AAF matters to the
OASWA. That office would then direct them to the General Staff or the Air
Staff. Brownell believed that his staff would be more efficient if it could com-
municate with the Air Staff regularly and if General Arnold and the Air Staff
cultivated closer ties. Brownell also maintained that communications problems
were exacerbated by the lack of clearly indicated lines of authority and function
within the OASWA itself. Lovett’s habit of operating rather casually on the
basis of friendships left Brownell often wondering how best to meet administra-
tive responsibilities.”8

The War Ends

In early 1945, the United States was engaged in war on several fronts. In
Europe, German resistance had toughened during the counteroffensive leading to
the Battle of the Bulge. Certain types of German weapons had outperformed
those of the Allies. The recuperative power of German industry had exceeded
U.S. expectations with the buildup of a fighter force from 500 operational first-
line aircraft to 2,000 in only five months. And rockets as well as jet-propelled air-
craft had entered German inventories. Reacting to this flare-up of enemy activity,
the Air Secretary offered General Arnold a proposal for forcing Germany into
submission. At the core of his plan was the exploitation of Allied superiority in
the air. Despite German resilience, the Allies controlled the skies. The Air
Secretary suggested that a special European Theater of Operations strike force of
500 fighters and bombers with a 100 percent reserve be established to function
independently while serviced and maintained by the Ninth Air Force. Lovett
called his force the “Jeb” Stuart Unit, after the hero of the Confederacy. Its pri-
mary mission would be to destroy Germany’s dispersed industry by systematical-
ly disrupting its communications and destroying the small factories and power
plants scattered deep inside its territory. Heavy bombers, he maintained, had been
unable to achieve the wholesale destruction of German industry. Because decen-
tralization had placed a greater burden on transportation systems, Lovett viewed
roads, canals, and rail lines as critical targets. He believed that a raiding force
flexible enough to attack troops massed on the battlefield, while it flew the best
fighter-bombers available and enjoyed freedom of action under competent leader-
ship, could bring victory in 1945.% 79

* Lovett’s “Jeb” Stuart operation, for the most part the idea of Maj. Gen. Elwood
Quesada, Commander, Ninth Air Force, was agreed to by General Arnold and eventually
carried out under Operation CLARION, a plan that involved the large-scale employment of
strategic bombers as well as fighters. John E. Fagg, “The Climax of Strategic Operations,”
Europe: Argument to V-E Day, January, 1944 to May 1945, The Army Air Forces in
World War II, vol 3, Craven and Cate, pp 715-16, 732-33.
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With victory, Lovett would attempt to influence the design and role of
America’s triumphant postwar air arm. He doubted the effectiveness of an inter-
national police force, citing the Soviet Union’s reluctance when American air-
men wished to establish wartime air bases there. “Her back to the wall at
Stalingrad and in the Caucasus,” he recalled, “she declined to allow American
squadrons to come in, stating that she would prefer to have the equipment.”* He
seemed convinced that the American people tended to be “international suck-
ers.” In his view, the United States had financed the entire war for the United
Nations, receiving in return little but envy, resentment, and, in some cases, actu-
al hatred. He suggested that the United States, to achieve a stable postwar envi-
ronment, obtain through agreement or purchase such outposts as were needed to
protect the nation and to keep the peace. He believed, as did General Arnold,
that the United States should have the most powerful air force in the world, but
it would have to junk much of the equipment left at the end of the war and
devote its funds to research, development, and production of new designs. A
victorious nation with 10,000 planes built in 1943 could, he argued, end up
“playing second fiddle” to a vanquished foe forced to acquire new planes that
incorporated the latest engineering and battle experience.80

As World War II drew to a close, Lovett and other civilian and military lead-
ers advocated continued support for U.S. aircraft industries through new develop-
ment programs designed to keep their experimental and key production organiza-
tions intact. Lovett believed that these programs would prove successful if the
Army and the Navy were more closely coordinated.8! With the production of such
weapons as the B-24 and B-17 soon ending, he wanted to limit the purchase of
additional spares to critically short items. He preferred cannibalizing spare planes to
stockpiling parts that would never be needed. His concern about excess equipment
would involve him in planning for surplus stock disposal once the war had ended 82

Lovett foresaw the need with the coming peace for a federal policy toward
aviation coordinated by the several departments and agencies with interest in
and authority over it. He therefore proposed to Harry Hopkins in January 1945
that a committee be formed within the Office of War Mobilization and
Reconversion to deal broadly with the subject. At first the Departments of State
and Commerce rejected Lovett’s plan, suspicious of possible military domi-
nance.83 Lovett and Artemus Gates, Assistant Secretary of the Navy, who
endorsed his idea, were able to persuade the other agencies to form a more rep-
resentative body, the Air Coordinating Committee (ACC)%, which was estab-

* Stalin would later allow the basing of American planes at Poltava for shuttle
bombing missions during Operation FRANTIC.

T The activities of the committee and its industrial, economic, and technical divi-
sions were diverse. Indeed, Air Navigation Facilities and Systems (FAS), Communica-
tions (COM), Air Space—Rules of the Air and Air Traffic Control, Search and Rescue
(SAR) Facilitation, and Internationa! Civil Aviation—as well as matters relating to cus-
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Lt. Gen. Henry H. Arnold, Commanding General, U.S. Army Air Forces, and

Assistant Secretary of War for Air Robert A. Lovett in 1942. The pair worked
closely and successfully together on all air matters throughout World War II.

lished by interdepartmental memoranda on March 17, 1945. The committee was
originally established to smooth aviation’s transition from war to peace and con-
fined itself to developing a unified federal policy “that would be followed up by
the member Departments.”84

Lovett’s Legacy

Robert A. Lovett made lasting contributions to the Army Air Forces and to
the office which in September 1947 became the Office of the Secretary of the Air
Force. His conduct in public service and his vision of the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of War for Air set the pattern in 1946 and 1947 for his successor, W.
Stuart Symington. In a real sense, Secretary Lovett can be seen as an important
bridge between Trubee Davison and Symington, and in his exercise of responsi-

bility and authority, he established continuity between the old and the new.
' Lovett solidified his authority over many air matters such as strategy and

toms, public health regulations, travel documents and monetary and tax questions were
some of the areas that the ACC considered. Robert A. Lovett, as Assistant Secretary of
War for Air, held the seat designated for the War Department (other members represent-
ed the State, Post Office, Navy, and Commerce Departments and the Civil Aeronautics
Board). When he was absent, his executive officer attended as his alternate. Walter H.
Wager, “The Air Coordinating Committee,” Air University Quarterly Review, vol 2, no.
4 (Spring 1949), pp 17-32. .
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organization and, like Davison, made procurement his primary responsibility.
He played a role in the AAF reorganization of March 1942, and his ideas influ-
enced the character of the postwar Air Force. The manner in which Lovett and
General Amold divided authority and responsibility set the pattern for civilian
and military interactions at the top echelon of the AAF and throughout the War
Department. Lovett’s authority was not defined by statute but by his superiors,
who placed their utmost faith in his talents.

He was a man who could maneuver adroitly within the sometimes tortuous
channels of the War Department and form friendships with and earn the respect
of most of those with whom he dealt in the armed forces, in government, or in
business. Perhaps the best assessment of the Air Secretary was provided by
General Amold, who fully appreciated his character, ability, and patience. He
called Lovett *a partner and teammate of tremendous sympathy, and of calm and
hidden force” and treasured the experience of having worked with him through-
out the war.85 Their close relationship would easily serve as a model for suc-
ceeding Air Secretaries and Chiefs of Staff to follow. When Lovett retired from
office on December 8, 1945, General Amold credited him with having recog-
nized ahead of many others the potential of strategic bombing and the impor-
tance of leng-range fighter escort, and he praised him for his astute awareness of
technical innovations and their application to AAF needs. He acknowledged
Lovett’s contributions in organization, management and procurement, and con-
gressional and public relations. Arnold predicted that Lovett would be best
remembered “by the Air Force officers in these headquarters and throughout the
combat zones for . . . wise counsel] . . . ready and modest advice, and . . .
thoughtful encouragement when the going was hard.”86

Lovett helped the AAF gain equality with the Army Ground Forces and the
Army Service Forces and, ultimately, to win its independence in 1947. Had he
served in a less tumultuous period or betrayed an interest in bureaucratic empire-
building, he might have been induced to provide a clearer definition of the role
and function of his office.*

Secretary of War Stimson expected Lovett to be able to handle all aviation
issues and Stimson’s successor, Robert Patterson, would expect the same from
Lovett’s successor. Lovett had enjoyed the freedom to choose the problems to
which he devoted his skills. His expertise in aviation and business had led him
to military procurement. Military procurement had led him to myriad tangential
areas. His successor might easily conclude that he, too, could select those areas
that best suited his own expertise as long as they coincided with the needs of the
Air Force.

* Lovett apparently impressed President Truman because he served as Under
Secretary of State from 1947 to 1949, as Deputy Secretary of Defense under George
Marshall from 1950 to 1951, and, finally, as Secretary of Defense from 1951 to 1953.
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Whether his views actually swayed military leaders is difficult to deter-
mine. In one instance involving the Europe First strategy, his views mirrored,
but did not inspire, the policy those leaders actually adopted. Certainly they
would expect a new Assistant Secretary of War for Air to express his views as
freely as Lovett had. Lovett’s most important contribution in their eyes, howev-
er, was helping industry to equip the world’s largest air force to defeat Italy,
Germany, and Japan. At the end of the war, the United States owed its posses-
sion of the strongest air force in the world in very large measure to Robert
Lovett.

Lovett’s nearly carte blanche authority did not exist on paper but was firm-
ly planted in the minds of Secretary Stimson, Under Secretary Patterson, and
Generals Marshall and Arnold. This authority was no doubt enhanced by his
vast network of contacts within business and the press. His congenial wit
endeared him to his many friends and helped make him highly influential within
the War Department. He was an enormous asset to the Army Air Forces and set
the standard for his successors for years to come.




Chapter 2

The Interlude (1946-1947)

s 1945 drew to a close, the United States was enjoying its first peaceful
Christmas in five years, secure in its newly earned status as the world’s most
powerful nation. Pro-Communist satellite governments had been established in
Eastern Europe, inspiring Winston Churchill to wamn of the Soviet Union’s world-
wide ambitions. Nonetheless, a sense of optimism prevailed. The Axis powers had
been decisively defeated and no new military threat immediately loomed. This
period of relative quiescence, from 1946 through 1947, eased the reorganization
of the nation’s armed forces and the disposition of obsolete military equipment.

It also saw the Assistant Secretary of War for Air negotiate a successful
transition from war to peace. Cost control, independence, and parity with the
other services became crucial to the Army Air Forces (AAF). Robert A. Lovett
had paved the way for a cost control program by instituting a comptrollership
within the Office of the Assistant Secretary of War for Air (OASWA). He could
not press the cause of separation during the war, but W. Stuart Symington took it
up with enthusiasm. He used his office as a fulcrum for civilian control under
the President as Commander in Chief of the armed services.

With the changing of the guard after the end of the war, Secretary of War
Henry L. Stimson was succeeded in September 1945 by his Under Secretary of
War, Robert P. Patterson. Patterson expected the new Assistant Secretary of War
for Air, Stuart Symington, to function generally as Robert Lovett had, handling
aviation in general and procurement in particular. He also wanted Symington to
lead the drive for an independent air force. Consequently, during 1946 and 1947
the OASWA expanded in authority and responsibility. Symington’s relationship
with Patterson was as congenial as Lovett’s had been with Stimson. His relation-
ship with General Carl A. Spaatz, who followed General Henry H. Amold as
Commanding General of the AAF in February 1946, differed from Lovett’s with
Armold. Whereas Lovett had delved into varied activities with Stimson’s and
Amold’s blessings, Symington and Spaatz established a more rigorous division
of labor. Spaatz handled daily operational matters and Symington, for the most
part, concentrated on promoting the independent air force to Congress.

An independent air force had been agreed upon in principle during the war
by General Marshall, General Armold, and Assistant Secretary of War for Air
Lovett. Congress, about to begin the process of reorganizing the military ser-
vices, had indicated support for it.I There were, however, advocates in the AAF
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who favored the status quo and zealots in the Navy who feared the loss of their
air mission, resisted change, and waged a vigorous campaign against air force
autonomy. Marshall, Arnold, and Lovett fully realized that Congress would have
to treat the Navy very carefully, exercising patience and diplomacy before it insti-
tuted any reforms.

In 1946 and 1947, the OASWA and its extremely small staff continued to
provide expert responses to the War Department on all air matters. The Assistant
Secretary of War for Air during this period was dealt more responsibility but no
more power or prestige. Despite a dearth of administrative assistance and a
growing workload, Secretary Symington imprinted his style and character on his
office, defended the goals of the AAF, and gained the attention and support of
both the White House and Congress.2

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of War for Air

After the war, the OASWA, like many government offices, witnessed the
return of its leadership to private enterprise. With Robert A. Lovett’s departure
in December 1945, and the subsequent resignation in January 1946 of his execu-
tive officer, Brig. Gen. George A. Brownell, the position of the Assistant
Secretary of War for Air remained vacant until February 1946. During this time
the office continued to function under the management of Col. Thetus C. Odom.
For this brief period, Odom operated more or less on his own initiative.3

Almost immediately he did what Lovett had avoided doing; he prepared an
organization chart,* based on the duties set forth in the legislation which estab-
lished the OASWA on July 2, 1926. (See Appendix 1, p. 258.) The Air Secre-
tary was to advise or represent the Secretary of War on aviation, supervising
“matters pertaining to the Army Air Forces (a change in wording that reflected
the current status of the air arm) and contacts with other agencies, governmental
and private, on policy matters of interest to the War Department.”4

* In September 1945, Brig. Gen. George A. Brownell, executive officer of the
OASWA, admitted that his office had no official organization chart. There were four
commissioned officers on duty: an executive officer (brig. gen.), two assistant executive
officers (It. cols.) and one pilot and staff officer (It. col.). The duties of the assistant exec-
utives and the staff officer were interrelated and were assigned “from time to time by the
Assistant Secretary of War for Air” and the executive officer. At this time, the OASWA
also included four civilian secretaries (one each for Lovett, Brownell, and the two assis-
tant executive officers), two civilian file clerks, and two enlisted chauffeurs. Undated
memo signed by George A. Brownell; memo, George A. Brownell to Air Adjutant
General, subj: Handling of Telephone Calls to the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
War for Air by the AAF Duty Officer, Oct 1, 1945; both sources, George A. Brownell
Collection, Chronological File Sep-Dec 1945, AFHRC, Maxwell AFB, Ala.
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Odom pointed out that the Air Secretary’s duties included working closely
with the Air Staff and the Commanding General of the AAF on personnel, intel-
‘ligence, requirements, plans, experimentation and development, and mainte-
nance and supply. The Air Secretary also represented the War Department on air
issues of concern to other government agencies including the State, Navy, and
Commerce Departments and the Civil Aeronautics Board. The OASWA also
represented the War Department on the Air Coordinating Committee (ACC).
Further, it was the agency through which U.S. commercial airlines, aircraft man-
ufacturers, and civilian agencies dealt with the War Department.>

According to Odom’s chart, the executive officer followed the Air Secretary
in line of authority and relieved him of day-to-day business by “approving, pro-
cessing, and deciding on matters of routine and minor policy and procedure.”
Such matters included corresponding with individuals and contractors on base
closings and contracts; expediting the work of various office components;
assuming additional responsibilities and activities for the Air Secretary during
his absence; and providing general supervision of internal office service activi-
ties (procedures, personnel, equipment, and special assignments). ‘

A special assistant to the Secretary of War and three assistant executives
were next in authority. Eugene M. Zuckert became special assistant in February
1946. In that capacity he monitored all AAF budgetary activities and supervised
information services. Three assistant executives, all colonels, performed various
duties. Col. John K. Hester monitored all activities involving with the Assistant
Chiefs of the Air Staff for personnel, training and program planning and the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Development. Col. Harold Ohlke worked
on intelligence and program planning; and the third assistant, Col. William
Mitchell, handled proposed legislation, modification of existing laws, AAF con-
tracts, and the drafting and interpretation of directives, policies, and other con-
trol documents. All three assistant executives as well as the special assistant
were subject to special assignments as designated by the Air Secretary or his
executive officer.6

Colonel Odom established office policy for ten civilian and four military
staff members (as of March 6, 1946) and a normal work schedule, 8:30 A.M. to
5:00 p.M., Monday through Friday. Each day, either the executive officer or one
of the assistant executives remained until 6:00 .M. when late-working sections '
of the War Department required assistance. In addition, a skeleton force reported
to the office on Saturday mornings to manage high priority projects and to assist
other sections working that day. The Saturday contingent usually consisted of
the executive officer or the special assistant, one secretary, and one member of
the Records Section.

Anticipating the needs of a new Assistant Secretary of War for Air, Colonel
Odom prepared a list of major concerns under two principal categories: “air mat-
ters within the War Department” and “air matters of War Department interest
which concerned other agencies in both government and the private sector.””
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Odom realized that as the AAF massively reduced its strength in the transition
from war to peace,* it would be obliged to continue maintaining its world-wide
weather and communications network, providing supplies and services for U.S.
civil aircraft operating overseas, disposing of surplus aircraft and aeronautical
equipment, continuing essential research and development projects, assisting in
the demobilization of the American aircraft industry, and furnishing personnel
and aircraft to the occupation forces in Europe and Asia.8 Other matters impor-
tant to Odom included War Department organization—especially the relation-
ship of the OASWA to the Air Staff and the General Staff—and the manning
and training of the peacetime AAF. As for air matters and other agencies, Odom
believed that ongoing support for the Air Coordinating Committee would be
necessary to protect the interests of the War Department.?

Symington Takes Over

In February 1946, President Harry S. Truman selected another successful
businessman, W. Stuart Symington, to become Assistant Secretary of War for Air.
Symington had earned a reputation for saving companies from bankruptcy and
transforming them into profitable enterprises. After he had exercised these skills
with the Emerson Electric Company of St. Louis, Missouri, where he had served
as president and chairman of the board, the Office of Production Management
requested in 1941 that he accompany a group of aeronautical engineers to
England to study new British power-driven gun turrets. Upon returning to the
United States, he made the Emerson Electric Company the world’s largest man-
ufacturer of aircraft armament. He resigned from the company in July 1945 to
become chairman of the Surplus Property Board, and in October of that year,
became administrator of the Surplus Property Administration. President Truman,
as- a senator from Missouri and chairman of a special committee investigating
the national defense program, had become aware of Symington and had been
impressed by his efficient management of Emerson Electric.!0

As head of the Surplus Property Administration, according to one observer,
Symington’s “keen insight and aggressive approach won him the admiration and
support of the business community” and convinced Congress that he was “one
man who could develop a successful disposal policy.”!! He had planned to stay
in government for only six months, but President Truman wanted him to remain
and offered him the choice of three positions: Assistant Secretary of the Navy
for Air, Assistant Secretary of State, or Assistant Secretary of War for Air.

* The AAF’s highest group strength during World War II was 232 in early 1945. By
September 1945 the group total had dropped to 201; by October to 178; by November to
128; by December to 109. In January 1946, AAF total groups stood at 89; in August
they stood at 52.
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Symington felt that his business background would be of greater service to the
Army Air Forces than to the Navy. He had, after all, dealt with the AAF during
the war. The air arm, on the verge of independence, would require the develop-
ment, almost from scratch, of a systematic, yet adaptable, logistics network. He
believed that the AAF offered the greater challenge, one that his creativity as
much as his managerial and organizational talents could overcome.!2 Symington
would later point out that his general business experience, rather than his han-
dling of surplus property, had induced President Truman to urge him to continue
in government service.

Although confident of his business skills, Symington, unlike Lovett, was a
novice regarding operations. As a result, he left the day-to-day running of the air
arm to professional airmen and did so even as Secretary of the Air Force. He did
not have the opportunity to establish the kind of rapport with field commanders
that Lovett had enjoyed during the war. He felt he could accomplish his manage-
ment goals by persuading Congress of the importance of air power, by selling, in
effect, the operational programs devised by General Spaatz and other uniformed
leaders. Thus Symington’s conception of his responsibilities differed from
Lovett’s. As Assistant Secretary of War for Air and later as Secretary of the Air
Force, he was undaunted by confrontations with Congress when advocating air
power. Perhaps such daring could be attributed to his secure financial status—he
had become wealthy in his own right after selling his shares in Emerson Electric
and, had he chosen to, he could have returned to the presidency of that corpora-
tion.!3 On the other hand, he was a true believer in air power and his advocacy
came naturally to him.

W. Stuart Symington, Assistant
Secretary of War for Air from 1946 to
1947 and Secretary of the Air Force
from 1947 to 1950
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Symington proved especially fortunate in his choice of assistants, one of
whom was Eugene M. Zuckert. From 1940 to 1944 Zuckert had been assistant
dean of the Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration, at times serving
as a special consultant to the Commanding General of the AAF while developing
statistics on supplies. He was also an instructor at the Army Air Forces Statistical
Control School,* which had trained more than 3,000 officers. He worked under
Symington at Emerson Electric on the recommendation of Eliot Janeway, the
economist, but his tenure there was cut short in 1944, when, with Symington’s
endorsement, he received a commission as a lieutenant (junior grade) to work on
the Navy’s new inventory control program. When Symington became involved
with the Surplus Property Board, he obtained Zuckert’s release from the Navy.
After a six-month tour as executive assistant to the administrator of the Surplus
Property Administration, Zuckert followed Symington from that agency to the
AAF and remained with him for four years, initially as a special assistant, and
then as Assistant Secretary of the Air Force.}4

After assuming office as the Assistant Secretary of War for Air, Symington
remained interested in the disposition of surplus property throughout the military
services. He was pleased that as of November 30, 1946, property worth only $34
million in AAF custody awaited action after having been determined excess. He
had earlier complained to Under Secretary of War Kenneth C. Royall that the
discretionary power of the War Assets Administration (WAA) had stifled the
AAF’s attempts to improve surplus property disposal. WAA regulations, accord-
ing to Symington, did not permit the normal laws of supply and demand to func-
tion. While the AAF had a relatively unlimited supply and the public had “an
apparently unlimited demand,” the WAA’s methods limited the flow of transac-
tions to a trickle. Symington pointed out that over a year had passed since V-J
Day, but surplus was “still hanging over us,” worth millions of dollars, and cost-
ing additional millions of dollars monthly to safeguard and maintain.!5

After considering Symington’s complaints, Under Secretary Royall ordered
an investigation at Wamer Robins Field in Georgia, which prompted a meeting
between local AAF officials, WAA personnel, and representatives of the War
Department’s General Staff. They finally agreed to a disposition process which
Royall hoped would establish a precedent.!6

Symington believed that the swift disposal of surplus property would
demonstrate to Congress “that the Air Forces were doing an excellent job.” He
therefore recommended that the AAF exert continued pressure on the WAA to
do its job, especially at the depot level, and he felt that the AAF should keep its

* This school helped prepare officers to collect, process, and analyze statistical data
regarding the AAF’s vast resources. Zuckert’s job included teaching the statistical track-
ing of aircraft, aircraft equipment, unit equipment, recruitment, training, and assignment
of personnel.
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Survivors of War. Thousands of aircraft of every type, such as these B-29s
(above) and P-40s (below), were stored at various military installations throughout
the United States. Many remained overseas. The disposition of vast amounts of
AAF surplus property became the responsibility of the Assistant Secretary of War
for Air.
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“own skirts clean” by promptly designating any excess stock, by cooperating
fully to expedite paperwork, and by resorting only in necessity to freezes, with-
drawals and other practices which might hamper the disposal agency’s opera-
tions. Finally, he urged that the AAF keep up-to-date, easily available perfor-
mance records on its “part of the disposal job.”17

As important to the AAF as the disposal of surplus property was readiness
in the event of national emergency. Equipment and facilities had to be mar-
shalled to enable rapid mobilization. Symington was as familiar with mobiliza-
tion as he was with surplus property management through first-hand experience
at Emerson Electric, and he firmly believed that the aircraft industry should be
ready to act under a specific emergency plan in the event of future conflict. He
believed that a policy statement from the Army-Navy Munitions Board would
be necessary before the AAF developed a comprehensive strategy for the rapid
expansion of aircraft production; and he felt, based on his professional back-
ground, that he could contribute to that strategy’s design. In light of such inno-
vations as pilotless aircraft (the guided missiles of that era) and the achieve-
ment of supersonic speeds, he suggested that air industrial planning be geared
to recovery from sudden attack. However, he argued against government sub-
sidy of essential industries, recommending that they establish themselves and
prosper according to sound business practices.

Symington further maintained that no industry should be forced to relocate
solely for reasons of national defense. Factories should move from admittedly
vulnerable industrial areas only “when economic conditions and the extent of
the business of the manufacturers make such a move feasible.”* 18 He held that
the national economy would be best served if government-owned installations
and equipment were placed in civilian hands. Plants essential to future industri-
al mobilization could be declared surplus and sold or leased as soon as possi-
ble; their new owners or operators would be prohibited from instituting any
structural changes which might impede mass production. He stressed the
importance of accelerated production in the early stages of rearmament and
advocated a program to maintain the latest models of air weapons and equip-
ment as prototypes for volume manufacture. Finally, he believed that physical
security should be enhanced throughout the aircraft industry. He studied the
feasibility of underground sites, which he believed could be easily camouflaged
to resist damage from high explosive bombs, although not necessarily from
nuclear weapons.t!9

* Congress endeavored to distribute defense contracts and jobs nationwide.

T Some of Symington’s ideas on industrial mobilization, which had been supported by
others, were eventually instituted, but not during his brief tenure as Assistant Secretary of
War for Air.
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Manpower

One of the most troubling issues facing the OASWA involved achieving
and maintaining a “real 70-combat-group program” in the face of crippling per-
sonnel reductions.* Symington emphasized to Secretary of War Patterson that
the AAF had agreed to accept 400,000 military positions instead of 550,000 on
the assumption that it would be furnished additional troops to support the
National Guard, the organized Reserve, the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
(ROTC) and the Universal Military Training (UMT) programs.

During the war, the AAF and the War Department had anticipated a signifi-
cant void in the postwar national defense structure because of demobilization
and pressure from Congress and its austerity-minded constituents. The War
Department hoped that UMT along with a strong reserve program would be suf-
ficient to field an M-Day (Mobilization Day) force and argued that the cost of
maintaining a regular standing army would be unacceptable to the American
public. Unlike the War Department, however, the AAF in 1945 expressed doubt
about whether UMT would provide the skills necessary to a 70-group Air Force,
charging that the program depended solely on available aircrews and aircraft to
absorb most of the military trainees intended for a proposed 400,000-strong
AAF. Because Congress was no closer to passing UMT legislation by early
1946, Symington complained that the AAF was at that point having great diffi-
culty absorbing these training components and taking over jobs formerly per-
formed by the Army Service Forces.

Complicating matters was a reduction of civilian AAF jobs from 200,000 to
131,000, necessitating the filling of key positions by uniformed personnel. As a
result, Symington concluded that “any further semblance of a 70-Group Program
cannot be maintained without kidding the War Department, the administration,
the Congress, and the people . . . These cuts in personnel,” he added, “have in turn
cut to pieces the planned program of the Air Force.”20

Symington’s colleagues helped him prepare the transition of the AAF to the
United States Air Force (USAF) and solve other, less basic problems as well. In
charge of routine operation of the OASWA was a new executive officer, Brig.
Gen. Turner A. Sims, Jr., who had replaced Colonel Odom in May 1946. Sims
had been working across the hall from Symington’s office as executive officer

* The 70-Group Program was deemed by the AAF as necessary to the defense of
U.S. interests at home and abroad. Attaining that strength became a problem which con-
tinued to plague the AAF after it achieved independence. Symington and the OSAF
would become deeply enmeshed in this issue in 1948. For a detailed account of the evo-
lution of the 70-Group Program see Herman S. Wolk, Planning and Organizing the
Postwar Air Force, 19431947 (Washington: Office of Air Force History, 1984).

+ UMT provided for the drafting of all men in the United States of a prescribed age
They would be subject to physical and mental examinations as well as to training and
service for a definite period determined by law.
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for Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker, Deputy Commander of the AAF. Symington hoped, in
a time of rapid technological change, to draw upon Sims’s experience at the Air
Materiel Command at Wright Field in Ohio, where he had provided technical
advice to the commanding general and at various times had headed the propeller
laboratory, the wind tunnel, and an experimental aircraft projects section.

General Sims directed the OASWA during Symington’s three-month recu-
peration from an operation during the spring of 1947. He felt that his most press-
ing task was organizing and staffing the soon-to-be-independent Air Force, even
though the nation’s workforce was responding more to the attractions of private
rather than public employment with the new peace. Sims shared Symington’s
determination to control costs at all echelons of the AAF, but, unlike his superi-
or, he believed in government support of the aircraft industry. While Symington
wanted the industry to pay its way, Sims held that only with adequate federal
support would it be capable of outfitting an air force in the event of emergency.
He cited the delays in rearmament that occurred between 1939 and 1941 to illus-
trate his point and argued that an “industrial mobilization plan is not worth the
paper it is written on unless industry can produce equipment . . . at the time it is
required.” He added that the AAF must do more to stabilize the industry at some
agreed-upon level of production and research. Finally, he called for sufficient
transport aircraft to hold and supply advance bases as well as a strong “national
reserve.”?! Symington directed that a workable organization chart for the new
Department of the Air Force be drawn up, incorporating such AAF reserve com-
ponents as the Air Guard and the Air Reserve to “eliminate the friction between
them and the Regular Air Force establishment and to make them a more effec-
tive part of the air power team.” ¥22

Cost Control

Robert Lovett had foreseen the need for the adaptation of successful AAF
wartime principles and procedures to a peacetime economy. He had likened the
AAF to a large business which required corporate support systems, particularly a
comptroller’s office.23 Stuart Symington realized in 1946 that gaining authority
and responsibility over AAF spending and accounting would prove difficult. He
took issue with the Secretary of War, who advocated the existing practice
whereby the military services obtained their supplies from other agencies of the
War Department. Under such a scheme, the AAF’s chemicals would be provid-
ed by the Army Chemical Warfare Service; its cannon would be developed by

* In faimess, it should be noted that Sims’s statements were made nearly a year later
than Symington’s. The realities of an inert aircraft industry as well as of foreign events
more than likely abetted Symington’s decision to support Sims’s position. Sims, when
giving his advice, might have been parroting Symington’s views.

44




THE INTERLUDE

the Ordnance Corps; and its uniforms would be bought by the Quartermaster
Corps. Symington strenuously objected to the air arm’s operating from so
dependent a position, citing the Army Technical Service’s past attempts to dic-
tate to the AAF the type and quantity of equipment it should acquire. To
Symington, the larger issue was the need by the AAF to control its own support
network. The authority “to specify the type and quantity of equipment necessary
to carry out its missions” rested, he believed, with the using agency. He argued
that the AAF should not be penalized for inaccuracies within the budgetary esti-
mates prepared by the War Department’s supply agencies, and he questioned the
ability of agencies providing services to infantry, armor, and artillery to defend
the budget for the air arm. Nothing, Symington declared, should prevent “our
- instituting normal standards of control.”24 General Spaatz agreed with Symington
and urged him to make their view known as forcefully as possible before
Congress. Their position, seconded by Maj. Gen. Hugh J. Knerr, Secretary
General of the Air Board, a policy recommending group, became integral to the
AAF’s drive for independence.

Symington envisioned an air arm with the same authority as the Army and
the Navy, with a civilian head equal in power and status to the Secretaries of the
Navy and War, and with full responsibility for its own research, development,
and procurement. It would establish standards for personnel, materiel, and ser-
vices, would apportion the funds appropriated to it by Congress, and would reim-
burse the War Department’s Technical Services for any support rendered.
Finally, the air arm would operate a network of bases and develop its own sys-
tem of maintenance and supply after independence.25

In controlling costs, Symington drew directly upon his business experience,
deciding that as Emerson Electric rewarded efficiency and punished waste, so
should the AAF.26 It was critical that the AAF conquer its entrenched inefficien-
cy and “lack of knowledge of the importance of . . . figures to the operations of a
business.” He wished to demonstrate to both Congress and the public that the
AAF could keep its own house in order and set a standard of cost control and
efficiency throughout the armed forces.

But could a military organization operate as successfully as a business?
Symington saw this as an absolute requirement, the inevitable adjustment to
peacetime. In wartime the air arm had been able to spend whatever was neces-
sary, developing a B-32, for example, should the B-29 fail. Symington wanted
the AAF to account for every dollar. Those responsible for pilot training, for
example, now had to weigh the cost of gasoline against the skills another hour in
the air might develop. Planners had to decide which bases could be most produc-
tive for the least investment. New economies meant determining the size of the
fighting force according to the number of airplanes, people, and runways that
could be purchased with appropriated funds.

Symington wanted cost control to show the AAF how to live within its
means and adjust to the austerity of peacetime,2” He soon discovered, however,
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that he could not even obtain statistics when he required them. “Why,” he asked,
“do T have to send out a search party every time I want a number in the Air
Force? 28 Building on Lovett’s concepts and working with Eugene Zuckert,
Symington asked Generals Spaatz and Eaker to establish the Office of the
Comptroller in June 1946. Brig. Gen. Grandison Gardner became the first Air
Comptroller * and five months later was replaced by Lt. Gen. E. W. Rawlings.129

Begun in 1946 during the campaign for an independent Air Force, the cost
control program would significantly improve the management of the new ser-
vice. Critics within the War Department predicted that inexperienced AAF offi-
cers would be unable to cope with cost-cutting measures. Symington responded
that they would likely prove more adept at it than long-time bureaucrats in the
other services whose own ability rested on doubtful methods. He promptly
arranged that modern business management training courses be offered for their
benefit.30 The AAF, Symington emphasized, “had an unusual opportunity to
look toward efficiency, no past heritages, no barnacled procedures to first over-
come.”31 He did not, however, insist that it turn its back on the older services.
“Qur policy is to seek integration with the other services wherever possible, and
whenever we can utilize, within the framework of the policies of the Defense
Establishment, common services for the fulfillment of our requirements, we
intend to do so.” Symington wanted the air arm to profit from eventual unifica-
tion of the services.32 By early 1949 he was able to report that cost conscious-
ness throughout the Air Force was being emphasized in the “Management
Control through Cost Control” program.33

Independence

Much of the ground work for an independent Air Force had been completed
by the time Secretary Symington took office. President Truman, Secretary
Lovett, as well as Generals Armnold and Spaatz and other AAF leaders had testi-
fied in support of an independent air force before Congress in 1945. President
Truman, addressing a joint session, had called for “air parity.” He had also pres-
sured both Secretary of War Robert Patterson and Secretary of the Navy James

* General Gardner had been one of the AAF’s observers in England in 1940.
During World War II he held several positions as an armament expert before heading the
AAF Proving Ground Command from 1942 to 1945. He had also served as deputy to the
chairman of the U.S. Strategic Bombing Survey before becoming the Air Comptroller.

1 General Rawlings had earned an MBA from Harvard University in 1939. He was
considered one of the AAF’s outstanding production and procurement authorities.
Besides Symington, General Rawlings, in his Report on the Comptrollership within the
Air Force, 1946-1951, credited Robert Lovett, Generals Arnold, Spaatz, Eaker and
Vandenberg along with Eugene Zuckert and Edmund Learned for their help in establish-
ing a service comptroller.
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Forrestal to help speed the passage of legislation for a National Military Establish-
ment which included a separate air force. By May 1946, even though in pro-
found disagreement over the issue of roles and missions, they agreed to post-
pone further arguments, cooperate, and support the establishment of a
Department of National Defense as outlined in pending Senate legislation (S
2044). Complicating the settlement of roles and missions was the Navy’s and
the AAF’s dispute over larger strategic questions such as which service would
deliver the atomic bomb and control guided missiles. General Eisenhower main-
tained that the President might have to intervene and decide himself. In any
case, Symington kept a watchful eye on the issue for the Air Force as he helped
to push the National Security Act through Congress.34

As noted, many of the specific activities in which Symington engaged were
part of his larger vision for eventual air independence. He undertook efforts to
deal with industrial mobilization, force levels, and cost control to make the AAF
master of its own house. To this end, he carefully orchestrated his subordinates’
activities. He sent Col. John B. Montgomery to Britain to confer with high rank-
ing Royal Air Force (RAF) officers about gaining air autonomy and assigned
Brig. Gen. James D. McIntyre to handle congressional relations.

Symington firmly believed that unification under a National Military
Establishment and a Department of National Defense would save the govern-
ment money and, in early 1947, he pressed the point spiritedly before Congress.
The services had measured success in terms of relative appropriations. They had
viewed acquiring funds as most critical; they had viewed deciding how they
should be spent as less so. Whether under the “New National Defense” system
cost consciousness would “permeate all levels of service management”35
remained to be seen; funds would eventually be apportioned throughout three
services rather than two.

Symington did not hesitate to admonish commanders who seemed unwill-
ing to help in the drive toward independence. In May 1947, during debate over
the unification bill, he warned General George C. Kenney, Commander of the
Strategic Air Command (SAC), not to emphasize the primacy of strategic air
forces in the nation’s defense phalanx. Symington feared that opponents of the
bill in the services and in Congress would mistakenly assume “that the Air Force
is out to prove that the main way to win a war is through strategic bombing,”
and he urged circumspection.36 He reminded Kenney that the AAF was in the
final round of the unification fight and if “we don’t win it, and the war [unifica-
tion battle] is officially declared over, the Air Force reverts to its previous
impossible position as a minor addendum to the War Department.”37

The AAF and the War Department believed that there should be three coordi-
nate service branches, each having a civilian head and a military commander.
Each civilian head should function as autonomously as possible and have access to
the President. The Navy, on the other hand, demanded that the integrity of the
Department of the Navy, headed by a civilian of cabinet rank, be maintained. The
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General George C. Kenney, Commander, Strategic Air Command,
testifies before Congress during its 1947 hearings on service unification
and the independence of the air forces.

Navy argued that it had integrated aviation as soundly within its structure as it
had other components, both surface and subsurface. The Army, it believed,
could do likewise.38

The AAF and the War Department believed that the independent air force
should assume responsibility for the development, procurement, maintenance,
and operation of military aviation. They nonetheless acknowledged that the
Navy had certain responsibilities requiring land-based aircraft. These responsi-
bilities—essential internal administration, transport over routes of sole interest
to naval forces, and training—should remain vested with the Navy or the
Marines. Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson and Army Chief of Chief
General Dwight D. Eisenhower believed that several completely self-sufficient
services were luxuries the nation could ill afford. They argued that with respect
to land-based aircraft there were no “purely naval functions which justify
uneconomical duplication of equipment and installations.”3? Eisenhower sup-
ported an Air Force coordinate with the Army and the Navy, arguing that “such
parity was mandatory for the nation’s postwar security.”40

The Navy asserted that it was perfectly capable of assessing and adminis-
tering its own aviation. It wanted complete control over the design, procure-
ment, and operation of the land-based aircraft it used in reconnaissance, anti-
submarine warfare, and the protection of shipping. It also wanted complete
control over the special training required of all personnel engaged in these
activities. It believed firmly that any efforts by the AAF to limit naval aviation
would, if successful, impair sea power and jeopardize national security.4!

With the struggle for independence, the authority of the OASWA grew.
Symington’s advocacy of a separate service took him to the halls of Congress
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and to almost every corner of the country. While General Spaatz attended to the
daily operations of the AAF, Air Secretary Symington was very much out front
and visible.

Stuart Symington’s vision of the postwar Air Force grew from the concept
of civilian control developed in Henry Stimson’s War Department and bequeathed
to him by Robert Lovett. The military departments would function under the
President’s leadership and the strategic guidance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS). Upcoming legislation would guarantee this and provide a formal structure
for the new national defense program.

Symington looked to Lovett’s relationship with Generals Amold and Marshall.
The close interaction and single purpose of the secretary and the chief of the
military component had been essential in war and would be in peace.

On the eve of air independence the Assistant Secretary of War for Air was,
because of his experience with industry during the war and with the AAF in
1946 and 1947, exceptionally well prepared for the extraordinary challenges that
lay ahead.
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Chapter 3

Separate and Equal: The First Secretariat

he National Security Act of 1947 (Public Law 253), passed on July 26,

established the Department of the Air Force and the United States Air Force
(USAF), fulfilling the dreams and aspirations held for many years by U.S. Army
air leaders. The act created a National Military Establishment (NME) which
included three military departments, Army, Navy, and Air Force. Although it
made the Air Force equal to the Army and the Navy, the act was at best a com-
promise that left many issues unresolved. Its supporters understood that it would
have to be revised. On September 18, 1947, W. Stuart Symington took the oath
of office as Secretary of the Air Force upon activation of the Office of the
Secretary of the Air Force (OSAF). He became head of the Department of the
Air Force and was assisted by an under secretary and two assistant secretaries-!

With his new status, Symington held more authority over the Air Force and
within the Department of Defense (DOD) than he did as Assistant Secretary of
War for Air when he functioned chiefly as an advisor to the Army Air Forces
(AAF) on procurement and aviation. In 1947 he became equal to the Secretaries
of the Army and the Navy.

The service secretaries were obliged to some extent to answer to Secretary
of Defense James V. Forrestal, who acted more as a coordinator than an admin-
istrator, however, and did not exercise the same authority over them as Henry
Stimson and Robert Patterson had. As Secretary of the Air Force, Symington sat
on the National Security Council (NSC), and, because he was friendly with
President Harry Truman, could go directly to him whenever he wished to cir-
cumvent the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). He maneuvered much
more independently in his new position, and although he had to consult with
Forrestal and Bureau of the Budget Director James Webb on financial matters,
he operated quite freely, focusing on issues that interested him personally and
brought him before Congress.

Symington announced that he would pursue four primary objectives. He
wanted, first of all, a modern and efficient 70-group Air Force; second, a trained
Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve; third, an adequate commercial air
transport industry to support Air Force needs; and fourth, a healthy aircraft and
component production industry.

Symington believed that by emphasizing economy through the application
of modern business techniques to Air Force management he could best achieve
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Stuart Symington, former Assistant Secretary of War for Air, is sworn in as
the first Secretary of the Air Force by Chief Justice Fred Vinson, September 18,
1947. Looking on are (lef? to right) Secretary of the Army Kenneth Royall, Secretary
of Defense James Forrestal, and Secretary of the Navy John Sullivan.

his aims at a time when Congress, the President, and the American people were
eager to return to peacetime spending. Realizing that promoting economy would
not necessarily preclude a struggle for funds, he introduced what he called
”Management Control through Cost Control.” An outgrowth of the AAF’s
wartime management and statistical control, it would be the backbone of his
economy drive and set “procedures for detection and reward” to foster “logistic
(business) efficiency . . . and operational (flying) efficiency.” 2

Symington worked as hard to achieve a cooperative spirit between the ser-
vices as he did to acquire funds for Air Force programs. He achieved a model
cooperative association with the military leaders of the Air Force but at times
vigorously disputed the policies of President Truman, Secretary of Defense
Forrestal, Bureau of the Budget Director Webb, and the other service secretaries.
Any struggles that occurred were primarily over funding and pitted the adminis-
tration, represented by Forrestal and Webb, against the service secretaries and
their military chiefs. No struggles occurred between the civilian and military ele-
ments of the Air Force.

The Air Force’s formative first year was a time of experimentation and
learning. Some of the many problems which arose were settled during Syming-
ton’s tenure; others defied solution until later. Both the transfer of functions from
the Army to the Air Force—scheduled to take two years—and the planning for
new Air Force organizations such as the Air Force Engineering Development
Center (later Amold Engineering Development Center) were begun immediately.
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Decisions on the location and design of the Air Force Academy, however, were
deferred until such local environmental factors as weather and its effect on fly-
ing could be studied.

Symington himself had to endure a period 6f adjustment before establishing
a sense of order and routine. He was responsible for assigning duties; and if his
authority was challenged, as it was when he sought to establish Air Force
responsibility for procurement, administration, and personnel, he was not averse
to imposing his will on dissenters. Under the National Security Act of 1947 the
new Air Secretary had, besides additional authority, a high degree of flexibility
in organizing his office. He was not forced into a mandatory organizational
mold but could shape the Air Force according to its needs. With his business
background, previous government experience, contact with the AAF, and under-
standing of military requirements, he set out to establish the most efficient orga-
nization possible. Symington organized the OSAF to facilitate direct contact by
the Air Staff with its civilian and military counterparts on his team. Thus he and
Air Force Chief of Staff General Carl A. Spaatz were able to maintain close
supervision over the handful of operators to whom they delegated authority and
to concentrate their own “individual and collaborative efforts on problems of the
first magnitude.”3 Symington’s role as chief spokesman for the Air Force before
Congress had been established during his tenure as Assistant Secretary of War
for Air. He and General Spaatz worked out a modus operandi whereby Spaatz
provided information on military needs and Symington conveyed that informa-
tion to Capitol Hill. They also agreed that Symington would not directly involve
himself in operational matters.

Seven days after the passage of the National Security Act, Arthur S. Barrows
became Under Secretary of the Air Force. Cornelius V. Whitney and Eugene M.
Zuckert took their oaths of office as Assistant Secretaries of the Air Force.
Barrows’s long business career had culminated in the presidency and later vice
chairmanship of the board of Sears, Roebuck and Company. After retiring, he
was induced by Symington, a long-time friend, to share his vast management
expertise with the fledgling Department of the Air Force. Whitney was related to
Symington’s wife, had served on General Eisenhower’s staff during World War
II, and possessed a wealth of business experience. Symington believed that the
Whitney name, famous since the late 19th century in American finance and poli-
tics, would lend the Air Force prestige. Zuckert had worked for Symington, who
regarded him highly, since 1946. All appointments including Symington’s, were
confirmed by the Senate on December 8, 1947, and approved by the President
the next day.4

Initially, the under secretary and assistant secretaries undertook whatever
duties Symington assigned to them, but after a brief period, they functioned
according to a formally adopted division of labor. (See Appendix 1, OSAF
Organization Charts, p. 261.) Barrows concentrated on procurement, production,
research and development, liaison with the Atomic Energy Cornmission, and
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planning for industrial mobilization. He was a shrewd, no-nonsense negotiator
who expected contractors to honor their agreements. When some of them com-
plained that their companies were the subjects of unfavorable Air Force rumors,
Barrows retorted, “We haven’t said anything bad about you, we’ve just let it be
known that we think you’re a bunch of cheap, chiseling thieves.” 3

Cornelius Whitney became Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Civil
Affairs). He worked with other government agencies on military-diplomatic air
matters, negotiated land purchases for air bases, and developed agreements for
the protection and defense of U.S. bases on foreign soil. He also coordinated
with the State Department and other agencies on international security. Whitney
was a liaison with the Air Staff on planning and intelligence and represented the
Department of the Air Force on the Air Coordinating Committee and other
boards designated by the Air Secretary.

As Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Management), Eugene Zuckert
was responsible for programming, cost control, and organizational and budgetary
planning, having overseen the same functions as special assistant to the Secretary
of War.6 Breathing life into the concept of Management Control through Cost
Control to attain “the best defense per tax dollar expended,” he instituted such
accepted industrial and business techniques as comprehensive statistical report-
ing whereby a comptroller insured the proper distribution of centrally collected
information to Air Force managers worldwide. Zuckert maintained that no one
ever knew exactly what the slogan Management Control through Cost Control
meant, but by repeating it, the Air Force seemed, at least to Congress, the most
cost-conscious of the military branches. Zuckert also informed Symington of
budgetary developments within the OSD and represented the Air Force’s posi-
tion on monetary policy taken up by the OSD, the Bureau of the Budget, and the
House and Senate Appropriations Committees.

The Office of the Secretary of the Air Force

Anticipating the need for a clearly defined “pecking order,” especially dur-
ing his absences from Washington, Secretary Symington established a chain of
authority. His hierarchy placed the Secretary of the Air Force at the top, fol-
lowed by the Under Secretary of the Air Force, then the Assistant Secretary of
the Air Force (Civil Affairs) and the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Management).* In early 1948, the Secretary of the Air Force found it necessary
to expand his office because of an increasing workload. The Under Secretary of

* The order of assistant secretaries was reversed on Dec 15, 1949, per OSAF Memo
20-2, Jan 9, 1950. History of the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, September 18,
1947, to June 30, 1950, vol 1, section on the OSAF, CAFH file.
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Leading Air Force aides take their oaths of office September 26, 1947. U.S. Air
Force Chief of Staff General Carl A. Spaatz looks on as newly appointed Under
Secretary of the Air Force Arthur S. Barrows is administered the oath of office by
Supreme Court Associate Justice Stanley Reed. Waiting their turns are Assistant
Secretaries Eugene M. Zuckert (left) and Cornelius V. Whitney.

the Air Force and two assistant secretaries shared five special assistants “to pro-
vide better means for establishment of policy, review, and advice, and for assis-
tance in the planning and development of functions which were the operating
responsibility of the Chief of Staff.”7 These special assistants performed a vari-
ety of tasks but specialized in manpower, personnel, procurement, and installa-
tions. Under Symington, the five special assistants and their four appointed
supervisors constituted a nine-man team whose members worked closely with
each other and the Air Staff. Symington recognized that his personal selection of
assistant secretaries and special assistants would not necessarily insure harmony
within the OSAF. Various activities had to be defined, specific jobs identified,
and an internal structure established. Because Zuckert had become an organiza-
tional specialist, he devised a personnel requirements plan and prepared an
appropriate manning table for both military and civilian personnel.8

With the activation of the Department of the Air Force, 11 positions from
the old Office of the Assistant Secretary of War for Air (OSWA) and 44 posi-
tions from the former Directorate of Information, AAF Headquarters, were
transferred to the OSAF. By October 31, 1947, 29 positions were added, increas-
ing the number of civilian and military personnel to 84 and raising combined
annual salaries to $300,000. The following month, Zuckert proposed a nearly
four-fold expansion for 1949, projecting a need for 317 positions at a cost of
$1.3 million. He explained that these figures compared favorably with the $4

55




SECRETARIES OF THE AIR FORCE

million estimate of both the Navy and the Army.9 When the National Security
Act was passed, the Secretary of the Air Force’s salary was $14,500. The Under
‘Secretary of the Air Force and the Assistant Secretaries of the Air Force each
received $10,000 per year. (See Table 2 for Zuckert’s personnel projections.)

In keeping with Symington’s desire to maintain an efficient organization,
Zuckert estimated that the OSAF would require 235 positions at a cost of
$900,000.10 He soon revised his estimate to 329 positions (119 officer, 27 enlist-
ed, and 183 civilian) with Symington’s approval.*1}

Although the Air Force was founded on the premise of civilian control,
most functions and offices of the OSAF were closely allied with and comple-
mented those of the Air Staff (HQ USAF). Thus the Air Adjutant General served
the Air Staff as the Administrative Assistant served the OSAF, and the Air Judge
Advocate resolved air force legal problems in coordination with the OSAF’s
General Counsel. The Air Staff and the OSAF alike hired consultants, and the
Air Staff’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel handled awards and other
employment-related matters for both civilian and military employees.

Three new OSAF positions which proved especially helpful to the Air
Secretary, his under secretary, and two assistant secretaries were a General
Counsel, a Public Affairs Directorate, and a Legislative and Liaison Directorate,
all of which communicated closely with the Air Staff and major command infor-
mation offices.

The new General Counsel, Brackley Shaw, a former special assistant to the
Assistant Secretary of War for Air, assumed office on September 25, 1947. He
reported directly to the Secretary of the Air Force as the final authority on all
legal questions for the Department of the Air Force. A General Counsel’s
authority was essential, particularly to the proper administration of the Air
Force’s procurement program, which was expanding rapidly as various contracts
were shifted to it from the Army. Contracting advisors to the Assistant Secretary
of War for Air had not been granted final authority on legal questions because
they had functioned outside the procurement chain of command.

The Directorate of Public Relations was established on September 20,
1947, replacing a military staff agency. Stephen F. Leo and Maj. Gen. Emmett
O’Donnell assumed respectively the posts of Deputy Director of Public Rela-
tions and Chief of the Office of Air Information. Symington rated O’Donnell
highly and considered Leo the best young newspaperman he knew. Later, to
resolve conflicts between the services and to cut costs, Secretary of Defense
Forrestal on March 17, 1949, ordered the consolidation of many of the Army’s,
the Navy’s, and the Air Force’s public relations organizations. To prevent “qua-
druplification” of effort, he ordered the establishment of an Office of Public
Information within the OSD. It would have sole charge of disseminating infor-

* The 329 positons were effective as of June 1948.
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Table 2

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Civilian Personnel Requirements

Secretariat

Office of the Secretary

Office of the Under Secretary
Assistant Secretary (Civil Affairs)
Assistant Secretary (Management)
Administrative Assistant

General Counsel

Office of the Director of Public Relations
Air Information Division
Legislative & Liaison Division
Air Force Personnel Board

Air Force Awards Board

Special Consultants

Estimated Overtime

TOTAL

Number

23
43
19
21
58
26
13
47
33
27

317

Salary

$ 45,000
69,660
160,517
85,216
95,574
158,989
128,623
48,301
164,832
98,007
71,768
7,433
150,000
15,000

$ 1,298,920

Source: Office of the Administrative Assistaht, Correspondence and Control Division Budget Estimates
and Justifications 1948-1954, RQ 340, Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, NARA.
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Former journalist Stephen F. Leo, Director of Public Relations in
the new Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, receives the
Exceptional Civilian Service Award from Chief of Staff General Hoyt
S. Vandenberg.

mation about the NME. To comply with Forrestal’s order, Symington limited his
public relations staff to 110. )

On December 27, 1947, the responsibility for all congressional correspon-
dence regarding the Air Force was transferred from the Army’s Legislative and
Liaison Department to the Air Force’s Legislative and Liaison Division. The
Legislative and Liaison Division had been organized within the Directorate of
Public Relations until it was elevated to directorate status in August 1948. The
original staff of three officers and five civilians, all Army transferees, increased
to a total of sixty-three by September 1948 (thirty-four officers and twenty-nine
civilians). This directorate, after consultation with the Air Staff, helped draft leg-
islative proposals and analyzed and prepared recommendations concerning pro-
posed or pending legislation. It also monitored all Air Force congressional testi-
mony and correspondence.!2

Controversies

The Air Force had scarcely achieved independence and established the new
OSAF when it was faced with two embarrassing incidents. Perhaps the more pub-
licized was the case of Maj. Gen. Bennett E. Meyers. During the war, General
Meyers, who had served on the Air Staff as Deputy Chief, Logistics, profited from
the ownership of a company established specifically to channel public funds to
him through false contracts. Investigating his illegal activities, a committee headed
by Senator Homer Ferguson of Michigan wanted to know whether Meyers retired
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in June 1945 on the basis of a nonexistent disability; whether a cover-up designed
to ease him out of the AAF without acknowledgment of his wartime fraud was
conducted with the approval of General Amnold; and, finally, whether his crime
should have been detected earlier and a court martial promptly scheduled.

The Ferguson Committee accused the Air Force of failing to move as early
as 1945 against Meyers after an anonymous letter incriminating him arrived at
AAF Headquarters. Symington responded that the AAF could not delve into
Meyers’s financial affairs because it had no legal authority to subpoena his bank
accounts and business records. He did not address whether the AAF had too will-
ingly accepted Meyers’s denials of wrongdoing. Once the investigation, which
started in October 1947, turned up evidence of guilt, the Air Force approached
the Justice Department.13 Symington maintained that the service had no choice
but to defer any consideration of a court martial until the Ferguson Committee
completed its hearings and released its records to prosecutors in the Justice
Department. He credited Senator Ferguson with performing a valuable public ser-
vice by exposing “this officer who has so flagrantly broken his oath to his flag.”14

Because the Justice Department planned to charge Meyers with subornation
of perjury, Symington proposed that the Air Force, in the event of a court mar-
tial, charge him with conduct unbecoming an officer, “unless Justice specifically
states in writing, that they do not want us to . . .” !5 Meyers, however, demanded
in General Spaatz’s presence that Symington order a court martial in lieu of a
civilian trial, and when Symington refused, threatened to implicate key Air
Force officials, including General Arnold. Symington told Meyers, “Any chance
you ever had of a court martial just went out the window.” *16

Meyers was tried in civilian court. On March 15, 1948, he was convicted in
U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia on three counts of subornation
of perjury and sentenced to prison for twenty months to five years. On July 16,
1948, President Truman signed an order dismissing him from service.17 He lost
all government benefits, which had been suspended, at Symington’s insistence,
when he was accused of inducing Bleriot H. La Marre, dummy president of one
of the false companies, to lie in court. The former general spent almost three
years behind bars.

However distressing the Meyers case might have been to Symington, it
showed him clearly that the Air Force needed a procurement system to prevent
what he termed so “disgraceful” a fraud from occurring again.!® He assigned the

* Symington recalled General Spaatz’s penchant for calm under pressure as well as
his sense of humor. When Maj. Gen. Bennet E. Meyers left Symington’s office, angered
because he had been refused a court-martial (instead of a civil trial) and had threatened
to implicate some very important Air Force people, Symington turned to Spaatz and
asked: “Tooey, what do you think?” Spaatz answered: “ I think that I never won in a
poker game with him in thirty years.” Intvw, W. Stuart Symington by author, Oct 21,
1981.
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task of formulating such a system to Under Secretary Barrows, an expert on pro-
curement, planning, and administration. Barrows began studying all aspects of the
procurement process “incident to standardizing, streamlining, and allocating of
straight line operating authority along with responsibility.” 19 He was able to reform
it and monitored it closely not only at his own office, but at Wright Field as well.

As a result of the Meyers case, Congress concluded that the Air Force should
have primary responsibility for detecting and preventing fraud and impropriety
within its own ranks, both uniformed and civilian. Secretary Symington, there-
upon, directed a study which revealed that the service’s investigative methods
were “confused” and “haphazard.” He urged that J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), assign Col. Joseph F. Carroll,* a successful
criminal investigator for the Surplus Property Office, to the Air Force. Hoover did
so and Carroll became the first director of the new Office of Special Investigations
(OSI). The Meyers incident, according to Symington, more than any other, was
directly responsible for that office’s creation.20

Less serious than the Meyers case was the Air Force’s dispute with the
nationally known journal, Aviation Week. According to its publisher, Robert F.
Boyer, Air Force public relations officers had tried to persuade certain military
aviation equipment suppliers to curtail or cease advertising in the magazine. The
Air Force looked into his charge and declared it groundless.2! Meanwhile,
Stephen F. Leo, Director of Public Relations, had discovered classified informa-
tion in the magazine on the Bell XS-1, the first in a series of rocket-powered
research planes, and he alerted Symington. Symington then complained to James
H. McGraw, Jr., president of Aviation Week’s owner, McGraw-Hill Publishing
Company, pointing out that the magazine had, in its exclusive stories and cover-
age of new technological developments, violated a pledge to withhold certain
facts about the plane.22 Later, Aviation Week’s chief editor, Eugene Duffield,
admitted that Symington was correct and promised to exercise greater caution in
future. As a result of this incident, Symington proposed that Secretary of Defense
Forrestal direct service representatives to develop a uniform policy on the release
of technical information.323

No sooner had Symington laid the Meyers and Aviation Week controversies
to rest than he was called before Congress and questioned about the recommen-
dations of the O’Brian Board. He testified vociferously against two in particu-

* Carroll later became head of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). General
Carroll maintained that W. Stuart Symington more than any other person was responsible
for the establishment of the Office of Special Investigations (OSI). Intvw, Maj. Gen.
Joseph F. Carroll by Edward Mishler, Feb 22, 1982.

T This office still existed in 1988 as a special operating agency and was known as
the Air Force Office of Special Investigations (AFOSI).

 Present day DOD classification codes do not owe their beginnings to Symington,
but he might have influenced their ranking.
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lar-—that flying and submarine duty pay be discontinued and that death benefits
be increased. The board was established in early 1947 by the Secretaries of War
and Navy and headed by John Lord O’Brian, a Washington attorney. After
reviewing the board’s findings at Forrestal’s request, Symington declared them
“ludicrous” and not “practicable or in the best interests of national security.”24
He complained that they reflected the board’s ignorance of military aviation and
cautioned that the elimination of flying pay “would soon render [the Air Force]
incapable of fulfilling its responsibilities to the nation.”25 Flying pay, he main-
tained, attracted competent Air Force personnel to a hazardous but necessary
career activity. Later in the year he attacked another committee’s objection to fly-
ing pay in time of war, declaring again that the Air Force could not approve or
support any pay plan that failed to provide adequate compensation for flying.26
Because of Symington’s spirited attempts to persuade Congress that it should be
protected, flying pay was retained and threats of its termination were thwarted.
By early 1948, the OSAF was forced to refute charges of waste by Senator
Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts who questioned Symington about the Greek
government’s use of American tax dollars to purchase British Spitfires, even
though surplus Air Force fighters were available in Germany. The Air Secretary
acknowledged the Greek government’s receipt of U.S. funds to purchase aircraft
for use against Communist-led insurrectionists. He explained that the Greek Air
Force was familiar with Spitfires, but not with American aircraft, and that the
transfer of American aircraft to Greece would create problems of supply, mainte-
nance, and training. In addition, the United Kingdom was supplying spare parts at
a fraction of their original cost. Symington conceded that at the end of the war a
large number of U.S. planes remained in Germany. They were, however, obso-
lete; Congress would have been obliged to divert money from research and devel-
" opment of new models to pay for their storage. Moreover, the cost of their return
to the United States for sale as salvage would have been prohibitive.2’

Symington Exerts His Charm

Symington’s greatest strength was dealing with Congress, perfected when
he spoke before its delegations during World War II and served as Assistant
Secretary of War for Air. He thus felt qualified to inform General Spaatz that he
was dissatisfied with Air Force briefings, particularly those he had witnessed
before such powerful groups, individuals, and agencies as the Finletter Com-
mission,* the Secretary of Defense, and the Bureau of the Budget. In September

* The Finletter Commission, headed by Thomas K. Finletter, prepared a report,
published in January 1948, on national aviation policy at President Truman’s request in
July 1947.
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1947 he set out to improve Air Force performances and quicken their too leisure-
ly pace by imposing new requirements—professionally orchestrated presenta-
tions supported with written reports and eye-catching instructional charts. These
extensive preparations, he insisted, would enable a listener to “follow with his
eyes as well as his ears,” save time, and insure acceptance of Air Force points of
view by more receptive audiences.* “I don’t think,” Symington commented, “that
Mr. Forrestal [would] appreciate hearing briefings . . . from a bunch of notes . . .
On the contrary,” he continued, “I think he would much prefer to hear and read at
the same time . . . a carefully prepared package in order, if he so desires, that he
can take the facts away with him for further study . . .” 28 Symington developed,
according to Zuckert, a defensive strategy to protect the new Air Force and
enhance its position. He skillfully used public relations and legislative and liaison
specialists to prevent or minimize damage to the Air Force’s image.

According to Eugene Zuckert, Symington was able to keep in touch person-
ally with almost every facet of his operation without becoming mired in detail.
He was concerned about enlisted personnel throughout the Air Force, questioned
them personally whenever he could, and pushed, often abrasively, the bureau-
cracy to better serve their needs. He was deeply involved in the development
and general organization of his entire office.

Under his guidance the Air Force pioneered in adapting for government the
techniques of American business such as cost surveys and budget controls. He
allowed his statutory appointees a free hand in performing their specific duties
and backed them fully, provided they achieved what he wanted.2%

Symington had the greatest respect for his Chiefs of Staff General Carl A.
Spaatz and General Hoyt S. Vandenberg, and their relationships with him and
with each other solidified during his tenure. Zuckert maintained that although
the differences between military and civilian elements were less distinct during
Spaatz’s and Symington’s amicable association, one thing was clear: Symington
was the boss. Col. Glen W. Martin, Symington’s executive officer from October
1948 to April 1950, maintained that the civilian side of the OSAF “wielded a
branding iron, not a rubber stamp,” and neither ignored nor suppressed any
voice or recommendation. He further asserted that decisions were “made at the
top level of responsibility” by Symington.30

Symington enthusiastically supported and credited innovators. Robert
Lovett, for example, during his tenure as Assistant Secretary of War for Air, had
often insisted that a comptroller would greatly increase the efficiency of AAF
operations. Symington agreed and adapted much of Lovett’s thinking on the

* It is not known whether Symington influenced the way Air Force congressional
presentations are planned today, but the problem of clarity still exists because of increas-
ingly sophisticated Air Force weapon systems. Symington most likely realized the diffi-
culty of trying to sell Congress something it could not comprehend.
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Secretary of the Air Force W. Stuart Symington with General Carl A. Spaatz
(left), first Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and his successor, General Hoyt S.
Vandenberg, during retirement ceremonies for General Spaatz on July 1, 1948.
Secretary Symington worked amicably and effectively with beth chiefs in the early
days of the Air Force’s independence.

benefits of a comptrollership to his Management Control through Cost Control
program for fiscal responsibility. Symington was exactly what the Air Force

needed at the time: an intelligent, energetic, forthright, and strong-willed leader_

with the ability to analyze problems thoroughly and lure competent experts to
work in a challenging, yet enjoyable, environment.31

Symington thus saw the wisdom in Defense Secretary Forrestal’s recom-
mendation that the Air Force and the Navy employ a standard method by which
to determine their aircraft needs. Complaining that the divergent methods used
by the services “gave rise to confusion and cast doubt on the validity of each,”
the Defense Secretary maintained that a single method of calculating numbers of
replacement aircraft would instill greater confidence in the accuracy and sound-
ness of annual military requests.32

Symington designated Maj. Gen. Frederic H. Smith, Jr.,* to discuss the
matter for the Air Force at a series of conferences with Navy representatives.33

* During the war, General Smith served as Deputy Chief of the Air Staff,
Headquarters, AAF, and Commanding General, Fighter Command, in the Philippines
and Okinawa. After the war, he returned to Headquarters, AAF, to head the Office of
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After deliberating for more than a month, the conferees were unable to come to
terms by Forrestal’s deadline—his 1950 military budget justification to Congress.
General Smith reported to Symington that necessary changes would be too far-
reaching for immediate implementation, and he expressed hope that a formula
would be accepted in time for the 1951 budget justification.34 The issue would be
raised again, but both services retained their own methods.

Building the New Air Force

In 1947 other important activities engaging the OSAF included determining
the rate at which the B-29 could be taken out of storage; increasing runway
length to accommodate jet aircraft and provide greater take-off distance; estab-
lishing an in-flight refueling program for bombardment aircraft; purchasing
turbo jet and turbo prop engines; leasing 115 C-46F aircraft to responsible oper-
ators at a monthly rental of $300; comparing the jet and the long-range propeller
fighter; and selling military aircraft to other American republics.

With Symington’s support, the Air Force looked to aerial refueling to extend
the range of its strategic bombers and fighter escorts. General Spaatz and a spe-
cial committee he headed studied the merits of aerial refueling and endorsed it
fully to enhance the 1,500 nautical-mile combat radius limitation of the Air
Force’s new medium bomber, the B-47 (due to enter the Air Force’s inventory in
late 1951). In June 1948, the Strategic Air Command (SAC) activated its first air
refueling squadrons, the 43d and 509th, at Davis-Monthan and Roswell Air Force
Bases.

Because new engines were needed to power jet aircraft, the Air Force con-
tinued its jet and turbojet experimental program begun during World War II.
After disappointing tests with the P-59A, the Air Force had turned to the J33
turbojet engine and designated it for the P-80 fighter. Later, the more powerful
and more fuel efficient J35 was used in the Shooting Star. On February 28,
1946, this engine powered the XF-84’s first flight and in August 1947 pro-
pelled the Douglas Skystreak (D-558) to a world speed record. The Air Force
also contracted with the Pratt and Whitney Corporation to conduct experiments
with its version of the turbojet engine, the XJ57. The engine, which had a 9,000
pound thrust and was capable of operating at 55,000 feet, was later used for the
B-52 intercontinental bomber, Century series fighters, the KC-135, and the
B-57D.35 ,

Under Secretary Barrows suggested that the Air Force purchase a promis-
ing new British-made turbojet to analyze its design features and conduct exten-

Special Organizational Plans. Later, he served as Chief of Staff, Strategic Air Command
(SACQ), at Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, D.C.
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The Air Force Modernizes. New aircraft such as the B-47 medi-
um bomber (above) could be aerially refueled for extended range. The jet
engine was a spectacular leap in aviation technology. Two models, the cen-
trifugal-flow J33 and the more advanced axial-flow J35, successfully pow-
ered the P-80 (center) and the F-84 (below) respectively.
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sive performance tests. He reasoned that Britain could repay much of the aid it
expected from the proposed European Recovery Program by waiving its patent
rights and license fees, thus allowing the construction of its engines in the
United States. He recommended that the British government be asked to supply
three turbojets, one turboprop engine, and spare parts. Symington agreed with
Barrows and convinced Defense Secretary Forrestal that a technically qualified
Air Force representative accompany General Spaatz to discuss the exchange
with the British.36 During the next few years, several joint engine-development
projects between U.S. and British manufacturers were undertaken.

When Congress questioned the Air Force’s choice of turbojet rather than
piston-engine fighters, Symington and Spaatz maintained that the necessity for
additional speed, even at the expense of range, determined their decision. They
emphasized that any potential enemy would be employing jet-propelled aircraft.
No propeller fighter could outdistance a jet fighter which flew almost a hundred
knots faster. While Symington realized that the jet fighter of that day could not
provide long-range escort for bombers, he was confident that as “our armed
forces gain strength . . . we will be able to inaugurate mass bombing attacks
under fighter cover.” He did not predict when or how this would happen.37

The sale to other American republics of aircraft that were not vitally needed
at home or likely to become instruments of a recipient nation’s aggression posed
no difficulty. To “preclude approval of purchases which interfere with Air Force
procurement or which are inimical to hemisphere solidarity from the military
point of view,”38 Symington urged that the Department of State coordinate the
approval of export licenses with each transaction. Former Assistant Secretary of
War for Air, Robert Lovett, who by 1947 was acting Secretary of State, heeded
the Air Force’s caution and agreed that his department would consult with the
OSAF regarding any further requests for export licenses.39

During Symington’s term, the ground work for two Air Force institutions
began—the Air Force Engineering Development Center and the Air Force
Academy. During World War II, Air Force research and development planners
at Wright Field in Ohio, had recognized that they would need a new wind tunnel
to evaluate the latest AAF engines and air frames. Symington had long support-
ed the establishment of the Air Engineering Development Center, of which a
new wind tunnel would be a part. He would face, however, over several years,
two major tasks: convincing Congress of the center’s necessity and pacifying the
members who insisted on its location in their districts. Symington dealt with the
latter task through the exercise of tact and with the former through the power of
argument. He emphasized that while the Air Force’s wind tunnel and tools for
developing and testing military aircraft were still useful, they were designed
only for subsonic speeds. He contended that a new center could bridge the gap
between “our present limited capabilities and our requirements for coping with
the problems incident to supersonic speeds.” Mere numbers of aircraft, he con-
tended, were not enough. The Air Force had to “maintain technical superiority
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and . . . assume a place of predominant importance in our peacetime military
planning.” The Air Force’s ultimate effective fighting strength depended on
research and development.* 40 Symington consulted with several engineers who
_ surveyed possible sites and concluded that an adequate electrical energy source
would be necessary to reduce the adverse impact of the “power-load . . . upon
the economic development of the area” being considered. The Air Force finally
selected a suitable location but only after mandatory and extremely time-con-
suming coordination with the Research and Development Boardt and interested
government agencies. It then requested and was granted by Congress legislation
enabling the center’s establishment.41

Alr Secretary Symington and the OSAF appointed an advisory board respon-
sible for selecting the Air Force Academy’s location. Symington acted chiefly as a
buffer for the Air Force against politicians and civic leaders who attempted to
influence the board’s decision. Symington related that one Congressman even
threatened not to vote monies for the Air Force ever again if his state were not
chosen as the academy’s home.}42

Unification

Meanwhile, it had become apparent to Symington, Spaatz, Forrestal, and
others that the National Military Establishment needed substantial reorganizing.
A bill to revise the National Security Act of 1947 expressed the desire by the
administration and the OSD to provide more authority to Forrestal’s office.43 In

* It should be noted that by March 1949 the Tennessee-Cumberland valley was rec-
ommended by Sverdrup & Parcel, Inc., the firm contracted to select the most suitable
location for the Air Engineering Development Center. On November 7, 1949, that firm
selected Camp Forrest, Tennessee, as the site, largely because its facilities provided a
convenient staging area within which to begin construction activites almost immediately.
The firm’s decision was approved by the President and the Secretary of Defense on
November 9. Ltr, W. Stuart Symington to Senator Pat McCarran, Dec 21, 1947,
Vandenberg Papers, Oct 1949-Dec 1949, LC Manuscript Division. On December 30,
1949, the Secretary of the Air Force established the Air Engineering Development
Division effective January 1, 1950. Ltr, Maj Gen E. M. Powers, Asst Dep Chief of Staff,
Materiel to Chief of Staff, subj: Status of Huntsville Arsenal with Respect to Air
Engineering Development Center, Mar 10, 1949, RG 340, Special Interest Files, Special
File 29A, Air Engineering Development Center, 1948, NARA.

.t The Research and Development Board was established by the National Security
Act of 1947 to advise the Secretary of Defense on the status of scientific research and
development relating to national security. The board was composed of a civilian chair-
man appointed by the President and two representatives each from the Departments of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force. The Research and Development Board was abolished in
1953 by Reorganization Plan No. 6. Its functions were absorbed by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Research and Development.

i The academy was authorized by Congress on April 1, 1954. Its first graduating
class started at Lowry Air Force Base, Denver, Colorado, in July 1955.
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February 1948, the Commission on the Organization of the Executive Branch of
the Government, headed by former President Herbert Hoover, established a task
force under Ferdinand Eberstadt* to study a more economical restructuring of
the nation’s defense. Throughout 1948 Symington and key members of his staff,
Eugene Zuckert, representatives of the Air Staff, and two Chiefs of Staff—
General Spaatz and his successor, General Vandenberg—testified frequently
before the Eberstadt Committee. The testimony of more than 245 leading civil-
ian and military witnesses was included in the final report completed in
November 1948 .44

In preparing its position for the Eberstadt Committee, the Air Secretary con-
sulted W. Barton Leach, a wartime officer who had resumed a teaching career at
Harvard Law School, on the subject of defense reorganization. In June 1948,
Leach advised Symington that in the national interest both political parties should
promote the greater unification of the military services. According to Leach, the
National Security Act of 1947 at best represented only a compromise between
parties who disagreed fundamentally on matters of principle. Its inherent weak-
ness could be eliminated, he argued, if the Secretary of Defense had more author-

James V. Forrestal, first
Secretary of Defense.

* Eberstadt was a long-time friend of Defense Secretary Forrestal. The pair had been
partners in the investment banking firm of Dillon and Read. Eberstadt served as
Forrestal’s closest advisor and had a hand in many of the policies Forrestal endorsed as
Under Secretary of the Navy, Secretary of the Navy, and Secretary of Defense. Arnold
A. Rogow, James Forrestal: A Study of Personality, Politics and Policy (New York and
London: The Macmillan Company, 1963), p 95.
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ity than the service secretaries and the OSD were enlarged.4> Leach further urged
that the service chiefs surrender some of their independence to a military chief of
staff who would out-rank them and break any deadlock within the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (JCS) and would be responsible to the Secretary of Defense. Leach con-
sidered this “super chief” the key to reform. Even though such a chief might
advocate his own service, any possible lack of evenhandedness or detachment
would have to be tolerated.46 :

Later that summer, on Leach’s recommendations, Symington expressed
similar views. He beliéved that the effectiveness of the OSD could be increased
if the Secretary of Defense were provided with an under secretary who could act
as his assistant. He favored creating a single Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces
who answered only to the Secretary of Defense and exercised authority and
power of decision over purely military matters.#’ Symington reiterated that “it
has always been our position that such a chief of staff from one of the three ser-
vices is essential not only for economic administration of the Department of
Defense, but also for maximum security of the country.”48

Roles and Missions

In January 1948, Symington urged that the roles and missions of the three
services be clarified and conflicting points resolved before the modification of
the National Security Act occurred. At issue were strategic bombing, submarine
reconnaissance, anti-submarine warfare, and the place of aircraft carriers in U.S.
strategy. He had emphasized to the Eberstadt Committee in October that the
strategic bombing mission had essentially been settled. It belonged to the Air
Force. The anti-submarine mission, which the Air Force desired, had not been
assigned but seemed appropriate to the Navy.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff had discussed these questions in Key West,
Florida, March 11-14, 1948, and at the Newport Conference in Rhode Island
in August 1948, but did not resolve them. In Key West Secretary Forrestal
had summoned the JCS—Admiral William D. Leahy, Chief of Staff to the
President; General Omar N. Bradley, Chief of Staff of the Army; Vice
Admiral Louis E. Denfeld, Chief of Naval Operations; and General Carl A.
Spaatz, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, to correct paralyzing service differ-
ences and to fashion a more cooperative team. The service chiefs selected
primary functions that established clear responsibilities and collateral func-
tions by which one service supported another. The Air Force received prima-
ry responsibility for strategic air warfare and the Navy received primary
responsibility for air support operations necessary to a successful campaign.
The Navy was not prohibited from attacking any targets, inland or otherwise,
to accomplish its mission. In addition, it received primary responsibility for
anti-submarine warfare, which the Air Force supported collaterally.
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Attempting to resolve disagreements over service roles and missions, Secretary
of Defense James V. Forrestal meets with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their advisers
at the Naval War College, site of the Newport Conference in Rhode Island, August
1948. Left 1o right: Lt. Gen. Lauris Norstad, USAF; Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg,
USAF; Lt. Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer, USA; Gen. Omar N. Bradley, USA;
Forrestal; Adm. Louis E. Denfeld, USN; Vice Adm. Arthur W. Radford, USN; and
Maj. Gen. Alfred M. Gruenther, USA.

By allowing each service the opportunity to contribute to the war efforts of
another, the JCS was able to reduce only slightly interservice squabbling over
roles and missions.4% The Secretary of Defense was forced to summon the JCS
again. At Newport, once more, the Air Force received the primary mission of
strategic air warfare and the option of calling on naval air for assistance. The
Navy was assigned the exclusive role in anti-submarine warfare. All participants
realized that only through a concerted effort by the services could any agree-
ments work.50 Forrestal and the JCS reconciled other basic questions regarding
the control and use of atomic weapons, the formation of a weapons evaluation
group, and the structure of a unified command for Western Europe. However,
the Secretary of Defense came away “under no illusions” that the conference
had “solved the manifold problems of a unified military policy.”5! Symington
persisted in believing that ninety percent of all service problems could be
“licked, if someone would simply make a decision.”52

As the roles and missions debate continued, Navy partisans used the press to
accuse the Air Force of coveting the Navy’s air function. An article printed in the
May 10, 1948, issue of the Buffalo Evening News under the pseudonym Richard
Essex, indicted the Air Force for muzzling the Navy and for conducting a three-
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year propaganda campaign to “identify itself as the exclusive proprietor of
American air power.” The Air Force believed, the author implied, that victory in
the Pacific during World War II could have been gained without naval air sup-
port. Symington, who brought the article to Secretary of Defense Forrestal’s
attention, considered it the bitterest attack yet against the Army and the Air
Force.

Another article, appearing in the Armed Forces Journal, caused further
controversy by accusing the Army and the Air Force of conspiring to vote
against naval aviation interests. Its author advised that Congress needed to deter-
mine the role of naval aviation and to find out who had “tied a gag on the
Navy—in flagrant violation of the spirit of the unification program.” Symington
assured Forrestal that although the Air Force respected the Navy, it regretted the
tactics of the present regime which “has condoned these continuous attacks on
its sister services.” 53

Highly exasperated by the articles, Symington wrote Forrestal complaining
of the Navy’s contention that the security of the country depended on an inte-
grated Navy team of land, sea, and air defenses, with “any cooperation from the
Army and the Air Force . . . welcome but incidental.” The Navy had implied, he
added, that any decision by the “Executive Department of government, includ-
ing your office, which is contrary to the Navy’s interpretation of the law is a vio-
lation . . . making compliance with that decision impracticable if not impos-
sible.” 54

Symington had taken exception to much of the Navy’s testimony before the
Eberstadt Committee. He maintained that the Navy had attempted to rationalize
its requests for large numbers of attack carriers and aircraft by pointing to its
obligation under law to perform all air functions. Symington denied the validity
of the Navy’s challenge and questioned the propriety of such assertions which
cast doubt on the Air Force’s competence before a committee whose investiga-
tive purview, he felt, should not include the assignment of roles and missions.
He did “not consider it in the public interest to become party to a public brawl”
but added that if the Navy’s presentation had any influence on the findings of
the committee, the Air Force would reconsider its position.55

Symington regarded the October 18, 1948, Navy presentation before the
committee as a repudiation of the Newport Conference’s joint agreements,
which, the press and the public had been informed, had resolved the assign-
ment of roles and missions. The Navy had again denigrated the effectiveness
of strategic bombing. In fact, Symington had sought to allay the Navy’s fear of
losing its air power on many occasions by explicitly stating to Secretary
Forrestal that the Air Force objected to the consolidation of all military avia-
tion into one service. Symington warned that “unless these attacks from regu-
lar officers, in direct violation of the instructions of the Secretary of Defense,
were stopped, efficient functioning of the military establishment was impossible;
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and therefore the security of the country [would be] seriously jeopardized.”56

In a memorandum to Forrestal, Symington wrote “It is our understanding . . .
from newspaper people that Admiral Arthur W. Radford,* who was one of the
Navy respondents at the 18 October presentation, was back at his old stand . . .
attacking the long-range bombers in favor of the carriers and is consistently crit-
ical of me.” Symington questioned the right of anyone in uniform to “attack a
civilian secretary of another service.” Radford apparently believed that he could
help determine the Navy’s future through “these attacks against the Air Force.” {
Symington admitted that he had approached Secretary of the Navy John L.
Sullivan about Radford’s statements but had encountered only indifference.37

By November 1948, the Eberstadt Committee had concluded its national
defense study with a report and recommendations that were generally acceptable
to Symington and other Air Force leaders. Changes proposed by the committee
included the addition of an Under Secretary of Defense and elimination of the
service under secretaries, the strengthening of the authority of the Secretary of
Defense, the elimination of the wartime Chief of Staff to the President, the desig-
nation of a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the dropping of the service sec-
retaries from the National Security Council, and the granting of membership on it
to the Secretary of Defense as sole representative of the military services.}58

The Eberstadt report recommendations, the Hoover Commission findings
of February 1949, and the President’s March 35, 1949, message to Congress all
approved changes to the National Security Act of 1947. After much deliberation,
both houses passed the National Security Act amendments. Signed by the
President in August 1949, they replaced a coordinated federation with a central-
ized administration under a strong Secretary of Defense with a larger support
staff, a deputy secretary, and two assistant secretaries. The status of the three
executive departments, each with direct access to the President, was thus altered,
the new law having “changed the synonym of unification from ‘coordination’ of
the armed forces to ‘centralization’ under the Secretary of Defense.”5? This
change had long been desired by the Air Force and the Army.

The National Security Act amendments of 1949 were not finalized without

* Admiral Radford, who was then serving as Vice Chief of Naval Operations, had
formerly been Deputy Chief of Naval Opcrations for Air. During the October 18, 1948,
presentation he said, “The Air Force long has tried to submerge naval aviation within its
own organization. However large and powerful the Air Force may become, the Russians
have an Air Force to oppose it. The weld of air and surface power in the Navy today is
our unmatched advantage. Crippling the Navy could assure the Russians a choice of
weapons, as well as their choice of time and strategy for attack.”

+ It appears that Symington was attempting to gain Forrestal’s support for the Air
Force by bringing Radford’s attacks to his attention.

I Under the National Security Act of 1947, all three service secretaries and the
Secretary of Defense sat on the National Security Council.
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acrimony. On several occasions Defense Secretary Forrestal contemplated
demanding Symington’s resignation, their views were so at odds.* Forrestal sup-
ported President Truman’s wish that the services subordinate their own objec-
tives to the broader interests of the national defense program by presenting a
“solid front” on American foreign policy, particularly before Congress.0
Forrestal’s lack of authority, however, had rendered him more of an equal than a
leader to the service secretaries and had complicated his efforts to compel their
cooperation. Symington and the other secretaries, perceiving the advantage of a
power vacuum, took their arguments to Congress, which weighed them against
the administration’s point of view.

Supporting the administration, Forrestal had wanted as little public evi-
dence as possible of friction between the services as well as between the NME
and other departments and agencies of the federal government. He had specifi-
cally designated “general policies” and “budget making” as subjects about
which no information should be released unless cleared by the OSD. He stipulat-
ed that no article touching on a controversial subject should be “delivered by any
of the Secretaries, Chiefs of Staff, or Vice Chief of Naval Operations without
prior submission to an authority approved by the Secretary of Defense.”¢! While
Forrestal felt it unnecessary to enumerate every “controversial subject,” he did
single out the topic of appropriations “where all of us, as part of the administra-
tion, have the job of supporting the budget which the President submitted to
Congress.”52 Any departures by the NME from the 1949 budget would be made
only on the basis of an order received “by me from the President.”63

Although Symington endorsed the Eberstadt report’s approval of more
authority for Forrestal and less for the service secretaries, he was aware of the
prerogatives of his office and took issue with even minimal infringements on
them. For example, the Committee of Four Secretaries,T which met regularly for
a year and a half, discussed on May 26, 1948, the need for mutual clearance of
press or other statements about military installations in which more than one ser-

* Symington and Forrestal had an almost adversarial relationship according to Clark
Clifford in his book Counsel to the President (New York: Random House, 1991).
Clifford, who had known Symington since 1934, maintains that in 1946 a good deal of
friction between the two had developed as they defended the interests of their respective
services, the AAF and the Navy; Forrestal was Secretary of the Navy at that time. They
carried this friction through unification and beyond.

+ This group consisted of the Secretary of Defense and the three service secretaries
and was responsible for policy direction on inter-service matters. Since much of the
preparatory work was done at a lower level, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Civil
Affairs) Cornelius Whitney would brief Secretary of the Air Force Symington on the
agenda and items requiring particular attention. The committee first met on October 26,
1947, and was abolished on April 6, 1949, by direction of the Secretary of Defense.
History of the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, September 18, 1947, to June 30,
1950, vol 1, section on the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Civil Affairs).
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vice was interested. On this occasion, Symington objected that such a rule was
not “necessary or justified by reason of any particular circumstance or on any
general principle.”%4 It would, he believed, unduly restrict the freedom and inde-
pendence of each secretary to express his own views and answer correspon-
dence. He maintained that he was unable to find anything in the National
Security Act which was compatible with such a restriction. The act clearly and
specifically “contemplated the preservation of the status of each department as
an individual executive department with each secretary exercising all powers
and duties relating to the administration of his department, except those powers
specifically conferred on the Secretary of Defense.” 65
In short, he believed that there was no basis in the act for authorizing “one
head of an executive department to encroach on the prerogatives of the head of
another department within the National Military Establishment.” %6 Each Secretary
had the discretion to determine the controversial aspects of any issue and, in lieu
of the proposed rule, he suggested the adoption of a procedure in such instances
by- which one secretary should furnish copies of correspondence* to the other
two secretaries and other agencies within the NME. 167
~ On the very issue that Forrestal’s demand for solidarity rested, Symington
rebelled. On the budget, he took the offensive for the Air Force when Defense
Secretary Forrestal gave the impression before Bureaun of the Budget Director
Webb that the Air Force was “mixed up” regarding a $400 million difference in
figures between fiscal years 1948 and 1949 indirect appropriations for the
Army.168 Later, Forrestal in a letter to Senator Owen Brewster of Maine,
Chairman of the Congressional Aviation Policy Board, included figures that
implied a difference of opinion between the Air Force and the Bureau of the
Budget on indirect appropriations. Symington considered Forrestal’s action a
mistake; in his view, a difference of opinion between the Bureau of the Budget
and the Air Force was not the concern of the Brewster Committee. He suggested
to Forrestal that all letters of this scope having to do with Air Force problems be
coordinated with the Air Force Secretary before being furnished to Congress
“otherwise we will be testifying against each other because we will be working

* It appeared that what Symington wanted was the opportunity to comment on such
correspondence before it was released. He never got the opportunity to review the
Richard Essex article when the Navy sent copies to the Air Force.

+ When discussing the distinction between the powers of the Secretary of the Air
Force and the Secretary of Defense, Symington found no contradiction. He was perfectly
willing to report to a Secretary of Defense, but he did not want to subordinate himself to
any of the other service secretaries. He was protective of the Office of the Secretary of
the Air Force. Intvw, W. Stuart Symington by author, Oct 21, 1981.

i The Air Force was not completely separated from the Army financially in 1948
and 1949. Air Force appropriations for various technical services such as finance, quar-
termaster, and engineering were handled through the Army. It was not until 1950 that the
Air Force submitted its first independent budget.
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with different figures.”%® Symington explained that the seeming discrepancy
in the $400 million for fiscal year 1949 represented part of the Department of
the Army’s budget, prepared and submitted as was customary prior to the pas-
sage of the National Security Act of 1947. It would have been impossible,
Symington explained, for the Air Force to have yet developed its own budget
structure.”0

Symington’s views again diverged from Forrestal’s over the question of the
70-group program. Forrestal supported a 55-group program and insisted that a
strong Air Force by itself “could not ensure peace or gain victory in war.” Even
though Forrestal wanted the services to support President Truman’s military
budget, they would not commit themselves to it, and Symington was its most
consistent critic.”! Indeed, Symington told Bureau of the Budget Director Webb
that the Air Force had continually maintained that it needed seventy groups to
carry out its mission in the postwar world* and pointed to studies completed by
the JCS that categorized fifty-five groups as a minimum force. Symington added
that an interim goal of fifty-five groups had been established for January 1,
1948, and that the Bureau of the Budget had extended it for another year.}

Symington attacked the Bureau’s proposal and its underlying misconception
that the Air Force's budget requirements were directly proportional to the number
of groups in operation. In addition to operating units, there was “an equally
essential requirement” for maintaining a minimum organizational structure,
Symington added, on which “we must depend for an orderly expansion to the
required seventy groups, and in case of emergency, to meet the needs of war.” 72

When speaking before the Senate Armed Services Committee in March
1948, Symington provided a view of fiscal year 1949’s budget that was anything
but harmonious with the administration's. He cautioned that regardless of the
international situation, “unless there is world agreement between now and then,
our position will be far more critical when the Russians have the bomb . . . We
will not have an adequate modern Air Force on either of these two dates unless
we start building that Air Force now.” 73 This rather alarmist view did not seem
to coincide with Forrestal’s plea for solidarity and moderation in support of the

* See Wolk, Planning and Organizing the Post War Air Force, 1943-1947. The 70-
group Air Force had evolved into more of a symbol of air power than a specific pro-
gram. See also Paul Y. Hammond, “The First Clash Over Aircraft Roles and Missions:
Military Judgments and the Fiscal 1949 Budget” cited in American Civil-Military
Decisions: A Book of Case Studies, edited by Harold Stein (University of Alabama
Press, 1963), p 47.

T President Truman’s January 12, 1948, budget submission to Congress for fiscal
year 1949 called for $11 billion to be divided evenly between the three services. That
budget included fifty-five full-strength air groups for the Air Force. Paul Y. Hammond,
“The First Clash Over Aircraft Roles and Missions: Military Judgments and the Fiscal
1949 Budget” cited in American Civil-Military Decisions: A Book of Case Studies, edited
by Harold Stein (University of Alabama Press, 1963), p 471.
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President’s budget. A 70-group program, Symington believed, was a peace time
program and would provide a mere means of survival against an initial enemy
onslaught. It would not provide the United States with the means to win a
war.74
The 70-group issue reached its apex with the supplemental 1949 budget.
Although gaining supplemental appropriations to support its basic request—
despite a cut of $100 million—appeared to be a victory for Symington and the
Air Force, it should be noted that Congress was encouraged to support the outlay
“because of evolving international tensions. Supported by the Soviet Union, a
communist government was established in Czechoslovakia in February 1948;
Chinese communists had gained victories over the nationalist Chinese in North
China; and on March 5, 1948, General Lucius D. Clay, U.S. Military Governor
in Germany and Commander in Chief of U.S. Army Forces in Europe, sent a top
secret telegram to the Chief of Army Intelligence indicating that war with the
Soviet Union might be imminent. Participants in the March 1948 Key West con-
ference also emphasized to Congress the need for a supplemental appropriation
“to bring total armed strength more nearly in proportion to the realities of the
world situation.” 75 The Air Force estimated that it needed $922 million, in addi-
tion to the 1949 budget submission, to finance aircraft procurement in a first step
toward seventy groups. Congress cut this by $100 million, and on April 15,
1948, the House of Representatives authorized $822 million for aircraft procure-
ment and Air Force modernization (H.R. 6226). On May 11 the Senate approved
the bill. Ten days later the President signed it into law.76
These events induced the military departments to pursue a kind of budget
free-for-all to get everything they could while they could. Director of the Bureau
of the Budget James Webb subsequently recalled that Symington and General
George C. Kenney were the most extreme of the service proponents, employing
pressure “to scare the country into believing that anyone who wouldn’t go along
with these plans would be responsible for a catastrophe.”77

Symington took full advantage of all the budget jockeying to benefit the

Air Force. His firm stand before Congress for additional monies gained him the
support of Senator Chan Gurney, Chairman of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, who asserted during the hearings that he and his committee had
compelled Symington to speak. With such powerful support, the Air Secretary
was able to ward off the “spanking” from Forrestal and Truman that the New

York Times predicted he would receive.* 78

Symington’s and Forrestal’s relationship suffered further strain with dis-.

* The Washington Post reported on April 14: “For the first time at the recent Senate
hearings Forrestal gave Symington frce rein to speak out, and Symington took full
advantage of it.” Forrestal had earlier directed Symington to follow the party line, but,
later, did not want Symington to perjure himself before Congress.
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putes over extending selective service and initiating Universal Military Training
(UMT)* In April 1948 reports were circulating throughout Washingtont that the
Air Force was opposed to both these measures and that Symington had been
critical of the President. On April 13, 1948, Symington told a House committee
that although he had previously supported selective service legislation, the Air
Force did not require the draft to increase its strength.”® Forrestal confided to
friends and associates that he considered Symington’s testimony before
Congress insubordinate and disloyal. In his view, Symington had deliberately
tried to disrupt the balance between the services and to discredit the judgment of
the Secretary of Defense and that of his military advisers. It was then that
Forrestal considered asking for Symington’s resignation.$80

Symington wanted the issue resolved. He informed Forrestal that he object-
ed to the way Air Force programs were being presented to Congress in conjunc-
tion with UMT and a larger Army and Navy. He felt that Congress, facing a
choice among them, would choose to sacrifice air power to get UMT estab-
lished. An Air Force tied to UMT would, Symington believed, be limited to only
about 25 percent of all military funds, and thus fail to achieve seventy groups.
Fueling his argument, he held that any obstacles to the Air Force’s 70-group
goal would directly contravene the recommendations of both the President’s Air
Policy Commission (the Finletter Commission) and the congressional Aviation
Policy Board (the Brewster-Hinshaw Board).§ By linking his defense of Air
Force programs to these two studies, Symington had placed himself in an
impossible situation because he would have to repeat his December 1947 testi-
mony to the Finletter Commission in which he expressed his support for UMT.
Symington decried the fact that neither he nor General Spaatz had received the

* Symington did not state their source specifically, only that they were acknowledged
by Forrestal.

+ Under Seélective Service, draftees served for two to three years. Under UMT, all
men would have to serve a short active duty period (usually for training) and then be
assigned to the ready reserves. The Air Force believed that UMT would not provide an
adequate supply of the highly trained individuals it needed. The Air Force favored longer
enlistments to satisfy and properly manage its growing technological needs. Because
UMT funds would be drawn from those already appropriated to the services, Air Force
support for it soured.

} Symington maintained that during this period—the spring of 1948—General Spaatz
and Assistant Air Secretary Zuckert told him that the Air Force's portion of the budget had
been cut from $5 billion to $3.6 billion. Symington could not believe it since he was not
informed by Forrestal. He called the Secretary of Defense to tell him that he would not
support the budget, whereupon Forrestal said, “If you won't support it, then why don’t you
quit?” Symington retorted that he would neither resign nor support the budget cut. Intvw,
W. Stuart Symington by author, Oct 21, 1981.

§ Reports by both groups favor the Air Force, which used them consistently to justi-
fy the 70-group program. The Air Policy Commission, known as the Finletter
Commission, was created by President Harry S. Truman in July 1947 to inquire into
national aviation problems as well as to assist the administration in formulating an inte-
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opportunity to present their positions to Defense Secretary Forrestal or even his
staff. The Air Secretary was especially irritated because Forrestal’s staff includ-
ed no one “who ever served a day in the Air Force.” 8!

Thus Symington reminded the Senate Appropriations Committee on April
27, 1948, that in answering its question in previous testimony about whether a
minimum peacetime Air Force was of greater value to the security of the United
States than UMT,* he had replied that “the minimum peacetime force in being is
the first requirement . . . ” He was quick to add, however, that “this in no way
changed our previously expressed support of UMT.”82 Later that year,
Symington clarified for Forrestal the Air Force’s position on UMT. While he sup-
ported it as a long range plan, he held that “adequate forces in being, properly
supported, trained, equipped, and manned are absolutely essential and must be of
first priority.”83 He believed that because of the “present world situation,” selec-
tive service was the most effective means of building up and maintaining ade-
quate military forces. He emphasized that before UMT legislation was passed,
every consideration should be given to the political effect on selective service and
the current programs of the armed forces. He predicted that funds, personnel, and
facilities for UMT would come from the military services and that this diversion
would reduce their effectiveness. The UMT program should be activated only
after “the present tense world situation” had improved and after selective service
was no longer required as a means of maintaining strength 84

Conflict between Symington and Forrestal erupted again in July 1948, this
time over a speech allegedly given by Symington before the Institute of
Aeronautical Sciences in Los Angeles, California, on July 16, 1948. Forrestal was
under the impression that Symington had rejected a prepared speech to extempo-
rize and to attack as “ax-grinders dedicated to obsolete methods of warfare”

grated national aviation policy. The Air Policy Commission presented its report in
January 1948. The Aviation Policy Board, known as the Brewster-Hinshaw Board,
which presented its report in March 1948, was the congressional response to the Finletter
Commission. Both commissions drew their names from their chairmen, Thomas K.
Finletter, Senator Owen Brewster, and Congressman Carl Hinshaw. Memo, W. Stuart
Symington to James V. Forrestal, Mar 16, 1948, RG 340, Special Interest Files, Special
File 14, Correspondence Oct 47-Sep 48, NARA; remarks by W. Stuart Symington,
Secretary of the Air Force, at the Institute of Aeronautical Science, Jul 16, 1948, CAFH;
Survival in the Air Age: A Report by the President’s Air Policy Commission
(Washington: GPO, 1948),p 5

* The Washington Post maintained that Symington reversed his stand on UMT
before the Senate Armed Services Committec in April that year. Symington was quoted as
having stated, “It is true that we testified for universal military training. We did that
before we knew the Air Force was going to be cut. We felt it would be a 70-group pro-
gram.” When Virginia’s Senator Harry Byrd asked Symington whether that meant he con-
sidered a 70-group Air Force more important than UMT, Symington replied, “Yes Sir,
and I can go farther than that. I think it is the most important thing that has been presented
to this committee from the standpoint of military preparedness.” “Symington Speaks His
Mind” (Washington Merry-Go-Round), The Washington Post, Apr 14, 1948, p 27.
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those who objected to large appropriations for the Air Force because they feared
that the balance between the three services might be disturbed. Symington
apparently had asserted that air power should be compared not with the power of
the Army or the Navy, but with the power of potential enemies. Further deni-
grating the approved budget, he supposedly had added that “no department store
could obtain financing for a line of merchandise with such a disjointed
program.” 85 The speech, reported in the New York Times, so infuriated Forrestal
that he orderd Symington to resign unless he could provide an explanation for his
action.86 The Air Secretary’s words constituted, in his view, an “act of official dis-
obedience and personal disloyalty.” 87

Symington encountered the angry Secretary of Defense at home in his gar-
den on Prospect Street in Washington, D.C., and told him that he had not deliv-
ered the speech printed in the New York Times. Symington explained that a
speech prepared and sent to him by Stephen F. Leo, Air Force Director of Public
Relations, had seemed excessively critical, so he decided not to use it and wrote
one himself instead. The New York Times had obtained a copy of the original,
however, as the speech the Air Secretary had given. Symington, unable to blame
Forrestal for feeling the way he did about the published version, succeeded in
calming him. The Secretary of Defense never mentioned the speech or the resig-
nation again.88

The Berlin Airlift

The event that received the most extensive press coverage during Stuart
Symington’s term as Secretary of the Air Force was not the Los Angeles speech
or the Bennett Meyers case or the B-36 dispute* but the Berlin Airlift. It domi-
nated the news for over a year. Carried out from June 1948 to September 1949,
the airlift occupied almost all Air Force transport aircraft. Even so, it did not
have any special impact on the day-to-day workings of the OSAF, although the
-Air Secretary made several flights to Berlin during the crisis. The real job was
done by the Air Force’s Military Air Transport Service (MATS) and United
States Air Forces Europe (USAFE).¥

Symington, by his own admission and according to both his Chiefs of Staff,
Spaatz and Vandenberg, kept out of operational matters for the most part and
left them to the experts. There were peripheral aspects of the airlift, however,
that affected the OSAF and commanded his attention. Among them were the

* See Chapter 4.

+ The Berlin Airlift was a huge air supply operation undertaken by the United
States, Britain, and France in 1948 and 1949 to counter a Soviet blockade of the western
sectors of Berlin. The city was inside the Russian zone of occupied Germany. The -
Soviets had completely shut off access to roads, rails, and waterways leading there.
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The Berlin Airlift. U.S. Air Force C-47s (above) from all over the United
States await takeoff from Rhein-Main Air Base in Frankfurt, Germany, to trans-
port thousands of tons of food, coal, and other supplies to the western sectors of the
Soviet-blockaded city of Berlin. Planes flew round-the-clock and were unloaded in
assembly-line fashion. C-82 Packets were large enough to accommodate bulky
equipment such as the tractor (helow), which would have required dismantling and
reassembly if carried aboard any other type of aircraft.
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budgetary adjustments needed to pay for the airlift and occasional strikes at con-
tractors’ plants that, had they remained unsettled, might have interrupted sched-
uled deliveries of goods to Berlin. Once the airlift was under way, the Air
Secretary and his office did not monitor or control it. He and his staff did not
become involved in such details as determining amounts and kinds of foodstuffs
and supplies to be sent. He did, however, involve himself with the needs of his
airmen in Berlin. On one of his trips there during Christmas 1948, Symington,
according to Maj. Gen. William H. Tunner, in charge of airlift operations, made
an intensive study of problems at Rhine-Main Air Base. He listened to the com-
plaints of the men stationed there and learned first hand of unpleasant housing
conditions and the lack of proper tools and supplies. On the same trip, he stopped
in England to learn about living conditions at the base in Burtonwood. Noticing
that the men seemed reluctant to talk in front of high ranking officers, he asked
“the brass to disappear.” Symington took Lt. Gen. James H. Doolittle, who was
dressed in civilian clothes, on a tour of the facility and asked their driver to point
out some of the worst quarters. The Air Secretary was appalled by what he
encountered. He found

something like twenty men in one hut with mud over the floor, only two dim
lights in the barracks, a stove which was red hot on all sides—an old coal
stove—they could not put anything on it—terrible lockers, bedding which they
said was full of bedbugs. One of the boys volunteered that they had tried to get
DDT but had not been able to. As soon as they saw we were really sympathet-
ic they opened up and gave us the story of all of it. One boy had no teeth and
said he had tried for months to get them, without results. He could not digest
his food, and he hated to go downtown because he did not smile and [people]
thought he was homesick. They showed us showers which were bad. They
said there was little warm water. Dirt and mud [were] on the floors and the
latrines [were] unspeakably filthy—worse than any I have ever seen on any
base housing American soldiers and even worse than any of my experience in
World War 1.89 ’ ‘

Symington completed his tour, got down to business, demanding facts and
figures from General Tunner. Tunner and his staff worked for two days and pro-
vided Symington with his requested data. The general soon got results—orders to
requisition better housing were forthcoming; construction began on emergency
barracks; and long-needed supplies began flowing in. Tunner credited Symington
with initiating action. “Symington must have gone straight to his office after
arriving home from Berlin and started pushing buttons right away, [because]
staff officers from the Pentagon began arriving almost immediately.”90 The real
burden of the Berlin Airlift fell on Air Force administrators, including the
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Management) and the Air Staff, rather than
on the Air Secretary himself. The airlift consumed resources that had been ear-
marked for other purposes. Throughout 1948 and 1949 administrators involved in
the transition from the 70-group to a smaller Air Force faced the additional task
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of revising earlier established figures. Consequently, procurement programs were
cancelled, units deactivated and activities concentrated on fewer stations. General |
Tunner credited Symington with supporting a larger transport, the C-124
Globemaster. They had spoken about larger load-carrying transport during
Symington’s Christmas trip. Symington listened intently and carried the idea
back to Washington where he encouraged numerous aircraft refinements and
improvements.9!

During his first year as Secretary of the Air Force, Symington clearly estab-
lished himself as the service’s most powerful civilian voice—a staunch propo-
nent of air power rather than a director of operations. Even an article in Time
magazine, which featured Symington on its January 19, 1948, cover, described
General Spaatz as the “real Air Force boss,” stating that on all matters of strate-
gy, Symington turned “reverently” to Spaatz and to Lt. Gen. Lauris Norstad,
“but in matters of management, procurement and costs ‘Stu’ Symington was the
man.” 92

There was clearly no Air Force civilian and military power struggle during
this time. If a conflict existed it was between civilians; between Forrestal, who
represented the administration’s desire for moderate increases in the defense
budget, and Symington, who sought to attain the Air Force’s goals by spending
more than the administration wanted. The problem of the lack of centralized
control of the services deprived the Secretary of Defense of the authority to
dominate the service secretaries. In accordance with the National Security Act of
1947, Forrestal was little more than a coordinator between the President and the
services. Symington took advantage of this organizational weakness and argued
in Congress for additional monies to help the Air Force gain its 70-group pro-
gram. He acknowledged the Air Force’s capacity for running its own operations.
Recognizing his own inexperience in such matters, he sought as best he could to
serve the Air Force by representing its needs in Congress. This marriage of con-
venience survived Symington’s tenure. However, the 1949 amendments to the
National Security Act began to shift power in favor of the Secretary of Defense.
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Chapter 4

The Battle over the B-36

n January 1949, General Dwight D. Eisenhower warned of trouble if the mili-
tary services did not stop seeking headlines to gain additional funds:

Someday we’re going to have a blowup . . . God help us if ever we go before a
congressional committee to argue our professional fights as each service strug-
gles to get the lion’s share . . . Public airing of grievances . . . some day . . . will
go far beyond the bounds of decency and reason and someone will say, “Who’s
the boss? The civilians or the military?”!

Eisenhower’s warning went unheeded as the Air Force and the Navy fought for
money and strategic missions.

Their differences were publicized in congressional hearings on the B-36, a
massive, six-engine bomber designed to hit targets 5,000 miles away and return
to base. The B-36 was the subject of a debate that shook the new Air Force to its
roots, dominating both the final year of Symington’s tenure and the time and
effort of the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (OSAF). The controversy
surrounding the aircraft’s procurement gained national exposure and seemed to
threaten the very survival of the Air Force as an institution. The integrity and
careers of the Secretary of the Air Force and a number of prominent Air Force
officials and the future of the service’s roles and missions were called into seri-
ous question. Symington in a real sense defined his office during congressional
hearings on the B-36. He took control, marshalled his forces, orchestrated the
Air Force's case, and presenting compelling testimony, carried the day. He per-
formed brilliantly, demonstrating the authority of his position and settling the
issue of civilian control of the military services.

In August 1949, Congressman James E. Van Zandt of Pennsylvania, mem-
ber of the House Armed Services Committee, released an anonymous document
containing damaging charges against the Air Force and the contractors engaged
to produce the B-36. The document prompted a congressional investigation not
only into the B-36, but into larger issues such as overall defense strategy and
service competition over roles and missions. So heated was the conflict between
the Air Force and the Navy that observers on both sides urged revisions to the
National Security Act of 1947. Congress had taken a back seat to the military
services as they fought and won World War II but, confronted with a new post-
war world, it had to struggle forcefully to reclaim and reassert its authority over
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them by steering the hearings to a general discussion of strategy and unification.

The Navy feared the loss of its aviation and position as the nation’s first
line of defense and its reduction to little more than a convoy escort force. The
Navy felt excluded from atomic weapons delivery, a strategic mission to which
it believed its future was tied. The mission had been given to the Air Force,
however, and the Navy used the opportunity of the hearings to challenge the Air
Force’s ability to manage it. To survive, the Air Force was forced to defend its
procurement record, prove the viability of the B-36, disprove insinuations of
irregular practices involved in acquiring the aircraft, and define the mission of a
strategic nuclear delivery force.

Planning for the B-36 began in 1941, after Robert A. Lovett, Assistant
Secretary of War for Air, and Maj. Gen. George A. Brett, Acting Chief of the
Army Air Forces (AAF),* decided in conference on August 19 that the possible
loss of bases in England necessitated the development of an aircraft with a
10,000 mile range, capable of leaving the United States, bombing Europe, and
returning home. Boeing Aircraft Company, Consolidated Aircraft Corporation,
Northrop Aircraft Corporation, and Douglas Aircraft Company presented com-
petitive design proposals. Consolidated Aircraft Corporation’s was the winner.
On October 16, General H. Henry Arnold, Chief of the AAF, directed that a con-
tract be written for the research, development, and mock-up of two experimental
models. On November 15, a contract with Consolidated Aircraft Corporation was
approved, and work on the B-36 began.

No aircraft had ever attained a range even close to that required of the
B-36; its many innovations in aerodynamics, equipment, materials, structure,
and manufacturing processes required nearly two years to complete. By July 23,
1943, General Arnold directed that the AAF procure 100 B-36 aircraft from
Consolidated. By 1944 and 1945 the Allies had managed to change the course of
the war in their favor partly because of the production and use of tremendous
numbers of B-17, B-24, and B-29 bombers. All-out production of these models
had consumed enormous resources, leaving little for a full B-36 production pro-
gram. In addition, Consolidated-Vultee (Convair) Aircraft Corporation (Consoli-
dated had merged with Vultee Aircraft, Inc. in March 1943) had to interrupt and
reduce its B-36 effort to resolve engineering and production problems on the
B-32, an aircraft built to complement the B-29 in the war against Japan.

After the end of World War II, the AAF justified continuing the B-36 pro-
gram by emphasizing that the Soviet Union could overrun Europe, dominate the
Mediterranean, and deny the United States access to overseas bases. In addition,
the atomic bomb had elevated the strategic bomber to an unparalleled position as
a means of inflicting mortal wounds to an enemy. Thus the plane could serve as a

* General Brett became Acting Chicf of the AAF when General Marshall appointed
General Arnold Acting Deputy Chicf of Staff for Air in October 1940.
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The B-36. The massive,
six-engine bomber (above)
was the subject of controversy
and competition that pitted
the Air Force against the
Navy and its proposed super-
carrier, the USS United States,
shown in an artist’s sketch
(right). The chart (below)
compares the B-36 with its

contemporaries.
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deterrent to another world war with its ability to deliver atomic weapons and pro-
vide the AAF with the desired quantity of heavy bombers of sufficiently advanced
design to warrant new tactics, techniques, and doctrine. There were no more tech-
nical innovations on the aircraft until December 1947, when General Carl A.
Spaatz, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, directed that the last thirty-four B-36s be
modified with more powerful variable discharge turbine (VDT) engines. This
move also reduced the total number of aircraft on order to ninety-five.2

The B-36 first came to the attention of the OSAF as a source of controversy
in late 1947 and early 1948 when letters critical of the bomber were published in
several newspapers and journals. Some attacks were the work of Hugh L.
Hanson, a Navy employee with the Bureau of Aeronautics. He had also made his
views known to Congress and Secretary of Defense James V. Forrestal. Hanson's
interest in the development of shorter-range bombers, such as the B-50C (B-54)
and the B-49,* convinced Air Force leaders that he and others were trying to turn
the Secretary of Defense against long-range strategic bombing.3 Secretary of the
Air Force Symington complained to Secretary of the Navy John L. Sullivan that
such actions did not foster a spirit of unity among the services. Nevertheless, as
testing of the B-36 continued, so did criticism.

Senior Air Force officers also questioned the utility of the B-36. General
George C. Kenney, Commanding General, Strategic Air Command (SAC) from
1946 to 1948, doubted its predicted 10,000 mile range, believing it vulnerable to
fighters because it lacked self sealing fuel tanks, had insufficient armament, and
was slow. He favored the B-50 and urged the Air Force to conduct further stud-
ies before approving full B-36 production. However, General Nathan F.
Twining, Commanding General, Air Materiel Command (AMC), did not want to
scrap the B-36 simply because a better plane such as the B-52 would be avail-
able in four years. He deemed it unwise, if not detrimental to the Air Force’s
long-range capabilities, to wait for a new bomber. General Spaatz took Twining’s
side, with some reservations about the B-36’s range, but believed that the addi-
tion of 3,500-horsepower engines would solve any problems.

During the early months of 1948, disappointing test results on the VDT
engine and relatively slow speeds induced some planners to consider limiting
the Air Force’s procurement contract with Convair for the production of 61
planes. The B-36 was sixty knots slower than the B-50 at maximum over-the-
target speed. However, when its greater load-carrying capacity and range were
compared with those of other bombers, speed differentials became less impor-
tant. The Air Force discovered that if the full contract, which had been amended
for the production of 95 instead of 100 aircraft, were continued and not terminat-

* The B-49 was a variant of the Northrop B-35 Flying Wing. Its production was
also cancelled.
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ed at the production of 61, the cost of 34 remaining aircraft would be $1.5 mil-
lion per unit against $5.5 million per unit. The Air Force also realized that cut-
ting the B-36 program would sooner disperse a valuable group of technical
experts. While aerial refueling promised to extend the inadequate range of a
faster plane like the B-50, the B-36 would be the only means over the next few
years of delivering the atomic bomb to any overseas target from bases in the
United States. :

Discussing the future of the B-36, in May 1948 Air Secretary Symington
met with Under Secretary Barrows; Air Force Chief of Staff General Hoyt S.
Vandenberg; Air Force Vice Chief of Staff General Muir S. Fairchild; and
General Joseph T. McNarney, new AMC commander. They decided to approve
at least sixty-one of the ninety-five aircraft on order, to postpone accepting or
rejecting the thirty-four in question, and to cancel the VDT engine. Five days
later, after visiting Convair’s plant in Forth Worth, Texas, to examine new test
results, Secretary Symington expressed renewed confidence in the B-36’s per-
formance. He scheduled a meeting for June 24, 1948, at which the final decision
on the B-36 program would be announced.

In the meantime, the Soviet Union had blockaded the western zones of
Berlin, and the Allies had responded with an over-the-city airlift. The possibility
of war seemed real. Generals George Kenney and Lauris Norstad reversed their
earlier positions, and a planning group* under Secretary Symington voted unani-
mously to continue thé full contract for ninety-five B-36s with standard engines.
The disruption of the aircraft industry from the cancellation of production orders
was unthinkable, even though the plane might not attain the maximum speed
predicted from development of the new experimental engine.4

During the latter half of 1948, a major budget revision brought the B-36
again into focus. At the time, the Air Force had fifty-nine total groups, but the
President’s fiscal year 1950 budget called for a reduction to forty-eight. The Air
Force had hoped for an increase to seventy. Its problem was no longer procuring
additional airplanes but canceling, with minimum loss to the government, air-
planes already on order. Lt. Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, new SAC commander rec-
ommended to the Air Force Board of Senior Officerst in late 1948 the creation

* The group also included General Fairchild, Brig. Gen. Donald L. Putt, and Maj.
Gen. Kenneth B. Wolfe, who represented the Commanding General, Air Materiel
Command.

T The Board of Senior Officers was appointed by Secretary Symington to reassess
the Air Force’s entire aircraft program. Its members included General Muir S. Fairchild,
Vice Chief of Staff, and board chairman; General Joseph T. McNarney, Commanding
General, Air Materiel Command; Lt. Gen. Howard A. Craig, Deputy Chief of Staff for
Materiel, Headquarters USAF; Lt. Gen. Lauris Norstad, Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations, Headquarters USAF; and Maj. Gen. Edward M. Powers, Assistant to the
Deputy Chief of Staff, Materiel, Headquarters USAF, recorder without vote.




SECRETARIES OF THE AIR FORCE

of two additional B-36 bomber groups and one strategic reconnaissance group
equipped with RB-36s. The board granted LeMay’s request by agreeing to the
cancellation of thirty Northrop RB-49s and the procurement of thirty-two addi-
tional B-36s and seven RB-36s.

In February 1949, General LeMay recommended to General Vandenberg
that the Board of Senior Officers review the B-54 program* to determine the
feasibility of curtailing or canceling it, because the B-36, installed with jet
pods, was testing impressively. LeMay had previously favored the B-54
because it was already procured and represented a considerable advancement
over the B-50D.6 He felt that the B-54’s margin of superiority over the B-29
and B-50 no longer justified its high cost in view of the markedly improved jet
bombers coming into production—the B-47 and B-52. He added that the B-36
could best accomplish SAC’s heavy bomber mission until B-52s were manu-
factured in quantity. The board carefully reviewed the comparative perfor-
mances of the B-36, B-50, B-47 (production version) and the B-54. The B-36
with jet pods was faster, operated at a higher altitude, and had greater range
and bomb-carrying capacity than the B-54. The board unanimously recom-
mended to the Chief of Staff and the Secretary of the Air Force that B-54 pro-
duction be cancelled, that B-47 production be stepped-up, and that additional
B-36s be purchased to augment the scheduled four heavy bomb groups’ and
one heavy reconnaissance group’s allotment of aircraft from eighteen to
thirty.”

In April 1949, to comply with presidential budget restraints, the Air Force
concentrated its procurement program on as few models as possible to obtain
the lower unit prices resulting from quantity production.t Because the perfor-
mance of B-36 and B-47 bombers had improved steadily, the Air Force, on the
Board of Senior Air Force Officer’s recommendation, ordered thirty-two B-
36Bs with jet pods, seven RB-36Bs with jet pods, and five more B-47s. On
April 9, the President approved the purchases.8

The Air Force was certain that the B-36 could perform its strategic mis-
sion until the B-52 became available. Air Secretary Symington emphasized to
Defense Secretary Forrestal that the B-36 was now a true intercontinental
bomber that could take off from the United States and, “because of its speed
and altitude, penetrate enemy country without fighter escort, destroy the strate-
gic target, and return non-stop to its base on this continent.”?

The Air Force was not the only service feeling presidential budget restric-

* The B-54 program was an outgrowth of the B-29 design which had been ordered
when Soviet activities in Eastern Europe first indicated an unsettled postwar world.

T It was Maj. Gen. Muir S. Fairchild’s recollection during the House Armed
Services Committee’s hearings on the B-36 that the schedule according to which an air-
craft could be produced heavily influenced the board’s decisions.
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tions. On April 23, 1949, the new Secretary of Defense, Louis A. Johnson* can-
celled the Navy’s long sought-after USS United States, a large flush deck (no
superstructure on the starboard side) 65,000 ton supercarrier, larger than any naval
ship afloat, capable of carrying up to 100,000 pounds of aircraft. Three days later
Secretary of the Navy Sullivan resigned, charging that Johnson had acted without
consultating the Navy. He declared himself deeply disturbed by what seemed to
be the first attempt by the government to prevent the “development of a power
weapon.”10 Sullivan added that this “renewed effort to abolish the Marine Corps
and to transfer all naval and marine aviation elsewhere adds to my anxiety.”11
What fueled the Navy’s apprehension was the press’s focus on interservice rivalry
in such headlines as, “The Bomber has Sunk the Supercarrier.” Newsweek maga-
zine even predicted that the “nation would hear arguments about the supercarrier
versus the B-36 for many months to come.”12

The Air Force had kept a close watch on the rising development costs of the
supercarrier. Lt. Gen. Edwin W. Rawlings, Air Comptroller, detected that the
Navy had failed to clearly represent an authorized hidden cost allowance in its fis-
cal year 1950 budget of $4.347 billion. $279 million, designated primarily for the
supercarrier, had increased the actual budget to $4.626 billion. Rawlings also dis-
covered that only the Bureau of the Budget seemed aware of the discrepancy,
which he suggested that Symington mention when pleading the Air Force’s case
for construction funding.!3

Thus the B-36 and its complicated history became the object of Navy criti-
cism which reached its most dramatic intensity on May 26, 1949, when, on the
House floor, Congressman Van Zandtt made public a series of disturbing ques-
tions. He admitted that, although their source was an anonymous document rife
with implications of wrongdoing by the Air Force, they warranted congressional
inquiry nonetheless. He wanted to know why the Air Force had found the B-36
unacceptable in the first half of 1948 but acceptable by September and October;
why contracts for other types of aircraft had been cut repeatedly to release funds
for more B-36s; and whether Stuart Symington was involved in establishing a
giant aircraft business organization which he would operate “under the thumb” of
Floyd Odlum, president of Convair and manufacturer of the B-36.14

Subsequent charges against Symington and Secretary of Defense Johnson
alleged that they had ordered the B-36 because Johnson had once worked for

* Louis A. Johnson had served as Assistant Secretary of War from June 28, 1937, to
July 25, 1940. Before becoming Secretary of Defense on March 28, 1949, he had served
as Harry Truman’s fund raiser during the 1948 presidential campaign. Johnson
remained as Secretary of Defense until September 19, 1950. James V. Forrestal,
Johnson’s predecessor, suffered from severe depression and was admitted to the Naval
hospital at Bethesda, Maryland, shortly after he resigned his office. He committed sui-
cide on the evening of March 21-22, 1949, by jumping from a window on the sixteenth
floor.

1 Van Zandt, who had served in the Navy during World War I, was considered the
spokesman for the Navy in the House.
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Floyd Odlum, while Symington knew him socially. It was further alleged that the
Emerson Electric Company, which Symington once directed, had profited unethi-
cally at the taxpayer’s expense manufacturing gun turrets for the B-29.15 The orig-
inators of these charges were unknown, but, by July, the press had become aware
of an anonymous smear sheet first circulated by Glenn L. Martin of the Glenn L.
Martin Company of Baltimore, well known manufacturer of Navy planes.!® The
author of the document used by Congressman Van Zandt also remained unknown.

Symington’s reputation within the Air Force was impeccable. However,
Hanson Baldwin, columnist, military editor of the New York Times, and Naval
Academy graduate, best represented the extreme element of the secretary’s
detractors. 