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Foreword

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

In recent years, the NSA history program has published a number of volumes dealing
with exciting and even controversial subjects: the Berlin tunnel, the EC-121 shootdown,
and a new look at the Pearl Harbor attack, to cite just three. Tom Burns’s study of the
creation of NSA is a different kind of history from the former. It is a masterfully researched
and documented account of the evolution of a national SIGINT effort following World War
II, beginning with the fragile trends toward unification of the military services as they
sought to cope with a greatly changed environment following the war, and continuing
through the unsatisfactory experience under the Armed Forces Security Agency. Mr.
Burns also makes an especially important contribution by helping us to understand the
role of the civilian agencies in forcing the creation of NSA and the bureaucratic infighting
by which they were able fo achieve that end.

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

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

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

Henry F. Schorreck
NSA Historian
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Introduction

The Struggle to Control a Unique Resource

A half century has passed since the outbreak of World War II. During that war, a
small number of organizations provided the total intelligence gathering activities of the
United States government. Army and Navy authorities played a preeminent role in the
production of this intelligence. Since 1945 a great number of organizational changes have
occurred in the management and direction of U.S. intelligence activities, and the
intelligence community has greatly expanded. There is now a National Security Council
(NsC), Central Intelligence Agency (CI1A), Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), National
Foreign Intelligence Board (NFIB), and National Security Agency (NSA), as well as the
military services, Department of State, Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), Department
of Energy, Department of the Treasury, and Commerce Department. All are involved in
intelligence activities, and all rely on or have access to communications intelligence
(COMINT). COMINT is a unique, extremely valuable intelligence source. This study traces
the evolution of the military structures from the early 1930s to the establishment of a
unique agency to deal with COMINT - the National Security Agency —in 1952,

In the late 1930s, the major COMINT issue among the services related to the coverage of
foreign diplomatic targets. Regardless of duplication, each service insisted on holding onto
whatever diplomatic targets it could intercept. The realities of World War II, however,
finally forced the services to work out an agreement on wartime cryptanalytic tasks. The
Navy, because of its limited resources and its almost total preoccupation with Japanese
and German naval traffic, ultimately softened its position and asked the Army to take over
the entire diplomatic problem for the duration of the war. Based on an informal
agreement by the Army and the Navy, the Army assumed responsibility for all targets in
the diplomatic field, as well as its own commitments in the military field.

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

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

During the war, the independent Army and Navy organizations accomplished a great
number of spectacular intelligence successes in support of the Allied war effort. These
included cryptanalytic breakthroughs against the communications of German
submarines, German and Japanese armed forces, and the diplomatic communications of
the Axis countries of both the European and Pacific theaters. The victory at Midway and
the submarine war in the Atlantic are but two examples of how intelligence derived from
enemy communications contributed to the success of the U.S. war effort. Ironically, these
successes later became the measuring rod for criticism of the postwar military COMINT

organizations.

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

This study documents the origins of the National Security Agency. It is an attempt to
set before the reader the “what happened” in terms of the issues and conflicts that led to
Truman'’s decision to establish a centralized COMINT agency. It traces the evolution of the
military COMINT organizations from the 1930s to the establishment of the National
Security Agency on 4 November 1952.

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

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

The communications security (COMSEC) role of NSA is addressed only in the broad
context of representing a basic responsibility of the new agency. The development of
national COMSEC policies did not take place until after the establishment of NSA, which is
outside the scope of this report. As directed by President Truman on 24 October 1952, the
solutions to national COMSEC problems and the formulation of those solutions in directives

—FORSECREF— 2
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became the responsibility of a special committee of the National Security Council for
COMSEC matters. The beginnings of an expanded COMSEC role for NSA did not occur until
the mid-1950s, following the issuance of a preliminary report (NSC 168) on 20 October
1953, which provided the basis for a later clarification of COMSEC roles and responsibilities
within the government.

The study is organized basically in a chronological approach with chapters reflecting
the prewar period, the war years, and the immediate postwar era. Major events or policy
actions are reflected within this chronology. The early chapters address the evolution of
the Army and Navy COMINT relationships from 1930 through the war years and later the
establishment of a third eryptologic service, the Air Force Security Service (AFSS), in 1948.
Next, emphasis is placed on the three-year period from 1946 to 1949, which marked the
passage of the National Security Act of 1947 and the beginning of high-level efforts to
centralize U.S. intelligence responsibilities. This section traces the organization of the
COMINT structure as military authorities moved in the direction of a joint Army and Navy
Communications Intelligence Board (ANCIB) and closer cooperation. This period of
experimentation included the establishment of the Joint Army and Navy Operating Plan
in 1946 and of the Armed Forces Security Agency (AFSA) in 1949. Both structures
encountered great difficulties, with AFSA receiving continuing criticism from the consumer
community for its performance during the Korean War. Finally, as the prologue to the
establishment of NSA, there is an extensive discussion of the Brownell Committee,
including the reasons for its establishment and the nature of its deliberations. The study
concludes with an overall review of the organizational changes and a suggestion that
struggle for control of this unique resource is far from over.
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Chapter 1

Early Army-Navy COMINT Relations, 1930-1945

During the 1930s and throughout World War II, the United States Army and the
United States Navy dominated the U.S. COMINT effort. The Army and Navy COMINT
organizations operated as totally autonomous organizations. They were fiercely
independent, with little dialogue or cooperation taking place between them. Their
working relationship represented a spirit of strong rivalry and competition, with overtones
of mutual distrust. During the first two years of the war, the Army and Navy persisted in
maintaining their totally separate cryptanalytic roles. Each worked independently and
exclusively on its assigned cryptanalytic tasks, as approved earlier by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and President Franklin D. Roosevelt. Each service continued to oppose cooperation
in COMINT matters. Both maintained a traditional hostility toward thoughts of merger, or
even of opening up a dialogue with the other on cooperation.

Near the end of World War II, as the service COMINT organizations foresaw major
reductions in their COMINT programs, their attitudes toward cooperation began to change.
Moreover, as the pressures mounted for organizational change in the entire U.S.
intelligence structure, the service COMINT authorities now initiated voluntary moves
toward closer interservice cooperation, primarily as a self-preservation measure. In 1944,
for example, the services expanded their cooperation on operational functions related to
collection and cryptanalysis. The services also established the first joint forum for
discussion of cryptologic matters, the Army-Navy Communication Intelligence
Coordinating Committee (ANCICC). ANCICC, in turn, quickly evolved into the first everall
COMINT policy board, the Army-Navy Communication Intelligence Board (ANCIB). As
further evidence of the broadening of the COMINT base, the Department of State accepted
an ANCIB invitation to join the Board in December 1945. A c1v1l1an agency was now a part
of the COMINT decision-making process.

As early as the World War I era, the U.S. Army and Navy COMINT organizations
intercepted and processed foreign military and nonmilitary communications for
intelligence purposes. Fer all practical purposes, each functioned on a totally autonomous
basis. Each service operated independently of the other, and each conducted its own
intercept and exploitation activities. In this early period, intelligence requirements did
not exist as we know them today. Generally, each service determined its own intercept
targets and then, based on its own processing priorities, decrypted or translated whatever
communications could be exploited. The Army and the Navy COMINT organizations
disseminated the decrypts to the intelligence arms of their parent services, as well as to
other governmental officials.

Except for a very restrained and limited exchange concerning cryptanalytic
techniques, little cooperation eor dialogue took place between the military COMINT
organizations. Traditionally, each worked exclusively on those military and naval targets
of direct interest to itself. Thus, the Army handled military radio stations and military
messages, and the Navy handled naval radio stations and naval messages. The coverage
of diplomatic targets, however, reflected a totally different story.
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The coverage of diplomatic links always ranked as a top priority for both the Army and
Navy, as it represented the only intelligence of real interest to nonmilitary consumers,
namely, the Department of State and the White House.! Recognizing the need for
budgetary support from these influential customers, each service sought to retain a
posture of maximum coverage on diplomatic targets. Consequently, the Army and Navy,
operating under an unwritten and loose agreement, shared the responsibility for the
intercept and processing of diplomatic traffic, with each service making its own
determination concerning what diplomatic coverage it would undertake.?

Despite the increasingly apparent need for cooperation, neither service, because of
strong mutual distrust, pressed very hard for a cooperative agreement. The nearest that
the services came to concluding an agreement during the 1930s occurred in April 1933.
The occasion was a planning conference of representatives of the War Plans and Training
Section of the Army and representatives of the Code and Signal Section of the Navy.? The
agenda for the conference was very broad, including items on both communications
security and radio intelligence matters. The conferees reached a very limited informal
agreement on a delineation of the areas of paramount interest to each service.* Although
formal implementation of the agreement never took place, the conference itself was a
significant milestone. For the first time in the modern era, the services had agreed, at
least in principle, on the need for a joint Army-Navy dialogue on COMINT matters.

From 1933 to 1940, little change took place in this relationship. Each service
continued to go its own way, working generally on whatever traffic was available to it. In
the fall of 1939, General Joseph A. Mauborgne, Chief Signal Officer, U.S. Army, and Rear
Admiral Leigh Noyes, Director of Naval Communications, attempted an informal
agreement concerning diplomatic traffic.” They agreed that diplomatic traffic would be
divided between the two services on the basis of nationality. This agreement, like the one
in 1933, however, was never implemented. The Army Signal Corps, on orders from its
General Staff, worked on German, Italian, and Mexican diplomatic systems, thereby

General Joseph A. Mauborgne Rear Admiral Leigh Noyes

Chief Signal Officer, U.S. Army Director of Naval Communications
—TOP-SEGRET—_ 6
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Colonel Spencer B. Akin Commander Laurance F. Safford

duplicating the Navy’s efforts in this area. This effort completely nullified the earlier
agreement negotiated by Mauborgne and Noyes.®

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

In mid-1940, a new round of formal Army-Navy discussions took place concerning
“Coordination of Intercept and Decrypting Activities.” The services established a Joint
Army-Navy Committee, under the chairmanship of Colonel Spencer B. Akin and
Commander Laurance F. Safford, to develop a method of dividing intercept traffic between
them.”

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

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

Given the attitudes of the two services, there seemed little likelihood of achieving any
agreements on diplomatic targets. The Army, having canceled the earlier 1939

7 —FOR-SECRET-
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understanding with the Navy, continued to work on German, Italian, and Mexican
diplomatic systems, as well as on a number of machine problems of interest to the Navy.
By 1940, the Navy, because of its heavy commitment to operational naval problems,
stopped working on the German, Italian, and Mexican diplomatic targets. As a matter of
principle, however, the Navy refused to concur on the exclusive assignment of these
diplomatic targets to the Army on a permanent basis.'® Another even more contentious
item arose at the conference concerning the coverage of Japanese diplomatic traffic. Japan
had become a prime intelligence target whose diplomatic communications were obviously
of paramount interest and importance to each service ~ as well as to civilian U.S. officials.
Neither service would relinquish any coverage of Japanese diplomatic communications.

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

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

Under the terms of the agreement, the Army assumed responsibility for decoding and
translating the intercepts of the Japanese Diplomatic and Consular Service on the even
days of the month. The Navy became responsible for translating the messages of the
Japanese Diplomatic and Consular Service on the odd days of the month. The agreement
also included a restatement of the COMINT responsibilities for the intercept of Japanese
military and naval traffic. The Army retained its responsibility for decoding and
translating intercepts of the Japanese Army (including military attachés). The Navy
continued to have the exclusive responsibility for the intercept and translation of the
Japanese Navy targets (including military attachés).'

As a corollary to the informal odd-even arrangement, Mauborgne and Noyes ratified a
supplemental technical agreement on 3 October 1940 concerning the division of
intercept.”® Colonel Akin and Commander Safford countersigned this agreement for the
Army and Navy COMINT organizations. The agreement essentially represented a joint
analysis of the existing intercept facilities and their capabilities. It reiterated the need for
closer Army-Navy cooperation in order to provide better intercept coverage and to reduce
duplication of effort. The report also reflected the considerable reliance placed at that time
on the courier forwarding of traffic, both by air mail and surface transport, to achieve
timeliness.!* During the early part of World War II, the intercepted traffic was sent by sea,
or by aircraft, and often arrived months late at its destination. This situation gradually
changed as new radio teletype systems were installed.
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The Mauborgne-Noyes odd-even verbal agreement remained in effect from 1 August
1940 until shortly after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on 7 December 1941.'* This
odd-even arrangement proved to be fundamentally unsound. Cryptanalytically,
alternating the responsibility for reporting greatly increased the risk of error, duplication,
and omission. It also destroyed the element of continuity so critical to COMINT reporting
and cryptanalysis.'® Politically, however, the odd-even day arrangement accomplished a
public relations function that was vitally important to the services. This arrangement
divided the problem equally and permitted each to retain visibility with the White House
and those officials who controlled the budget process.

Ten years later, Admiral Joseph N. Wenger defended the odd-even day arrangement.
He indicated that in 1940 each service had all the available intercept in the Japanese
diplomatic traffic and in some cases the means for breaking them. As a result, whenever
an important message was read, “each service would immediately rush to the White House
with a copy of the translation in an effort to impress the Chief Executive.” According to
Wenger, the awkwardness of this situation was the main reason for the adoption of the
odd-even day arrangement as the only acceptable and workable solution for the services.
Wenger conceded that the odd-even arrangement for processing traffic was a strange one,
but in his view it was practical since traffic could be readily sorted according to the
cryptographic date.!” Wenger did not mention that it also achieved its main purpose, as
each service remained visible to the White House.

The Wenger view represents the pragmatic view traditionally taken by the Army and
Navy authorities at the time. Later assessments, however, differ in their treatment of the
odd-even split, and are generally not as charitable. In a recent NSA Cryptologic History,
author Fred Parker presents a new perspective on the issue. While recognizing the Navy’s
limited resources, compounded by the primacy of the war in the Atlantic, he contends that
the Navy misgauged the relative importance of Japanese diplomatic communications, and
in the process lost valuable time in its pursuit of the more critical Japanese naval targets.
He concludes that “had Navy cryptanalysts been ordered to concentrate on the Japanese
naval messages rather than Japanese diplomatic traffic, the United States would have had
a much clearer picture of the Japanese military buildup and, with the warning provided by
these messages, might have avoided the disaster of Pearl Harbor.”®

The attack on Pearl Harbor brought about increased activity in the conduect of U.S.
intelligence activities. By the spring of 1942, a growing number of U.S. agencies began to
conduct their own communications intelligence operations. Agencies now engaged in
COMINT activities included the Department of State, Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI),
and Federal Communications Commission (FCC), as well as the Army and Navy.’* This
proliferation of COMINT activities became a matter of great concern to the military COMINT
organizations. Because of security considerations, as well as the scattering of scarce
analytic resources, the Army and Navy sought to restrict sharply the number of U.S.
agencies engaged in the eryptanalysis of foreign communications.

Turning to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military authorities requested a high-level
decision limiting governmental activities in COMINT matters. Since the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had the national responsibility for adjudicating issues related to intelligence, it
represented the only forum available for defining U.S. jurisdictional responsibilities in the
field of cryptanalysis. In its response, the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) of the JCS

9 —FOPSEERET-
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established a new Inter-Departmental Committee, entitled “Committee on Allocation of
Cryptanalytical Activities.” This committee, which had the task of surveying the entire
field of eryptanalysis in the United States, included members from the Army, Navy, and
FBI. It scheduled a conference for 30 June 1942.%°

Leaving nothing to chance in their advance preparations, Army and Navy officials
held a number of closed meetings prior to the meeting of the full committee. They sought
primarily to resolve their long-standing disagreement on coverage of diplomatic targets.
Five days before their meeting with the FBI, the Army and Navy succeeded in reaching an
agreement on the division of COMINT responsibilities between their organizations.?! The
solution, urgently promoted backstage, resolved the nagging question of how to allocate
service responsibility for diplomatic traffic. At the Navy’s request, on 25 June 1942 the
Army-Navy participants agreed to transfer the entire diplomatic problem to the Army for
the duration of the war.

-
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Many factors contributed to this decision. One related directly to a question of COMINT
resources and capabilities. At the time, the war was primarily a naval war in both the
Atlantic and Pacific theaters. As a result, the Navy, with its limited personnel resources,
wanted to place its total emphasis on the naval problems. It recognized that its original
ambitions for COMINT activities far exceeded its level of COMINT resources. For example,
because of the restrictive Navy policy permitting only military personnel to work on
COMINT-related matters, the Navy had a grand total of 38 people assigned to diplomatic
operations.?? The Army, however, with a larger and predominantly civilian organization,
was doing relatively little in military cryptanalysis. Since military traffic was virtually
impossible to copy at long distances because of the low power used, the Army had very
little to work on except diplomatic traffic.® As a result, the Army was able to assume
exclusive responsibility for the diplomatic field without prejudicing its work on military
targets.

A second factor, known to be of great concern to the Navy, was the planned relocation
of the Army’s COMINT facility from the old War Department Munitions Building on
Constitution Avenue in Washington, D.C., to a site near Frederick, Maryland. Because of
the distance to Frederick, the Navy viewed such a relocation as virtually ending the close
daily collaboration between the Army and Navy on the diplomatic problem. In addition,
both services, now sensitive to criticisms following the attack on Pearl Harbor, were
anxious to forestall future charges about duplication of effort, wasted COMINT resources,
and critical delays in the reporting of intelligence information.?

The new agreement concerning the transfer of diplomatic coverage also included
guidelines governing the dissemination of COMINT from diplomatic sources to U.S.
authorities.”® Despite the transfer of the basic responsibility for the diplomatic problem to
the Army, the prior Army-Navy arrangements for the dissemination of diplomatic COMINT
product remained in effect. The Army continued to supply the State Department with
intelligence, and the Navy supplied the president with COMINT product. Following the 25
June 1942 agreement, the Army provided translations and decrypts to the Navy for
delivery in the Navy Department and to President Roosevelt.

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

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

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

A, AT
e U_w"muy‘ _

Commander John R. Redman, USN Colonel Frank W, Bullock, USA

On 6 July 1942, the Joint Chiefs of Staff reported to President Roosevelt that such an
agreement had been reached, and recommended that other U.S. agencies be excluded from
the field.?® On 8 July 1942, Roosevelt instructed Harold D. Smith, Director of the Budget,
to issue instructions “discontinuing the eryptanalytic activities of the Federal
Communications Commission, the Office of Strategic Services, the director of Censorship
as well as other agencies having this character.”?

The presidential memorandum did not relate to or affect the division of responsibilities
developed by the Army, Navy, and FBI in the 30 June meeting. It was always clear (at
least to the military participants) that the 30 June 1942 agreement, as endorsed by the
president, was a wartime arrangement made primarily to eliminate the FCC, 0sS, and
others from the cryptanalytic field, and to restrict the COMINT activities of the FBI1.%

In implementing the agreements of June 1942, the Army assumed the Navy’s previous
responsibility for all eryptanalysis on other than naval problems and naval-related
ciphers.®! Thus, all foreign military traffic and all diplomatic communications fell to the
Army. The Navy acquired responsibility for enemy naval traffic, enemy naval air and
weather systems, and through its wartime control of the Coast Guard, surveillance of
clandestine communications. The conference concluded that there was sufficient
clandestine material to occupy both the FBI and the Navy (Coast Guard) with reference to
Western Hemisphere clandestine work since both were engaged in it and had a vital
interest in the results. For other than the Western Hemisphere, the Navy (Coast Guard)
acquired exclusive responsibility for international clandestine communications. The FBI,
in addition to sharing the responsibility with the Navy for clandestine targets in the
Western Hemisphere, worked domestic voice broadcasts and domestic criminal actions.??
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This overall division of eryptanalytic effort proved to be an effective wartime arrangement
and continued into the postwar period.

Coincidental with the negotiations over the allocation of cryptanalytic targets and in
anticipation of new and greatly expanded operational missions, each service initiated
search actions for the acquisition of new sites to house their already overcrowded facilities.
Within one year, the services accomplished major relocations and expansions of their
operations facilities within the Washington, D.C., area.

Aerial view of Arlington Hall Station
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The site ultimately selected by the Army came to the attention of the authorities quite
by chance in the spring of 1942. On returning from an inspection of the proposed site for a
monitoring station at Vint Hill Farms, near Warrenton, Virginia, the Search Team,
among whom was Major Harold G. Hayes, Executive Officer, Signal Intelligence Service
(s1s), happened to notice the impressive grounds and facilities of the Arlington Hall Junior
College at 4000 Lee Boulevard, Arlington. Almost immediately, the Army sought to
acquire the property, which was then in receivership. The property, as it turned out, was
not on the governmental list for possible purchase, nor was it on the market at the time.
The Army, however, sought to acquire it through a straight purchase arrangement, but
failed to reach agreement with the seller on the price. Arlington Hall Junior College
officials valued the buildings and grounds (approximately 96 acres) at $840,000 while the
Army appraised the property at $600,000. Following litigation actions and condemnation
of the property under the War Powers Act, the court established the final price at
$650,000. The SIS took official possession of the property on 14 June 1942, By the summer
of 1942, the Army’s Signal Intelligence Service organization completed the move from the
Munitions Building on Constitution Avenue in Washington, D.C., to its new location, now
called Arlington Hall Station.®

Aerial view of Navy Headquarters at Nebraska Avenue, March 1949

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

—FOP-SECREF— 14



DOCID:

3109065

of a new operations building. Operations A Building, 607 feet long by 239 feet wide,
provided approximately 240,000 square feet of floor space, and was designed to
accommodate 2,200 personnel. Within two months, operational elements started to move
into the new quarters as the spaces became ready for occupancy. By November 1942,
however, the SIS announced a further expansion of its civilian personnel to a total of 3,683
employees. Consequently, the Army broke ground on 4 December 1942 for the
construction of a second operations building similar to Operations A Building, but
somewhat smaller in size. The new Operations B Building became fully occupied by 1 May
1943.3

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

During the first two years of the war, the services continued to expand their COMINT
resources, both in Washington and overseas. Despite the proximity of their COMINT
headquarters and the working agreement, each service remained aloof and zealously
guarded its own operations. Each worked independently of the other. By the end of 1943,
however, with the end of the war in sight, the COMINT authorities in both services foresaw
that the survival of their COMINT operations would be in jeopardy if they persisted in
maintaining totally independent operations. This factor became the main catalyst in
developing closer cooperation.

The year 1944 marked the beginning of a new period in Army-Navy collaboration in
cryptanalysis. During 1944, the Army and Navy completed a number of supplemental
agreements, all of which reflected logical extensions or clarifications of the earlier 1942
agreement, and which moved in the direction of establishing closer coordination. On 19
January 1944, for example, a joint agreement signed by General George C. Marshall and
Admiral Ernest J. King promulgated the “Joint Army-Navy Regulations for the
Dissemination and Use of Communications Intelligence Concerning Weather.” The
agreement addressed the special nature and perishability of Japanese weather
intelligence. Heretofore, the services traditionally handled weather intelligence as a
special category of intelligence, with each having totally separate rules to govern its
classification, handling, and dissemination. The King-Marshall agreement changed this
by establishing new uniform security regulations to govern all U.S. services in their
handling of Japanese Special Weather Intelligence (SW1).*® On 7 April 1944, an additional
Army-Navy agreement defined the basic allocation of cryptanalytic tasks against
Japanese weather systems. This second agreement included specifics on the realignment
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of cryptanalytic tasks on the weather problem, a new policy statement authorizing a
complete exchange of all information concerning weather systems, and new guidelines
governing the exchange of weather intelligence.®’

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

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

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

trol within Japan and Germany over Major General Harry C. Ingles
the development of their crypto- Chief Signal Officer
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systems. The systems employed by the Japanese and German users were designed
separately by their foreign offices and armed services. Having worked independently for
S0 many years, this fractionation of foreign responsibility for crypto-development worked
to the advantage of the Army and Navy in their technical efforts to exploit enemy
communications. Moreover, the organizational design of the U.S. cryptologic structure
facilitated the targeting of enemy communications on a totally decentralized basis by
existing organizations - and without the requirement for establishing a unified center for
the analysis of communications.*’

Devoting extensive resources and talent to their missions, the Army and Navy COMINT
organizations accomplished some remarkable exploitation of enemy communications
during the war. The Army enjoyed extraordinary successes against foreign Japanese
diplomatic traffic enciphered in a electro-mechanical system known as the “Red” and
subsequently as the “Purple” machine. The Army also exploited the Japanese Water
Transport Code, which it broke in April 1943, as well as other military systems.** In its
exploitation of the Water Transport Code, which utilized a Japanese Army cryptographic
system, the Army provided valuable advance warning about the movements of Japanese
merchant shipping that operated in support of enemy ground forces and helped eliminate
nearly ninety-eight percent of the Japanese merchant fleet by the end of the war.
Similarly, the Navy enjoyed its share of spectacular successes against Japanese and
German naval communications. Navy COMINT provided the breakthrough to JN-25, the
major Japanese fleet system that helped the United States win the battles of Coral Sea and
Midway, the turning points in the Pacific War.** The Navy also achieved a number of
other critical breakthroughs in the decoding of Japanese convoy messages, as well as
German communications concerning the movements of submarines in the Atlantic.*

While their cryptanalytic accomplishments were impressive, both services recognized
that their joint efforts were far from ideal. The war compelled them to develop closer
COMINT relationships with each other, but there still persisted a highly competitive and
frequently hostile relationship. Each service cooperated with the other to the extent
agreed upon - but there was little evidence of enthusiasm or voluntary efforts to go beyond
the formal arrangement. A spirit of competition rather than coordination continued
throughout the early years of World War II. In such an atmosphere, the intensity of
competing interests tended to create unnecessary difficulties for each organization.
Recurring problems, such as the recruitment of suitable personnel or the procurement of
highly complex and unique cryptanalytic machinery, were often complicated by the
competition of both services for the same items.* Thus, limited coordination and the
absence of free and open dialogue between the services on day-to-day operational
relationships meant that the Army and Navy were often working at cross-purposes.

Even in such a sensitive area as foreign relationships, each COMINT service
demonstrated a predisposition to act on a completely independent basis. For example, the
Army and Navy persisted in establishing their own technical agreements with their
British counterparts, but without coordination or dialogue with the other U.S. service.
These agreements frequently conflicted, usually with respect to the amount and kinds of
intelligence information to be exchanged. Because of these diverse agreements, a
potential for serious damage to American intelligence interests always existed.*®
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Similarly, on U.S. intelligence matters, each service operated with little consideration
for the parallel activities and interests of the other. A policy of noncoordination seemed to
prevail, which applied particularly to the relationships of the intelligence services with
each other and with the Office of Strategic Services (0SS) and the FBI. Lacking any central
authority for intelligence activities, the services for the most part had free rein in their
operations. An internal FBI memorandum in 1939 to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover testifies
to the disunity in noting that “another feud had broken out between the Army and Navy
Intelligence sections” because the Army Military Intelligence Division (G-2) had approved
the request for representatives of the Japanese Army to examine certain plants and
factories in the United States after the Navy had turned down the request.*® This pattern
of independent and autonomous operations by the intelligence services continued
throughout the war years.

Since no national intelligence structure existed, the Joint Chiefs of Staff served as the
primary U.S. mechanism to govern U.S. intelligence activities during World War II. The
need for establishing a coordinating committee composed of representation from the
various departments and agencies was recognized early in the war, resulting in the
creation of the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) under the Joint Chiefs of Staff. At its
first meeting in March 1942, the membership consisted of the intelligence chiefs of the
Army and Navy, and one representative each from the Department of State, the Board of
Economic Warfare (later the Foreign Economic Administration), and the Coordinator of
Information (subsequently the Office of Strategic Services). The Intelligence Chief of the
Army Air Corps was added in 1943.4

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

As early as 1942, however, it became evident that COMINT agencies were making
independent decisions concerning requirements and the priorities of intercept,
cryptanalysis, and reporting. While the consumer representatives such as State and 0ss
may have been uneasy about this situation, they were unable to change things because of
their lack of influence in directing the overall COMINT structure. It was basically
controlled by the U.S. military. Toward the end of the war, the question of how to
influence and guide the collection and reporting priorities of the U.S. COMINT structure
surfaced as a fundamental issue within the U.S. intelligence community. Nothing really
changed at the time, however, and the ramifications of this unresolved issue extended well
into the postwar period.*’

In much the same vein, recognizing the magnitude of the intelligence picture, and
seeking to benefit from “lessons learned” during the war, the Joint Intelligence Staff of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff started to explore the concept of establishing a central intelligence
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organization for the United States for the postwar period. Brigadier General William J.
Donovan, head of the Office of Strategic Services, became a major catalyst for these
discussions.?® In late 1944, Donovan, functioning as a member of the Joint Intelligence
Committee of the JCS, presented his first proposal for the establishment of a central
intelligence agency. Among other things, Donovan’s proposal recommended the
establishment of a National Intelligence Authority and a Central Intelligence Agency.
While Donovan’s proposal generated much discussion in the JCS Committee structure, it
never went beyond the proposal stage during the war, and remained within the JCS
structure.®

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

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

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

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

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

On 10 March 1945, Marshall and King cosigned a Joint Memorandum to the Assistant
Chief of Staff (G-2), to the Commanding General, Signal Security Agency, to the Director of
Naval Intelligence, and to the Director of Naval Communications, that formally
established the Army-Navy Communication Intelligence Board (ANCIB). The Marshall-
King memorandum defined the authorities and responsibilities of the new board, and
redesignated the informal ANCICC as an official working committee of ANCIB.?®

Because of security considerations, Marshall and King insisted that ANCIB function
outside the framework of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and report directly to them. Their major
concern about security was the exposure of sensitive COMINT information via the multi-
layered correspondence channels of the JCS. The placement of ANCIB within the JCS
structure would have required the automatic routing of all papers and reports through the
JCS Secretariat, thereby exposing ULTRA intelligence to personnel not considered as having
the “need-to-know.”®

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

Nevertheless, the Marshall-King agreement represented a significant milestone in
service cooperation - the establishment of the first interdepartmental board devoted solely
to COMINT matters. With the establishment of a joint Army-Navy board, the services
created their own self-governing mechanism to administer their COMINT effort.

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

... The public is acutely conscious of the lack of unified direction ... in American
intelligence activities. The supposedly secret plan of the 0ss for coordination of all
these activities is widely known. ... In addition, there seems to be little doubt that
other civilian agencies will insist on a reorganization of American intelligence
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activitiea. It is important that the Army and Navy take progressive steps... to
ensure that their legitimate interests in communication intelligence are not
jeopardized by the encroachment of other agencies. The formal establishment of
an Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Board will ensure that communica-
tion intelligence, the most important source of operational intelligence, will be
discussed independently of other forms of intelligence. . . . Finally, informed
observers will have some assurance that nothing has been left undone to ensure
that another Pearl Harbor will not occur.50

Whatever motivations may have contributed to the establishment of ANCIB, the new board
became a powerful joint institutional force in the adjudication of COMINT matters, both at
the policy and operational levels.

The establishment of ANCIB did not diminish the competition between the Army and
Navy COMINT organizations, however. Despite the new ANCIB, the services were more
determined than ever to preserve their separate COMINT organizations. They viewed
ANCIB as a valuable joint mechanism that would assist in sheltering their COMINT
activities from external scrutiny and in the resolution of joint problem areas. But they
also foresaw that the structure of the new board would permit each service to remain

“totally independent.®

In the closing days of the war, the services seemed to be driven by two compelling and
overlapping objectives. First, they desired to find a way to formalize their joint day-to-day
relationships as an initial step toward protecting the existing COMINT resources of the
Army and Navy from drastic budget cuts. Second, they believed some way had to be found
to continue the progress achieved during the war in conducting COMINT collaboration with
Great Britain.®? This wartime liaison with the British in COMINT proved to be highly
beneficial to each country, as it permitted not only a sharing of cryptanalytic techniques
but also a sharing of cryptanalytic successes.

The establishment of ANCIB marked the first step toward accomplishing the first
objective. The Army and Navy now had an interdepartmental forum for joint discussion of
COMINT matters. Accomplishing the second objective required considerable internal joint
discussions, as well as a new round of external negotiations with British officials.

The origins of the highly secret U.S.-U.K.COMINT cooperation stemmed from the
outbreak of war in Europe in 1939 and the German blitzkrieg through sections of Western
Europe. By the summer of 1940, Great Britain, under heavy siege by German forces,
intensified its efforts to acquire military assistance from the then neutral United States.
President Roosevelt, at least in the early days of the war, sought to achieve a partial
posture of neutrality for the United States, but it was evident that he personally favored a
policy of “all-out aid” to Great Britain. When Winston Churchill became the prime
minister of the United Kingdom in May 1940, Roosevelt and Churchill quickly established
a direct and personal communications channel on matters related to the war. This
extraordinarily close relationship of the two leaders reinforced the concept of a strong
British-U.S. alhance, and influenced many of the joint military decisions during the
course of the war.%

In 1940, following a number of high-level conferences in London and Washington, the
two governments concluded “a general, though secret agreement . . . for a full exchange of
military information.”® Following this very broad agreement, the United Kingdom and
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United States representatives began very limited exploratory talks in August 1940
concerning the establishment of a cryptanalytic exchange between the two nations. These
discussions marked the beginning of a cryptanalytic exchange, but one that functioned on
a very limited and cautious basis and that took place at a service-to-service level.®** Close
cooperation did not actually begin until February 1941. Each U.S. service, from the
outset, worked independently in developing its own agreements or understandings with its
British counterpart and seldom told the other of its accomplishments.

In July 1942, basically unaware of the service competition in this field, Prime Minister
Churchill brought up the subject by informing Roosevelt that the British and American
naval "cipher experts” were in close touch but that a similar interchange apparently did
not exist between the two armies.®® Roosevelt asked Marshall to take this up with Field
Marshall Sir John Dill, British Ministry Office Liaison Officer in Washington.®’” In a
response to Marshall’s request for information, on 9 July 1942 Major General George V.
Strong, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, stated that an interchange of cryptanalytic
information between the British and American armies had been taking place for over a
year — and that it appeared to be satisfactory to both sides.® Strong further stated that if
the Navy exchange of cryptanalytic information with the United Kingdom seemed to be
more advanced, it was simply because coordination between the two had been necessary
for a much longer time.

In 1943, however, the U.S. Army and British authorities completed a formal
agreement concerning collaboration on their major military COMINT targets. Under the
agreement, the U.S. Army assumed as a main responsibility the reading of Japanese
military and air traffic. The British Government Code and Cipher School (G.C. & C.S.)
assumed a parallel responsibility for a cryptanalytic effort against German and Italian
military and air traffic. The agreement provided for complete interchange of technical
data and special intelligence from the sources covered, and for dissemination of such
intelligence to all field commanders through special channels. On 10 June 1943, Major
General Strong signed the agreement for the U.S. War Department, and Edward W.
Travis, Deputy Director, G.C. & C.S., signed for the British.%

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

The first clear indication that the services were beginning to be more open with each
other concerning their foreign COMINT arrangements occurred during 1944. This change of
attitude came about, in part, because of the establishment of the new Army-Navy
Communications Intelligence Coordinating Committee; a general acceptance of the need
for tighter control of foreign agreements on COMINT matters; and the likelihood of
continuing U.S. collaboration with the British.” Using the informal forum provided by
ANCICC, each service began to reveal the specifics of its agreements with foreign nations,
especially their COMINT relationships with Great Britain. It was small progress and did
not undo immediately the independent agreements made earlier by each U.S. service with
foreign organizations. Nevertheless, it was progress.
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Franklin D. Roosevelt and Winston Churchill established a direct channel
of personal communications in 1940, reinforcing strong ties between
the United States and Great Britain.
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Major General George V. 8trong Edward W. Travis
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2 Deputy Director, G.C. & C.S.

In exploring the possibility of establishing postwar collaboration with the United
Kingdom, many alarming reports emerged about the earlier lack of Army-Navy
coordination and the existence of overlapping agreements with the United Kingdom. For
example, the Navy noted, “the lack of coordination between the Army and the Navy was
strikingly demonstrated by an Army-British agreement which was made during the war
without the concurrence of the Navy, even though it directly affected the air material in
which the Navy had a vital interest. It also provided for a complete exchange between the
Army and the British of all technical material, although the Navy had an agreement to
make only a limited exchange with the British.”” The Navy cited similar problems in
some of its COMINT relationships with U.S. consumers. It noted that both services
experienced similar difficulties stemming from their unilateral dealings with the FBI and
08S. It was not until the creation of the informal ANCICC that the Army and Navy achieved
a united front in dealing with these agencies.” By the end of the war, Army and Navy
officials came to realize that COMINT agreements with foreign governments or other
domestic agencies could no longer be determined on an ad hoc basis by each service.

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

The board saw British-United States cooperation as the key. By early 1945, as the
primary wartime targets began to dry up, Great Britain and the United States began a
redirection of their COMINT efforts. At that time, there emerged a dominant view among
the allied nations that the Soviet Union was a hostile and expansive power with whom
good relations seemed highly unlikely, at least for the immediate future. Since both
nations recognized the mutual benefits of their earlier collaborative efforts, they agreed to
investigate the feasibility of establishing some form of postwar collaboration on the Soviet
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problem that heretofore had received minuscule attention. As their COMINT priorities
changed, both the Army and Navy began to direct greater attention to Soviet targets.
Each service gradually succeeded in reading some Soviet traffic, but without revealing
that fact to the other.™ The British were in a similar position and started their own highly
compartmented effort against Soviet targets.”” However, motivated in large part by
sensitivity and security considerations, and seeking to avoid a repetition of the many
separate wartime agreements with each other, representatives of both nations agreed that
a new set of ground rules would be necessary for their next round of collaboration. Both
authorities agreed to establish mechanisms within their own countries to bring about a
greater degree of centralized control of their COMINT resources. This move to establish a
new cycle of British-U.S. collaboration also meant that the U.S. services would have to be
more open with each other about their COMINT programs and successes.

Within the U.S. intelligence structure, the Army and Navy now endorsed the concept
of centralized control to govern their foreign COMINT relationships. In the negotiation
process, the services agreed to the establishment of well-defined policies and procedures to
govern the conduct of United States COMINT liaison with the British COMINT authorities.
Under the new concept, all U.S. foreign liaison on the Soviet problem with Great Britain
would take place under the auspices of the United States policy board (ANCIB/ANCICC)
rather than individually by each service.

Five years after the initial U.S.-U.K. collaboration in COMINT, the two nations began a
new chapter in their cooperation in COMINT matters. Following several months of .
technical discussions, both in London and Washington, representatives of the London
Signals Intelligence Board (LSIB) and the Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Board
on 15 August 1945 informally approved the concept of establishing U.S.-U.K. cooperation
on the Soviet problem.” This unwritten agreement was predicated on an understanding
arrived at by Group Captain Eric Jones, RAF, and Rear Admiral Hewlett Thebaud,
Chairman of ANCIB. The informal understanding identified LSIB and ANCIB as the
respective governmental authorities for all COMINT negotiations and outlined in general
terms the framework and procedures to govern the new working partnership.

Initially, the U.S. services identified this new phase of U.S.-U.K. collaboration as the
RATTAN Project, the original British cover term for their effort on the Soviet cryptanalytic
problem. Following the U.S.-U.K. understanding of 1945, however, at the suggestion of
the United States the cover term BOURBON replaced RATTAN, and came to identify the joint
collaboration to exploit Soviet communications.”™

BOURBON collaboration soon resulted in a broad exchange of operational materials
between the COMINT centers of both nations, and in the establishment of reciprocal Joint
Liaison Units stationed in London and Washington. These liaison units evolved into the
liaison mechanisms that exist today, the Senior U.S. Liaison Officer, London (SUSLO), and
the Senior U.K. Liaison Officer, Washington (SUKLO).™

In the implementation of BOURBON, ANCICC established the Army and Navy COMINT
organizations as its focal points, to serve on a rotating basis for the conduct of liaison with
Great Britain. Initially, an Army officer represented ANCICC in London, assisted by a
Navy officer. Similarly, a naval officer, assisted by an Army officer, represented ANCICC in
Washington. This detail rotated every six months, so that first one service represented
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ANCICC as senior liaison officer, followed by a member of the other service. This system
worked very well. It served to keep each service in the forefront on operational and policy
matters while at the same time providing a new degree of centralized control over COMINT
activities under the aegis of ANCIB. It also helped to prevent the United Kingdom from
playing one service off against the other, as had occurred frequently during World War
Inm

BOURBON became the springboard for further U.S.-U.K. negotiations to consider the
establishment of even broader collaboration for the postwar period. With this objective in
mind, the COMINT authorities brought the matter of U.S.-U.K. collaboration to the
attention of President Truman through the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee
(swNcC). In 1945, in a joint memorandum to Truman, Acting Secretary of State Dean
Acheson, Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson, and Secretary of the Navy James V.
Forrestal recommended the continuation of collaboration between the United States Army
and Navy and the British in the field of communications intelligence.?* On 12 September
1945, Truman concurred. He authorized the Army and Navy “. . . to continue collaboration
in the field of communication intelligence between the United States Army and Navy, and
to extend, modify, or discontinue this collaboration as determined to be in the best
interests of the United States.” Based on this presidential authorization, the Army and
Navy immediately initiated U.S.-U.K. discussions through ANCIB to explore expanded
postwar collaboration in COMINT.®

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

On 13 December 1945, ANCIB forwarded its proposal for expansion of the board to
General Eisenhower and to Admiral King for approval. They approved the
recommendation, and the Department of State accepted membership on ANCIB, effective 20
December 1945. ANCIB and its working committee became the State-Army-Navy
Communication Intelligence Board (STANCIB) and the State-Army-Navy Communication
Intelligence Coordinating Committee (STANCICC).% Alfred McCormack, special assistant
to the Secretary of State, became the first State Department member of STANCIB.3¢ A
civilian agency was now an official part of the United States COMINT structure.

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

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

The combination of service competition, pending budget reductions, and high-level
investigations foretold sweeping changes in the intelligence structure in the postwar
years. The end of World War Il signaled the beginning of the end of the exclusive military
domination of the Army and Navy COMINT organizations. Because of the increased
emphasis given to economic, political, and diplomatic intelligence, civilian agencies now
pressed for a much greater voice in the direction of U.S. COMINT activities.
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Chapter I1

The Military Services and the
Joint Operating Plan, 1946-1949

Immediately following World War II, American policymakers looked for ways to
achieve major reductions in the military budget. Despite the spectacular successes
achieved by the Army and Navy COMINT organizations during the war, they quickly
became prime candidates for reorganization and for major reductions in their resources.
As the Pearl Harbor investigations continued, interest in intelligence matters also
increased dramatically. For the first time, U.S. intelligence operations came under
outside scrutiny. By 1946, service COMINT officials found that they were no longer able to
act as free agents in making many of the basic decisions affecting their COMINT operations.
Their days of complete autonomy were numbered.

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

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

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

As the services moved into the postwar period, they found that peacetime operations,
rather than simplifying the conduct of their COMINT operations, brought new problems and
highlighted even more the glaring disunity of the U.S. COMINT structure. By 1946, the
harsh realities of the new situation began to hit home. Operationally, the services had lost
their wartime targets of Germany and Japan, and the source of many spectacular
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successes. At the same time, the services were confronted with the specter of rapidly
shrinking resources. Shortly after V-E and v-J Days, their parent headquarters ordered
drastic reductions of their COMINT facilities. Demobilization actions were under way with
dire consequences for the service COMINT operations.

While the services no longer had the urgency of a wartime situation to support their
requests for resources, the likelihood of going through an extended period of austerity did
have one practical effect. It forced the services to reevaluate their joint posture and to
think more seriously about closer cooperation between their organizations. Because of the
new public investigation of Pearl Harbor with its intensive probings into intelligence
matters, the COMINT officials saw that they would be vulnerable, once again, to charges of
duplication of effort and inefficient use of resources if they continued to maintain totally
separate and independent COMINT organizations.

Fortuitously, in the postwar period a new operational target emerged for the U.S.
COMINT services. As the hostility of the Soviet Union toward the West became more
apparent, the Army and Navy began to plan for a major adjustment of their COMINT
coverage, to focus on Soviet targets. But the realignment was not all that simple. Some
very fundamental questions existed concerning intercept and processing that could only be
answered on a communal basis. For example, what were the new collection priorities?
What were the new intelligence priorities? Who would establish these priorities? What
were the interests and roles of the nonmilitary consumers? How would the intercept and
processing of the Soviet material be divided between the services? It became obvious that
the service COMINT organizations, as constituted, could not answer these questions.

A number of other jurisdictional issues confronted the services as well. Foremost on
the list was the old question of how to divide the responsibility for coverage of diplomatic
targets. The question was temporarily resolved in 1942, when the Army, at the request of
the Navy, had assumed the responsibility for handling all diplomatic traffic coverage
during the war years. At the end of the war, however, the Navy wanted to resume
coverage of some diplomatic targets, but the Army insisted on maintaining the total
responsibility for diplomatic traffic and refused to transfer any part of it back to the Navy.!

Because of these problems, the services perceived an immediate need for
accomplishing some form of cooperation that went well beyond the scope of any previous
efforts. The military authorities fully recognized that, at best, they had made only
superficial progress toward the establishment of closer cooperation between their
organizations in the production of COMINT. Earlier moves toward closer cooperation,
dictated by wartime necessity, had been carefully designed to be limited in scope, as well
as to avoid any interference with the primary interests of each service. The wartime
agreements had accomplished little more than a basic division of labor and had avoided
the real issue of establishing a centralized cooperative effort. In the main, the spirit of the
earlier measures seemed to reflect an inherent attitude that cooperation in COMINT
matters was a necessary evil, rather than any real conviction about the benefits of
centralization or cooperation.

Seeking to shelter their vital COMINT functions from further budget reductions, the
military authorities intensified their efforts to achieve closer cooperation and coordination
between their COMINT organizations. The likelihood of further budget reductions and the
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question of survival of their separate COMINT organizations forced the two organizations
together.

A few Army and Navy officials, aware of the magnitude of the COMINT successes during
World War II, became the prime movers in the effort to preserve the Army and Navy
COMINT structures. Three officers in particular stand out in the postwar era — Colonel W.
Preston Corderman, USA, Colonel Carter W. Clarke, USA, and Captain Joseph N. Wenger,
USN.2 As early as 1943, these officers took the essential first steps in pressing for the
preservation and fusion of the military COMINT resources. Over the next few years, they
consistently took the lead in facilitating a dialogue between the services to foster the
preservation of military COMINT resources. For the most part, they sought to promote
service discussions covering a broad range of organizational relationships, such as division
of responsibility on cryptanalytic tasks, the feasibility of joint operations, and possible
ways to avoid unnecessary duplication. Each of these officers encountered varying degrees
of opposition, sometimes from within their own service, and sometimes from the other
service. Despite the continuing lack of enthusiasm encountered at various echelons of the
military structures for consolidation, they had the foresight to view COMINT as a national
asset that would be vital in meeting future U.S. intelligence needs. Corderman, Clarke,
and Wenger never wavered in their single-minded determination to save the existing
military COMINT structure from a dismantling process through budget cuts.®

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

Reinforcing their goal of creating a self-governing mechanism for the COMINT agencies,
the leaders brought about the establishment of an expanded policy board — the State-
Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Board — in December 1945. The members
designated STANCIB as the sole organization empowered to ratify government-to-
government agreements with foreign nations on COMINT matters, thereby removing a
long-standing irritant in U.S. interservice relationships. As a parallel responsibility, the
members established STANCIB as the primary governmental mechanism to coordinate and
guide the activities of the COMINT structure and to assist in its reorganization during the
postwar period.* In retrospect, the development of a strong role for the policy board stands
as a tribute to the military leaders, particularly when recognizing that STANCIB was
operating without an official charter.

Despite the fresh dialogue and new perspective on a broad range of COMINT matters,
one critical element was still lacking within the COMINT structure that could prevent
STANCIB from acting as the COMINT broker, at either the international or domestic level.
While the services had achieved considerable progress in expanding their dialogue at the
policy level, they had not made similar progress in designing an operational plan that
would enforce closer cooperation at the working level. Unless some additional leverage
was brought to bear upon the services, the authorities recognized that the Army and Navy
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had gone about as far as they could - or would — go in achieving closer cooperation at the
working level. Since voluntary merger was not likely to occur, direct intervention by
higher authority was inevitable.

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

The Navy's persistent opposition to the centralization of cryptologic resources
stemmed, in large part, from its perception of its fundamental intelligence needs, as
contrasted with those of the Army. The Navy considered that its intelligence
requirements expressed statements of need for intelligence information of a strategic
nature and of national-level interest, that could be properly handled only by a full-scale
technical center under the operational control of the Navy. In contrast, the Navy
perceived the Army’s intelligence requirements as reflecting needs of a more limited
nature, which were exploitable in the field at a tactical level. Leaving little room for
negotiation on the issue, the Navy generally discouraged exploration of the concept of
merger during the 1940s.

But the developments associated with the end of World War II brought about a general
reopening of the feasibility of the merger concept. By V4 Day (14 August 1945), a number
of new problems confronted the services that involved both operational and political
considerations, and which forced them to take a new look at the organization of their
cryptologic structures. Of the two services, the end of hostilities brought far greater
adjustments for the Navy than for the Army. Losing its primary wartime targets, the
Navy had few COMINT tasks of any significance for its operational elements. Primarily
because of its insistence on retaining the responsibility for diplomatic communications,
the Army, however, found itself in a much better operational position. For the first time,
the situation seemed to have evolved to the point where the services might be able to
reconcile their different concepts, without causing harm to their separate structures. By
agreeing to a realignment of cryptologic tasks and a fusion of their COMINT processing
activities, the services could resolve most of their dilemmas concerning functional tasks.
In essence, the concept of merger was becoming more attractive as an operational
necessity in order to ensure survival, rather then serving merely as an academic option for
debate.

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

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

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

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

One of the main tasks assigned to the committee was the selection of a site for the
consolidated COMINT operations. Because of the need for direct exchange between
producers and consumers, the committee concluded that the activity should remain in the
Washington area. ANCICC presented an analysis and comparison of the Army site at
Arlington Hall with the Naval Communications Annex (which it called the Mount Vernon
Seminary). Because of its greater potential for expansion, the committee selected
Arlington Hall as its first choice for the relocation of all COMINT activities. The Arlington
Hall site of ninety-six acres was considerably larger than the Navy site of thirty-five acres.
In its final report of 7 September 1945, however, the committee concluded that both sites
should be retained, with COMINT activities to be located at one, and communications
security activities at the other.!?

During the policy deliberations within ANCIB, Colonel Corderman, Chief, Army
Security Agency, reiterated the traditional Army position for an immediate and complete
physical merger of the two organizations. While Captain Wenger, head of OP-20.G, fully
supported the concept of eventual consolidation, he personally espoused the view that
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merger should be accomplished as a gradual process in order to accommodate differences
in organization and methods. These differences in approach, however, did not affect the
final report that recommended a complete merger."

But the situation soon changed within the Navy. The command authorities of the
Navy, supporting the traditional naval view concerning central authority, overrruled
Wenger at the eleventh hour. When ANCICC considered the final report on 12 September
1945, a new Navy submission completely nullified Wenger’s earlier concurrence and
indicated that even the concept of gradual consolidation went further than the Navy was
willing to go. The Navy memorandum stated that “a full physical merger of Army and
Navy communications intelligence activities does not seem desirable to the Navy .. ..”
The memorandum also pointed out that “the Navy must retain complete control over all
elements of naval command, so that the Navy will be free to meet its interests, solve its
special problems . . . [and] must, therefore, have complete control over its operational
intelligence.”'?

The Navy’s abrupt reversal of its earlier position brought to a complete standstill the
entire move toward consolidation. On 26 September 1945, ANCICC closed out the activities
of its Special Committee on Merger Planning and referred the matter to ANCIB for
guidance.!® ANCIB, however, had no authority to resolve the conflict between the services
and looked instead to the departmental authorities for resolution. In trying to pick up the
pieces, Marshall and King exchanged four additional letters during September and
October 1945. But the letters reflected no change of positions, as each simply reiterated
the previous position of its intelligence service, with no specific suggestions offered for
compromise.'*

On 14 October 1945, King reported to James V. Forrestal, Secretary of the Navy, that
he and General Marshall continued to agree that the coordination of signal intelligence
activities could be improved, but they had not achieved a solution satisfactory te both
services. King noted that both services agreed that the processing of nonmilitary and
nonnaval traffic should be jointly undertaken, but the exact manner in which this might
be accomplished remained unresolved. “The Army favors a complete merger of our
cryptanalytic units under one director,” he stated, “whereas the Navy, desirous of insuring
its control of operational intelligence essential to naval commands, does not favor a
complete merger but would rather effectuate the desired results by joint effort under joint
direction,”®®

By December 1945, however, new participants appeared on the scene. General of the
Army Dwight D. Eisenhower replaced General Marshall as Chief of Staff of the Army, and
Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz relieved Admiral King as Chief of Naval Operations. In
a positive move toward solution of the problem, Eisenhower reopened the issue in a letter
of 2 January 1946, suggesting that “we should make a fresh start on this entire subject.”
Remarking about their earlier experiences as commanders of combined forces, Eisenhower
commented that “we both know how vital it is to resolve any differences of opinion and to
achieve complete integration as soon as possible.” His proposal was very simple. He
proposed that the Army and Navy members of ANCIB should either solve the problem by
themselves or develop alternative proposals for decision by Eisenhower and Nimitz.'®
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Nimitz readily accepted Eisenhower’s suggestion for making a fresh start on the issue
of how to integrate and coordinate the COMINT activities of the Army and Navy. As
evidence of a softening of the Navy’s position, Nimitz instructed the Navy members of
ANCIB to consider the problem with open minds, free of any restrictions stemming from
earlier policy guidance."

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

The Navy resubmitted Wenger’s earlier concept paper as its new bargaining position.
In effect, the naval authorities supported a position that went one step further in the move
toward consolidation but that still fell short of complete merger. The Navy officials would
support a concept described as the establishment of an “effective working partnership”
between the Army and Navy. In a modification of Wenger’s earlier paper, the Navy
proposed the establishment of a new position, the Coordinator of Joint Operations (CJO).
The cJO would not function as a czar with unlimited authority, but rather would have the
responsibility for facilitating interservice coordination and cooperation. Under the terms
of the new Navy proposal, the services would function as coordinating but independent
organizations. Some joint operations would be established, primarily on diplomatic and
other nonmilitary communications. Further, the services would ensure a continuous
cooperation and exchange of information on all other COMINT problems. Policy control of
the structure would be vested in a Joint Policy Board (ANCIB-STANCIB) that in turn would
reflect the interdepartmental authority of the chief of staff, U.S. Army, and the
commander in chief, U.S. Fleet and Chief of Naval Operations.?

By early 1946, the British-United States of America Agreement (BRUSA) negotiations,
initiated in 1945 to establish postwar collaboration in COMINT between the two nations,
were nearing completion. Since the concept of BRUSA collaboration was predicated in part
on the existence of centralized controls of COMINT activities within both countries, the
approaching ratification and implementation of the agreement brought a new, compelling
urgency for the United States to put its own house in order. These international
considerations, coupled with the departmental pressures stemming from the Eisenhower-
Nimitz exchange, prompted new discussions in STANCIB concerning possible ways to merge
the Army and the Navy COMINT organizations.

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

The STANCIB decision ruled out the possibility of any actual merger of Army-Navy
COMINT processing activities. Instead, the services would now undertake new initiatives to
achieve closer cooperation on all phases of the COMINT process. This improved cooperation
would be achieved by establishing closer working liaison on a day-to-day basis in the
functional areas of intercept, analysis, and reporting. Integration of technical personnel
from the opposite service would also take place - primarily on analytic problems - at
Arlington Hall and the Naval Communications Station. The new agreement, however,
pertained only to the collection and production of information from foreign
communications. It excluded such intelligence functions as estimates or the dissemination
of COMINT information as finished intelligence.

The COMINT organizations would coordinate their activities but would remain totally
independent organizations. In addition to the integration of Army-Navy personnel on
certain analytic problems, STANCIB divided the Army-Navy responsibility for military and
naval targets along the traditional lines and identified the diplomatic and commercial
communications as a “joint” responsibility, to be placed under the direction of the new
Coordinator of Joint Operations. To implement this new concept of Army and Navy
cooperation, STANCIB directed the Chiefs of ASA (Army Security Agency) and 0P-20-G to
draw up the details of a plan and statements of general principles governing the roles and
responsibilities of the services and the Coordinator of Joint Operations.”

By approving this new concept of
“partnership,” STANCIB succeeded in keeping its
efforts to reorganize the U.S. COMINT structure in
tandem with the progress of the BRUSA
negotiations. By 1946, STANCIB, although lacking
a national charter, had succeeded in positioning
itself as the primary U.S. authority and spokesman
for policy negotiations with foreign nations on
COMINT matters. At the same time, STANCIB also
greatly enhanced its stature as the central
organization for promoting closer cooperation
between the U.S. services.

On 5 March 1946, the U.S.-U.K. represen-
tatives formally signed the British-United States
of America Agreement, which authorized
continued postwar collaboration in COMINT matters
on a governmental basis. Lieutenant General
Lieutenant General Hoyt 8. Vandenberg  Hoyt S. Vandenberg, STANCIB Chairman, signed

STANCIB Chairman the agreement for the United States, and Colonel
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Colonel W, Preston Corderman, UsA Captain Joseph N. Wenger, usN

Patrick Marr-Johnson, representing the London Signals Intelligence Board, signed for the
United Kingdom.?* The wider collaboration established under the BRUSA Agreement
absorbed the earlier BOURBON Project, thereby terminating the separate identity and
treatment of BOURBON-related matters.

As a follow-up to the BRUSA Agreement, a “Technical Conference” took place in London
several months later. The primary task of this conference was to develop the overall
blueprint for the development of technical appendices to the agreement. Over the next few
years, this initial effort resulted in the development of a number of appendices to the
BRUSA Agreement, which governed such areas as security, collection, liaison, and other
aspects of collaboration.®

On 22 April 1946, six weeks after ratification of the BRUSA Agreement, STANCIB issued
the “Joint Operating Plan” (JOP). The JOP also became known as the “Corderman-Wenger
Agreement,” named for the principal Army and Navy negotiators (Colonel W. Preston
Corderman, USA, and Captain Joseph N. Wenger, USN).? The plan, in effect, represented a
quasi-merger of the services, confirmed the appointment of a Coordinator of Joint
Operations, and divided the COMINT problem between the Army and the Navy. As agreed
earlier within STANCIB, the plan divided the responsibility for cryptanalytic work into
three categories. The Army retained complete responsibility for the intercept and analysis
of military communications, while the Navy retained total responsibility for all naval
communications. The work on diplomatic and other communications was considered to be
a joint activity and came under the direction of the newly established Coordinator of Joint
Operations (cJ0).7

As an integral part of the plan, STANCIB approved an expansion of its own charter.
This change provided for the establishment of a fundamentally new position, the
Coordinator of Joint Operations. The new coordinator, it was hoped, would become a
driving force in unifying the COMINT structure. According to the charter, the CJO would
function in a dual capacity and under dual command lines. First, the CJO would function
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as an executive for STANCIB, and thus would be responsible for directing the
implementation of STANCIB's policies and directives relating to intercept and processing
tasks, as well as for all joint projects with other U.S. and foreign intelligence agencies. In
addition to his STANCIB role, the CJO would acquire a new leadership role within the Army
and Navy COMINT structures on day-to-day operations involving joint tasks.
Organizationally, the CJO would have dual subordination lines, reporting to STANCIB as the
cJo, and to his individual service in his capacity as chief of a military COMINT
organization.?

Under the Joint Operating Plan, there were two key positions that governed the
conduct of COMINT operations. These were the CJO and the chairman of the working
committee (STANCICC) of the COMINT Policy Board (STANCIB). The chief of the Army and
Navy COMINT organizations rotated yearly as the incumbent of each position. This
rotation of the senior service officials gave each service a continuing and powerful voice in
the “coordination” and "policy” roles.?

The STANCIB-STANCICC structure served to facilitate resolution of some disagreements,
but there were still problems. The rule of unanimity still prevailed on the policy board as
well as on its working level committee. Thus, whenever STANCIB-STANCICC failed to reach
a unanimous decision on an issue, it remained unresolved.

(5C-38) (1 7{5-26-48)

Colonel Harold G. Hayes, Chief of Army Security Agency,
first Chief of Joint Operations

Vandenberg, as chairman of STANCIB, recommended that the first coordinator be
selected from the Army since the Army had conducted all wartime COMINT activity in the
diplomatic and commercial field.3° Following this recommendation, STANCIB selected
Colonel Harold G. Hayes, chief of the Army Security Agency, as the first CJO on 1 May
1946. The operating chiefs of ASA and OP-20-G became responsible to Hayes for
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accomplishing those tasks that he allocated to them.® Hayes was “to coordinate,”
however, and not “to direct.” It was an important distinction.

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

The term “joint” applied generally to all tasks not strictly Army or Navy. These tasks,
which were primarily in the areas of diplomatic and commercial traffic, represented areas
of special interest to nonmilitary consumers. The CJO exercised his authority over these
tasks by establishing a committee on group structure, designed along functional lines, that
reported to him. These areas included intercept, processing, and liaison activities.®

Administratively, three subordinate groups assisted the CJO: a Joint Intercept Control
Group (JICG), a Joint Processing Allocation Group (JPAG), and a Joint Liaison Group
(JLG).®® A deputy coordinator served as the chief of each group. While the CJO was to use
existing facilities whenever feasible, each service also assigned personnel to him for his
own staff support. This included clerical, administrative, and analytical assistance. The
coordinator’s senior assistant was from the opposite service and normally served as chief of
the JPAG. Captain Charles A. Ford, USN, served as the first chief of JPAG. The officer in
charge of the Joint Liaison Group was also from the opposite service. Commander Rufus L.
Taylor served as the first chief of the JLG under Hayes. The officer in charge of the Joint
Intercept Control Group was from the same service as the coordinator; Lieutenant Colonel
Morton A. Rubin, USA, served as first chief of the JICG.3*

The mission of the Joint Intercept Control Group was to develop a plan for intercept
coverage that would provide intelligence of maximum value to the consumers. The JPAG
allocated processing responsibilities to the Army and Navy. As the U.S. overseer of
foreign liaison, the JLG arranged for and supervised U.S. working arrangements in COMINT
with the United Kingdom and Canada. In addition, six standing subcommittees of the
COMINT policy board served as advisory committees in the areas of intercept and direction
finding, cryptanalytic research and development, communications intelligence and
security, traffic analysis, and collateral information. In this complex structure of
functional groups and STANCICC subcommittees, the deputy coordinators of the groups and

_ chairmen of the STANCICC subcommittees were under the direct supervision of the CJ0.%

After the establishment of the JOP in April 1946, additional organizational changes
took place affecting the STANCIB structure. After examining a draft of the BRUSA
Agreement, J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the FBI, expressed an interest in obtaining
membership on STANCIB.3® Adding the FBI to its membership on 13 June 1946, the board
and its subordinate committee became the United States Communication Intelligence
Board (UsCIB) and the United States Communication Intelligence Coordinating
Committee (USCICC).®” When Lieutenant General Hoyt S. Vandenberg, assistant chief of
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staff, G-2, became the second Director of Central Intelligence in June 1946, USCIB agreed to
expand its membership once again by including the DCI as the representative of the newly
established Central Intelligence Group (CIG).* (The CIG came into existence on 22 January
1946.)

As the membership of the policy board increased, the civil agencies such as the
Department of State, FBI, and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) began to participate in
the activities of USCIB and the JOP of the Army and Navy. (The National Security Act of
1947 established the CIA on 18 September 1947, superseding the CIG.) As members of
USCIB, however, they participated only as observers in the activities of the Joint Intercept
Control Groups and the Joint Processing Allocation Group. From 1946 to 1949, these
committees of USCIB and the CJO were the primary mechanisms available to the
intelligence consumers for expression of their intelligence priorities and specific
requirements for COMINT information.%®

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

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

Under the JOP, the primary vehicle for the dissemination of COMINT to consumers was
the published translation or bulletin, issued in a standard format prescribed by the JPAG.*?
The Army and the Navy generally issued separate bulletins on their respective military
and naval targets. Bulletins on joint-interest targets were published as joint Army-Navy
products. Within this overall framework also existed a number of separate reporting
series for major categories of information such as Soviet COMINT. As provided in the BRUSA
Agreement, bulletins were exchanged with GCHQ.*®

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

During this period, any evaluative process or further dissemination of COMINT became
the responsibility of each consumer. Generally, th