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\/ ABSTRACT

This study examines the United States Army's activities in psychological
and unconventional warfare during and after World War II to determine the im-
petus for, and origins of, the formnal 'special warfaref‘capability created in
1952 with the e;tablilhment of the Pasychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg,
North Careclina.

R
Vs Rasearch for the study was conducted at the Duke University library, the

’Qrchives and library of the US Army John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assist
ance, the US Army Military Histcry Institute, the US Army War College library,
the (S Army Center cf Military History, the Federal Records Center, anﬂ the
Nationél Archives. Enmphasis was plac~d on original documents in the Joint
Chiefsiof.Staff and War Departinent General Staff/Department of the Army files
for the 1961~5ﬁ period. Ferscnal interviews were slso conducted with selected

individuals at the Center fcr Mi{li*=ry Ass{stance and the Army War College.

AN

H,:ﬁ With ths impetus of the Korean War, heightening cold war tensions, and

the persistent pressures of Secretary of the Army Frank Pace,‘Jt., the Arwy cre-
ated an unprecedeated staff organization in early 1951: the Office of the Chisf
of Pnychological Warfare (OCPW). Under'BrigAdier General Robert A. McClure, tﬂe
OCPW‘guided the build-up of psycholegical warfare and formulated plans for the
creation of an oréanization unique in the Army's history: the 10th Spacial
Forces Group., Designad to organizet train, and sunrpo-t indigehoua'pernonnel in
behind-tha-1l1aes resigtance activities “o Pretard® a Soviet {invasion in Burope,
the Group's true hisrorical forerunner--contrary to the officlal lineage of

Special Frrces--was the Office of Strategtc Services, not the Rangers or the
~ .
N ~‘.{"',~l‘ Fl
T
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lst S;‘cinl Service Force. To provide thﬁ necessary training, materiel, and
doctrinal support for both uncomvantional and psychological vnr,f;ar.‘».. McClure
corvinced the Arny to establish the psychological Warfars Center at Fort
lrigg, North Csrolim\ Bccauu psychological warfare had & foml l{ueage

and ‘therefore #uccr T:copCmce by the Army—«hich momutto 14l warfare
did not cnjoy--Spccid l“'orcu was brought 1nco axistence under the auspices
o!, and lubordinlce to paychologi.cnl warfare, !xcu Horld War II to early
1953 Hccluru provided t : continuity, expertise, and vision that was so es-
u‘ntial.‘:o' crestion of the GC™W, Speciil Forces, and the Psychologicsl Warfare
cd:hfer;; "MeClure's con:étbutic—na have go.e uhrcc@dzd. but his legacy ls
clear: the fq..mdntion't::ﬁat he laid was bu'lt upon {n the 196)"s when "apecial
wu'faro";vu. expanded tct encompasa counterinwurgency, and the Centur at fott,
Btagg‘ remains to this dc"gy. His athievements ware not easily attained: in ad-
dition to rivalry with it'hé MMr Force and CIA, priycholegical and unconventional
varf;ra were tolativel?/ new, “out-of-the-malnstre:m”" activities that en-
cpunterld resistance c;.dl h-ck of understanding during a period of budgetary and
minpowct const'riintu. ;'ll‘ha manner in which psychological and uncoiwentional
‘warfare evolved from 1941 uncil their union as a f.omal. Army u‘pabiiity in
1952 suggests a theme that runs throughout the history of special wvarfare:

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

and organizations of an unconventional nature. _ -
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PREFACE

My original intentiwi:h this study was to analyze how the United States
Army, which was developed to fight econventional wars, evolved inatitutionally
after World War II to cope with the demands of low-intensity werfare. The
primary focus for this investigation was to be the evolution o the Army's
Joha F. Rennedy Center for Military Assistance at Fort Bragg, Noth Carolina,
f:oﬁ tts incention in the early i950's th-ough the Vietnam years. I still
interd, as a foliow-on projest, to accoaplish that original goal; my pra-
lirinery -asearch, hcwever, resealed that the story of how and why rhe Aruwy
decided to undertake such a ques* in ghe fifst plece has not beon adequately
told. This study is intended to fi{ll that vo'd in our military hlstory.
Specifically, {r examines the Army's activities in psychological and unconven-

tional warfare during and after World War II to detevmine the impetus for, and

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

establishment of the Psychological Warfare Center (later the Center for Mili-
tary Assistance). An understanding of these historical roots should provide
a more enlightened perapective from which to as3ess the subsequent evolﬁtion of
"sprcial warfare" in the Army. |

I am indebted to Professor Y. B. Holley of.Duke University for initially
auzgesting this topic and far his covstructive advice, particularly during the
conceptual pl.ase. Tﬁe conments aad insichts provided on the Butiine and manu-
script by my meuvor, %rofeséor Theodore Ropp of Duke, were invaluabis. The
long talks with Prelessor John K. Mahon, Unriveraity of Florida, duriag hie

year with the US Army riilitary History Institute, ware most anpreciated, aw

[v]




were the cmnﬁs on the manuscript by Professor Rarold Deutsch of the Army
War College faculty. For their expert, willing assistance duri:;g my research,
I am particularly in;iebted to ¥illiam Cunliffe and Ed Reese of the National
Arciives, Miss Hannah Zeidlik of the US Army Canter of Military History, Miss
, Joyce Bnkin and Dr. Richard Sommers of the Military Eutotyv Institute, and
Mrs. Bererly Lindcey of ths John F. Kennedy Center for !ﬂ.litury Assistance.

My -i.necu gnti:uch goes to my wifc, Theresa, for hor paticncc, initistive,
and choroua\}:ly professional typing of tha _mmulcr:lpt. ‘Mr. Paul Taborn, The . .
Adjutailt Gct;&pal'a Office, Department of the Army, was most understanding and
hefpful in the interageoncy processing of my personal notes and documents taken
’fr_om the Natiorva'l Archives, and of the final manun'cript. In the final
amlyaib; timely cmpletion of the 's:ud); would not have been possible without
the encouragerent, a'ssiacancé, and ,envirom\;ent need’ed for a saricus research
affort which were provided by the Army War College a'nd Strategic Studies
Institute. |

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

better :han anyone vwhat sacrifices have beean required.

A. B. P., Jr.

by

Carlisle, Pennsylvania
November 1979

{
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CHAPTER ]

INTRODUCTI

ON

In the first half of the twentieth I:tury, American leaders employed

United States armed forces in support of
tional warfare” against the organized, uni
though the size and nature of the forces s

and Korea, the United States Army iun all o

rican foreign policy in "conven-
fo.med forces of enemy nations. Al-
o employed varied in two world wars

f thesc conflicts performed its

role with regularly orgenized divisions and wiihout the use of nuclear weapons.

Whether infantry, mechanized infantry, arm[rqd, or airborne, the division was
o

the basic fotﬁat:ion of the Army, the key
strength was measured in conventional war.

military leaders began to consider other f

ganization in terms of which
After World War II, political and

orms of conflict in which American

forces cbnce:l.vably might be engaged. Organization, equipment; and doctrine

were reexamined in view of the possibility

of a nuclear war, but: in this

process the division remained a fundamental military orgamization. Simultane-
|

ously, a few thinkers begsn to consider thie possibility of having forces

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

war, below that of conventional war; a ca

bility, in short, to conduct guer-

rilla, or "unconventional warfare." Reguler divisions were naver designed o

equipped for unconventional warfare; special units, training, and doctrine

would be necessary for such a task.
In 1952 the Army created the first £

in its history, the 10th Special Forces G1

[2]

ormal unconventional warfare force

oup, assigned to the Psychological
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Warfare Center, an institution created that same year at Fort Bragg, North
Carolina. From that year to the present time, this institutiorn, known con-
secutively as the Psycholozical Warfare Center, The Special Warfare Center
(1956), and finally the John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance (1969),
constituted the headquarters for Army schools and units ogieuted toward:
"special warfare."

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

"in 1962 as "a term used by the Army to embrace all military and paramilitary

measures and activities related to unco—.entional warfare, counterinsurgency,

~ and psychological warfare."1 Unconventionel warfare primsrily'éncompaased

guerrilla type operations a~d subversion, to be carried out within enemy or
enemy-controlled territory bykpredominately indigenous persoanel, but sup-

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

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

United States alcme or in conjunction with a legal govermnment to prevent or
eliminate subversive insurgency. ~Fina11y, psychological warfare dealt with
communication, boti. spoken and written; it encompassed those activities planned
and conducted to influence the opinions, emotions, attitudes, and béhavi¢r of
the enexy, the indigenous populétion, and neutral or friendly foreign groups

in such a way as to support thg accemplishment of United States objectives.z.

Unconventicnal warfare, counterinsurgency, and psychological warf-ve, then,

comprise& the key elements of special warfare, a concépt succinctly stated by

loffice, Chief of Information, Department of the Army, Svwecial Warfare,
U.S. Army (Washington, 0.C., 1962), p. 55.

1bid., pp. 8f.; The Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dictionary of U.3. Military
Terms for Joint Usage, Washington, D.C., August 19488.

—. o
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Secretary Stahr as including the cupability to fight “as guerrillas as wall

 as gpainst guerrillas and also iavolves the employment of psychological de- '

vices to undernine the enemy's will te ruut."1

Secretary stlht'l words were spoxen in the esrly 1960's when speciel
varfare, then symbolized by the Special Forces “Green Berets,” reachad its
zenith under the Kennedy admiﬁilcration. In the late 1960's and 1970's, .
special warfare changsd somewhat in form and emphasis, and re~eded ian impor-
tance vitbin.thc Army. The student of special warfsre history might be ex-
cused for noting that the more ;ce‘nt period is reminiscent of the 1950's,

when special warfare as a concept struggied for survival. The: story of spe-

© .cial warfara is a story of the Amy, hesitantly and reluctantly, groping with

concepts of an "unconvent:iqnnl" natuce.

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

‘ onic existence in the early 1950's, one must grapole with the quesstions of

how and why it all began. An examination of the organization cf the Psycho-.
logical Warfare Center upon inception in 1952 reveals that its major subor-
dinate eiements-~the Psychological Warfare School (divided into: psychological

operations snd special forces instructional departments), the 6th Radio Broad-

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

of the three componeats of special warfare; that is, psychological and uncon-
ventional warfare.? The third componént, counterinsurgency, did not join the

lexicon of spacial warfare until the 1960's and United States involvement in

lgpecial Warfare, U.S. Army, p. 5.

2Memorandum Number 14, Headquarters, The Psychological Warfare Canter,
?ort Braza, Morth Carolina, 12 November 1962, "Organization and Fun<ctions

ToSSs

Menual, Headquarters, The Psychological Warfare Centar.”
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Scuthaast Aatuf Apparently, {n the 1952 organization of the Port Bragg center,
Psychological warfare occupied a position of ascendancy over urconventional
varfare; after all, it was the P:xchological Warfare Zenter and the Paycho-
logical Warfare Sc.col. This suspicfon of the apparent dominance of p,ycho-
logical warfare s sirengthened by a perusal of the official unclassified
literature of the day, particularly the semf{annual Department of Defense re-
rorts for 1952-52. The January 1 to January 30, 1952, report, for cxlupli,
while highlightin§ the establishmens of the Psychological Warfare Canter,
makes no mentfon of the concomitant creation of the 10th Special Forcas Group,
the first urit of its type in che Aréy'. Hilcory.1

These obocrvn:ion-.lond to some ve plexinz: quentions cbnccrntng the
origins of special warfars which are not adaqu-tely sansverad by starting one's
investigat{or with the year 1952, ‘Why, {n 19’ ., did the Army decide, for the
first time 15 his history, to develop the formal beginningn of a npecial war-
fare capabtlit; by eateblishing the Psychologicsl Warfare Center &t Fort
Bragg? Uhat vere the roots, or historical antecedents, of bnychulogical and
uncorvent ‘onal wﬁxfare in Uﬁited States A-my o ~Ariance, and why were there
concepts physically embodisd in the mume locatien {n 19527 finsl!y, why, in
torga of priorit, and emphas{s, was prychologteal warfare apparent}y ascandant
over uncon;!ntimnnl warfars? In shers, what were -the pre~1952 roots of the:
Peycholrgical Warfare Centey ardd, concomitantiy, the origine of specifal warfare
tn the Untrad Sraves Avmy Y In order to SUgee st A mare compiste snswer to
these quertionw *han Fromently exigtg, this rtudy will trace (he historical

N . A . s i 4 4

V.S, Derart wans of Y fenge Seefpnneal Reo Yt of thae Secretary Lf
Defaman and the Sesmfanmng? Farnrtn of the Secretary of t“ﬂ Arom | Se ey elary

“ef the Yooy Arcretary of the A{r Force, 1 Taruary th-opugh 50 June 1an2,

Washingzon, D Coy p.o 92
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roots of psychological and uncom’nntiétul varfare from World War II to cre~

ation of the ?qcbologtcil Warfare Ceater In 1952.

*



CHAPTER I
PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE IN WORLD WAR II

With the outbreak of World War II, the United States had virtually no
organized capability to condu-t psychological and unconventional warfare un-
til President Roosevelt established the Coordinator of Information {COI) on
July 11, 1941, and at the same time designated Colonel William J. Donovan as

the first director. Thus was begun a bold idea, for through COI and itg suc-

.cessor, the Office of Strategic Services (0Ss), the U.S. began "its first

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

lated jactivities under the aegis of a centralized iutelligence ngency."1

The Coordinator of Informa*i{on

Jcot.fcally, the creation of COI was in large measure due to recommenda-

tions ltamming from bDonovan's fact- -finding trips to the Middle East and
BritaiL vhere he had been {mpressed bv the British method of combining (in
agonciea called the Political Warfare Executive {PWE] and the Special Opera-
tions Executive [SOE]) propaganda efforts and tha "unorthodox' operations of
nabota?e, subversion, and gerrilla warfare. He had been {mpressed as well

with t$e'ﬂr1t!uh system of intelligence and counterintelligence, as conductasd

by the4r Secret Intelligence Service (SIS), and thefr ability to coordinate
!
|

Warmit Ponseval £, War Perort of tha (33, vol. 1 (New York: Walker and

Cr,mpn:‘ri, 197%), n. 5, :rmwmmm Branch, Anm‘llifenrr Diviafon, WIXIS, The

Pentagan, Wasaninaton, D.C., Octoher 1946, "A Syllabus of Psychological War-

fare," p. 27, Cnrey Ford, Dﬂnmean of 0.5.8. (Roston: Little, Broam and Com-

pary, I970), pp. 335f. :
|

(71
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inteliigence activities with pcychologidal wvarfare and ipecial operations.

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

‘to centralize the intelligence gatﬁered by several uncoordinated ocffices in

Washington, as well as combining the functions of psychological warfare and
special operations, on tbn British model.1

According to Donovan's biographer, Corey Ford, the President welcomed
“the suggestion of a single agency which would serve as & clearinghouse for
all intelligence, as well as an organ of counterpropaganda and & training cen-
ter for what were euphemisticilly called 'special operations.'" As so often
happens to tho;e who recommend measures of a far-reaching nature, Donovan was
"i{nvited" by the President to head ;he agency which he had propoeed.z Ini-
tially COI contained two major divisions, Research and Analysis (R&A) and the
Foreign Information Service (F1S), plus secret intelligence and‘sabotage
branches that were of a training nature only prior to U.S. entry into the war.
Dr. William L. Langer, a Harvard historian, became director of R&A. an office
designed to evaluate ali incomiqg intelligence. The psychological warfare
division of COI was FIS, headed by Robert E. Sherwood, a playwright and confi-
dant of President Roosevelt.3 As William F. Daugherty has written, the FIS
"undertook to syread the gospel of democracy . . . and to explain the objec-
tives of th& United States throughout the world except fin Latin Ameticn."a

To carry out these aims, FIS selected information from the wire sarvices to be

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

lpord, Donovan of 0.3.S., pp. 91, 106f., 110. 21btd., p. 108.

3Ibid., pp. 110f.; Roosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, vo. 1, pp. 9, 31.

4yi111an E. ‘Daugherty ard Morris Jannwitv, A Psychological Wari -= Case-

book (Baltimore: Thae Johns Hopkins Press, 1958), p. 127.

~
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transmitted in several languages. After Pearl Harbor, Sherwood's organiza-
‘tion broadcast more than three hundred fifteen-minute programs a week in
Europe ard Asia.l

Donovan's all-encompassing concep: of psychological warfsre was of
crucial importance.' The fira* stage was to be."intelligence penetrntion;" with
the results precessed by research and analysis made available for strategle
planning and propaganda. Donovan called propaganda the "arrow of initiai
penetration,” and believed that it would be the first phase in oﬁerationl
against an enemy. The next phase would be special operations, in the form of
sabotage and subversion, to be followed by commando raids, guerrilla action,
and behind-the-lines resistance movements. All of this rapresented the

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

\

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

conventional unit.operations, and thereby "forge a new instrument of war."?
To carry out this concept effectively, Donovan felt that the COI should

be made a supporting agency of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), the latter
having been created in February 1942. _First of all, the military services'
de facto control over perscnnel and material resourcesvmade it necessary, he
believed, to place CCI under JCS authiority. Pragmatically, he realized that
the 20I's varied secret activities could not be carried out Qithouc con-
currénce and support from theater commanders, and also that these lctivitie;
shOJla be closely coordinated with conventiona!l military operations. Unsuc-

censfully, he argued for several months with Roosevelt for COI to be brought

—

YFord, Donovan ot U.5.5., p. 124.

lkooaevelt, War Report of the 0SS, vol. 1, p. 16.

4 o s 1 e o
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under the JCS, and for FIS foreign propaganda to be more closely coordinated

with intelligence activities of the military .crvicnl.l

0SS and OWY.

The comprah?r,ivo nature of ponovam'n concept of piycpologicfl warfare .
was hot shared by cvéryon-, however. for less than a year after COl's crea-
tion, on June 11, 1942, P?plidcnt Rgoaevclt ordered ths FIS be ¢ransferred to - ‘e
the newiy cﬁtabliahod Office of War Information (OWI). By the same exrgufivc
order, Roosevelt also dissolved the COI and supplanted ig Qich a4 new organizea-
tion, the Office of Strategic Services (0SS), with Donovan continuing as its
heacl.2 The change, however, did include putting 08S under the JCS, as recom-
mended by Donovan on June 8.3 In effect, as Edward Hymoff succinctly statas;’
"COI became 0SS and FIS became a division of the Offica of War Infotmgtion.“a

RooseVelt'i decision to reorganize the psychological warfare effort ap-
parently had several motivations. First, the increasing number ox government
information agencies created problems of ovefali coordination, so that there
was a need to consolidate wartime inférmation and'plychological warfare ac-
tivitieg.s There was glso growing recognition éhlt COI had become unwieldy,

and the President preferred that United States wartime propaganda be separated

lwflligm R. Corson, The Armies of Ignorance (New York: The.Dial Press,
.1977), pp. 182f£.; Roosevrelt, War Report of the 0SS, vol. 1, p. 20.

ZFord, Donovan of 0.5.S., pp. 127f., 337; Roose:clt, wlr‘chort of the
0Ss, vol. 1, pp. 26f.; Corson, The Armies of Ignorance, p. 182.

3Rooseve1t, War Report of ths 0SS, vol. 1, p. 26.

QEdvard Hymoff, The 0SS in Worid War II (New York: Baltimore Books,
1972), p. 46. : .

5Ford, Donovan of 0.8.S., p. 176.
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from strategic intelligence and subversive operations, racher than combined. i
Then there was the problem of Personalities, for Donovan and Sherwood had dif-
ferent views on the Prcper role of FIS as a part of COI. According to Corey
Ford, "Colonel Donovan believed that, once a state of war existed, the propz-
ganda arm should be exploited as a weapon of deception and subversion, and
‘lhould be under military supervi eion," while Ro“ert Sherwood, Chief of FIs,
"held that propaganda broadcasts should stick scrupulously to the facts, and
let the truth eventually prevail " Sherwood, who believed tha™ "the American
image overseas would suffer . -« 1f we emulated Axis methods and resorted to
lies and deceit,” also thought that FIs should remain undervcivilian direction,
and clashed with Donovan over his proposals to put €21 and FIS under JCS
Jurisdiction. These differences of views were hardening into perscnal
animoéi:y between the two men, and since both Donovan and Sherwood had the
respect of the President, he evidently felt that it would be wise to separate
their responsibilities.? Perhaps the most important factor, however, was the
opposition of Harold b. Smith, the Director of the Budget, who submitted a
memorandum to the President on March 7, 1942, Proposing a reorganization of
war information services which resulted in the formation of the‘OWI 3 Thus,
for a variety of reasons, the President ghifted the major responsibilities for
psvchological warfare to the newly created OWT.

Establighment of the OWI, nowever, neither solved all the problems of

ymofs, The 0SS in World War 11, p. 70.

zPord Donovan of 0.5, S., pp. 124f. ; Roosevelt, War Report of the 0S8s,
p. 19; Corson The Armies of Ignorance, p. 183,

3Roogeve1t War Report of the 0SS, pp. 26-28; Corson, The Armies of
Ignorance, pp. 184 186.
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'coor&ination nor delimited responsibilities for psychological warfare, even
with a highly respected CBS reporter like Elmer Davis as its first director.
Though most of the existing information services were transferred to (WI,

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

. Donovan had fought to keep FIS undér his direction {n COI, but, having lost

thaﬁ battle, he continued to assume some psychologicnlvwarfate functions for
the 0SS. Ev:ncualiy, however, Fhe lines of responsibility were more clearly
drawn and a;cepéed by the two agencies. In addition to itQ intelligence and
special operations activities, the 0SS retainred responsibility f&r "black"
propaganda opera:iong (1.0;, information issued from a concealed or falsified
source), which were essen:iully covert activities desiéned to lower the
enemy's mofaleil ‘

The. OWI, on the other hand, controlled all propaganda in the United
States, and all "white" propaganda (i.e., informafion, official or otherwise,
plainly issued from a'knbwn source) outside the United States, with the ex;
ception of the Western Hemisphere, which remained a responsibility of the
Office of Coordihatbr of Inter-Ameticaﬁ Affairs (CIAA) in thevStaﬁe Depart-
nent.z In March 1943, another presidential executive order more clearly
identif;ed OWI's responsibilities for conducting fote;gn information and overt
pr;paéanda operations, and also decreed that its activities be coordinated

with plané of the miiitary services.3

lpaul Linebarger, Psychological Warfare (New York: Duell, Sloan, and
Pearce, 1954), p. 93; Bymoff, 0SS in World War II, p. .70; Daugherty and Jano-
witz, Casebook, p. 128; "A Syllabus of Psychological Warfare,'" op. cit., p. 2;
Ford, Donovan of 0.S.S., pp: 126-128.

zLinebarger, Paychological Warfare, p. 93; Daugherty and Janowitz, Case-
book, p. 128; Corson, Armies of Ignorance, p. 185.

3Daugherty and Jenowitz, Casebock, p. 129.
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The Army's Psychological Warfare Branch

When the Buropean war broke out, the Army, like other agencies, was i11-
prepared to understand, much less plan for and conduct, psychological warfare
activities. LCuring World ﬁat I, it had given token recognition to the {m-
portance of this field hy establishing the Psycholngical Warfare Sub-Section
of G-2 in the War Department, and the Propaganda Section, G-2, GHQ, AEF, but
from 1918 to 1941 no psychological warfare office existed st the War Depart-
ment, so the lessons of experience were lost. By 1941 there was only one of-
ficer on the War Department staff with psychological warfare experience from
the previous war. This was Colonel Charles H. Mason who, as Chief of the In-
telligence Branch, Military Intelligence Division (MID) from November 1940 to
July 1941, attempted to reestablish a branch within the division for psycho-
logical warfare planning and operations. His attempts were in vain,.however,
and Mason "complained tha:: his efforts were met with indifference and opposi-
ticn within the wWar Depertment."l

The first positive steps toward creation of a psychological w;rfarc

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

recently appointed Assistant Secretary of War. Influenced by the effectiveness_

of German propaganda, he suggested in June 1941 that a special study group be
organized by Brigadier General Sherman Miles, Acting Assistant Chief of Staff,
G-2, to plan for future psychological warfare operations.2 Mr. McCloy's ac-

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

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

21b4d., p. 290.
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history of special warfare--vhe incervantion by important jovernmental 2ivil-
ians to prod hesitant and cantious Army uniformed leaders 1ntd taking action
on concepts of an "uncoaventional' nature.
The special group suggested by Mr. McCloy was established on June 25,

1941, as the Psychologic Branch, with Lieutenant Colonel Percy Black as its
chief. A great deal of secrecy surrounded its creation, but, curiously;
Colonel Mason, the only officer with World War I psychol?giéal warfare experi-
ence, was not even informed of its existence. Black's initial stuly examined
all agencies--official andvprivate--engaged in psychological iwformatiop or
propaganda and concluded that '"thers was no effort to'scﬁdy the etrfect of
propaganda on various groups, or relate propaganda plans to thé plans of the
military high command." Some of the activities of this embryonic office in-
cluded: 1liaison with the Foreign Monitoring Broadcast Service, FCC, ﬁo ob-
tain daily and weekly summaries of foreign broadcastu;‘th; completion of sur-
veys for the Office for Coordination of Commercial and Cultural Relations,
and‘for the Council for Democracy; initiation of a weekly telegram service
to military missions with a brief summary of national defense progréss; and

2 purchasing of copies of Newsweek and Life for distribution to selected
missions in Europe to couateract the pictorial propaganda of Germany.1 As
can be seen, these initial efforts by the Army in paycholﬁgical warfare were
rathér modest in scope.

Shortly after its inception, the name of the ®sychologic Branch was

changed to the Special Study Group, primarily because of the strict gecurity
concerning existence of the'organizacion. An advisory committee of civilian

professional psychologists felt that it was inadvisable to use terms like

11bid., pp. 291f.
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"propaganda," "control of opinion," and “psychiatrv " thys the name Special

Study Group "would be far less revealing than any references to psychology
or propaganda." Again, in March 1942, the name was changed to Psychological
Warfare Branch, G-2, primarily beczause the growing number of personnel in-
volved made strict secrecy difficult nﬁd because thir same secrecy impeded
coordination with other offices. Colonei Black was succeeded by Colonel
Oscar M. Solbert, who remained chief of the branch.until July 26, 1942. His
successor was Colonel Charles C.lBlnkeney, who continued as chief until dig-
solution of the branch in December 1942.1
The Special Study Group/Psychological Warfare Branch cont{nued and ox-

panded upon theltype activities begun under the fsychologic Branch. One

of its most important and tangible prbj;cta #as the production of a daily
analysis of Axis propaganda, of which over 309 issues wera circulated for
guidance to the Office of Facts and FPigures, Office of Coordinator of Inter-
American Affairs, National Broadcasting Corporation, and the Bureau of Publfc
Relations. Since the war Department did not control radio broadcasting, the
Branch was,limited to méking suggestions. These variz.: from items to be in-
cluded in speeches by the Chief of Staff to broadcacts with a definite objec-
tive, :he latter béing glven to COI. Tke Branch also participated in planning

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

Propagarde Bulletin to record lessons learned and recent activities for dis-‘
tritution both in Washington end to the military theaters.
In December 1942, the firat psychological warfara units were created,

with the formatton of the 1lst and 2nd Radio Service Sections, each with an

1Ibid., PP. 293f.; Linebarger, Paychological Warfere, pp. 93f.; A Syl-
labug of Psychological Warfare," p, 29,
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auchoriz;d strength of thrse officerz and thirty-nine enlisted men. Together
the two formed the lst Combat Propagcnda Company. When the Psychological War-
fare Branch was dissolved on December 31, 1942, the company was transferred
from the Military Intelligence Service (MIS) to 082, then back to MIS on March
2, 1943. At this point, the company was reorganized into combat propag-nda
teams with radio transmitters, sound trucks, and language personrel, thean sent
to Europe for utilization.l ‘ '

Concurrent with, awi related to, the activation of the Combat Propa-
ganda Teams vas the development of a Draft Training Manual, "Combat Propaganda ‘
Company," in the autumn of 1942. An existing pamphlet, "Mil’tary Intelligence
Propaganda--Confidential," written by Major ¥. M. Robinett in December 1940,
was ugsed as its foundation. ‘The manual proved to be quite useful in prﬂyiding
organizaéional principles for the prop¢, ida companies formed in Europe during
1943 to 1945.2 The activities of the Special Studies Group/Psychological War-
fare Branch during 1941-42, then were varied but relatively low-level in na-

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

Dissolution of the Psychological Warfare Branch

‘ Dissolution of the Army's Psychological Warfare Branch in December 1942
was inextricably tied to the problem of defining psychological warfare--which
persisted throughout the war--and to the interagency battles and coutusion over
responéibili:ies in this relatively new field. JCS had created a Joint Psycho-

logical Warfare Committee (JPWC) in March 1942 (JCS 12), to plan psychclogical

luy History of the Militery Intelligence Divisiou," pp. 305, 309f.;
Roosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, p. 213.

Zup History of the Military Intelligﬁnce Division," pp 310-312.
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varfare in combat theaters and enemy-controlled areas. This comnittee was re-
constituted on June 21, 1942 (JCS 68), after the 0SS and OWI were estaﬁlished
as two separate agencles. Membership was made up of general and flag offlcers
from the Army's G-2, the Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI), the War Depart-
ment General Staff (WDGS), the Coumander-in-Chief, v.S. Fleet, and Donovan
a8 chairman. Established at the.aame time was a Joint Psychological Warfare
Subcommittee (JPWSC), a Supporting Committee on Fsychological Warfare within
0SS, and a Joint Psycholbgical Warfare Advieory Committee . (JPWAC),. with
Donovan as chairman. The latter committee was formed for the specific purpose
of coordinating the sctivities of other agencies outside the Jurisdiction of

the JCS which were involved in aspects of psychological varfars, such as

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

Wallace's Bcard of Economic Warfare (BB), the oI, and the-Staéa Departmentﬂl
One of the first tasks of these various committees was the problem of
defining psychological warfare, and to th;t end a "Basic Estimate of Psycho-
logic~1 Warfare" was prepared by the 0SS Supporting Committee and ultimately
approved by the JPWC on September 7. The fine hand of Doﬁovan may be geen in
the definition contained in this Basic Egtimate, for according to it warfare

was

the coordination and use of all means, including moral and physical,
by which the end ig attained--other than those of recognized military
operations, but including the psychological exploitation of the re-

economic capacity to do so; which terd to depriva the enemy of the sup-

port, assistance or sympathy of his gllies or associates or of neutrals,
or to prevent his acquisition of such support, assistance, or sympathy;

or which tend to create, maintain, or increase the will to victory of

1Roosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, pp. 97f.; Corson, Armies of Iznprance,
p. 199; A History of the Military Intelligence Division," pp. 312f%.
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our own people and alliee and to acquirs, maintain, or to increase
the support, assistance and sympathy of nautrals.

The Basic Bstimate further specified 9ropagnﬁda, lubvcriion. combat
propaganda companies and intelligence secured by rclinxch and cspionage as the
tools necessary to carry out this broad ccncept of psychological v:rtazo.l
Although the 0SS Supperting Committee had spent six mouths trying to davolop‘
a saleable definition, the JPWC, after having approved it, did not forward
the B;nic Estimate tuv the JCS for approval as a doctrine n:a:cm@nt.z

This difficulty over arriving at an acceptable d;finition of psycho-
logical virfnre was also linked to the problems 0SS encountered while trying
to find its niche as a new agency. As the War Xeport of the O3S states: "A
contributing fac:o; to the whole situation wauv & definite resentment of 0SS,
as such, which found its atronéest expression in Donovan's colleagues on the
JPWC. This resentment seemed to be based, in part, upon tbe fact that 0SS was
a civilian agency, and, in éart, upon the position of OSS as an agency of the
JCS and fear that it might encroarh upon the functions of G-2 and/or ONI."3
At any rate, the axisting psychologic;l warfare committee system proved to be
ponderous, confusing, and‘genardlly unworkable.

Finally, on December 23, 1942, the JCS moved to improve thg situation by
issuing JCS 155/4D, which abolishea the Jchland designated 0SS as being re-
sponsible for "planning; ﬁeveloping, coordinating, and execuzing the milifary
program of paychological warfrre," and for "the compilation of such political,

pscychological, sociological and aconomic informaction as may be required by

IRoosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, p. 99.

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

3Rooaeve1t, War Report of the 0SS, p. 101,
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military operations.n! Concurre~- sith the reorganizaticn of the psycho-
logical warfare mackinery of the JCs was a decision by the Arny c; abolish
its Psychological Warfare Branch, as announced by Military Intelligence
Service Memo 147, 31 December 1942, for "since the Office of Strategic Serv-
ices was Tesponsible for Propeganda, there &vpeared to be no need for the
Branch,"?2 Letar, as will be seen, a reed was found for 'a peychological war-
fare branch on the Army Staff, and.it vas reactivated. But at this point
the Army's participation in piychologicnl warfare, at least {n the Washington
Arena, appeared to be minimal.

Such was not the case oversesas, however, for the JCS 155/40, which had
precipitatzd the demise of the Army'a Psychological Warfare Branch, also gave
Theater Commanders control of paychologica! v;rfare in thelr Jurisdictionsl
areas.’ In ¢ffect, *he War Denartment, ss Payl Linaburgér states, constdered
"the thesters {n rhi; respect as autonomous, and [left] to the respective
Theater Douzanders the cdefinition of their relationship with oWl and 058, and

their ugy ~¢ each."é

Theater Paychologtcal Warfsre
Must i the Army's operational work n psychological warfare “ag (here-
fore daue 37 the theator level, whore the veaponsible organfration was normally
desigratad 34 4 Paychelowical Warfare Byanch (fWR). The lnréth of thease, the

PUR at Ali¢s0 FPoreag Headgaastprg (FRR/AFY) . was acifvated {n North Africa in

Novermher [S00 ) at ta cdera of Cennyal Flaenhower, then Later expanded fn
‘~
‘J“x*' \ p |I)
\ ‘
A Hlatary of epe Military Imtelli{gnnre Dviaton,” o, 914, jlhid.
ra

e, Pepelelogieal Sarfare, po 97,
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Pebguary‘1966 to the Pnycbologicallwnrflra Divicisn, Suprems Busdquarters,
Allied Expaeditionary Force (PWD/SHAEF). General Eisenhower created PWD be-
cause as Supreme Coumander for all allied military activities in Western: ‘
Europe, he desired to bring under his control the iyriad of Amcrican and

British sgencies attempting to conduct psychological warfare activities in

the theater.l As for a definition of psychological varfare, PID/SHAEF de~

scribed it as "the dissemination of propaganda designed to undermine the
enemy's will to resist, demoralize his forces and sustain fha morale of our
aupporterl."z With this definition, thin( and the ovorall~objccttvc of con~
trolling and coor&tnattng pasychological Qarfarc in the area of Continental
Europe controlled by the Supreme Commander, the specific missions of PWD were:

(a) To wage psycholegical warfare against the enemy.

(b) To use the various media available to psychological war-
fare to sustain the morale of the people of friendly nations oc-
cupied by the enemy and to cause the peoplo of these countries to
acquiesce in the wishes of the Supreme Commander.

(¢) To conduct so-called conmolidation propaganda operations
in liberated friendly countries. [Consolidation propsganda vas
that directed toward
a military force and designed to insure compliance with the instruc-
tions promulgated by the commander of the occupying force.]

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

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

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

lhe Psychological Warfare Divisfon, Supreme Headquarters, Allfed Expedi-
tinnary Force, "An Account of {ts Opsrations {n the Weatern BRuropean Campaign,
1944-45" (Bad Homburg, Germany, Octcber 1945), pp. 17-19; Brigadier Caneral
Robert A. McClurse, "Trends in Army Paychological Warfare,'" Army Information
Digest, February 1952, p. 10.

Historical Records Section, AGD, Referesnce Ald Number 7, ""Records Per-
ta aing to Psychological Warfare in Custody of Historical Recovrde Section,” 8
No.mbar 1949, p. 5, RG 319, P& 091.412 (7 October 1949), F/W 25/2, National
Arc: {ves.

3Paycholog1c13 Warfare Division, "Operations in Western Europe,” p. 13.




B et

L e e by e S 1 e SRR TS 1y AR SN i 9

21

and OWI were important, particularly after D-Day when PWD prepared directives

for both BBC and the OWI stations known as the Amerizan Broadcasting Station

in Europe (ABSIE). Large-scale leaflet operations were carried out by
or aircraft and artillery skills, and propaganda wes alsoc disseninated

front-1ine units through loudspeakara.1

the use

to enemy

The basic Army fiaeld operating unit for psychological warfare was the

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

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

(MIS)

in December 1942 and, after beinyg transferred for s brief period to the 0SS,

they went back to the Army in March 1943. The equipment for these units vas

unlike anything most conventional soldiers had seen. Included were such items

as public address systems, radios, monitoring sets, loudspeakerp, typewriters,

mobile printing presses, and leaflet bombs. Normally they were broken
the separate Army groups and field armies into small teams, often to wr
direct support of front-line comventional combat units. One MRB Compan

mander, Major Edward A. Caskey, described his responsibilities as being

up by
rk in
y com-

con-

cerned primarily with tuctical, or combat, propaganda. His company used short-

range rad{o broadcasts and tactical lesflets printed on the spot, then

livered to enemy lines through the use of mod{fied artillery smoke shel

also maintained prisoner-of-war interrogation teams who worked with o~2i.

Caskey explained: "Both Germans and Italians [prisoners] stated that ¢
tent of the leaflets had greatly influenced their decision. They all {

that they were mostly impressed with the veracity of our leaflets."?

Iihid., p. 17.

de-

ls. He
As
he con-

nsisted

ZAl11ed Foree Readquarters, Pasycholopical Warfare Branch, Memorandum pre-

pared {n Wazhingron, D.C., 26 Navemhor 1643, by Mator Edward A. Caskey,

Com-

warder, 1at MR Company, RG 165 (Whasy, MID (c-2), Propaganda Branch Corres-

pondenre, 19319-4. | POM5, Rox No. 333, National Archives.
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Eventually five such companies were formed in the United States and sent to
Europe to serve under PWD/SHAEF. Although these units wers the result of
rather hgsty 1n§tovisation in 1943 and 1944, the doctrinal and organizational
concepts that they embodied were to reappear in the psychological warfare
units formed later, during the Korean Conflict.l

Taken together, then, there were a number of divuraoﬂorgnniznciont-;n
MWD, civilian and military, that somehow had to be fused into a common psycho-
logical warfare organization. According to an account prepared by the PWD
staff, PWD/SHAEF 'was the first agency, military or civilisam, to éoordinat.
successfully in Westarn Europe the efforts of the numerous silitary and
civilian agencies which had waged Anglo-American psyéhologicnl wvarfare since
the beginning of the war." The Chief of PWD, Brigadier General Robert A.
McClure, was assisted by four deputies, each representing one of the respective
civilian agencies which ccntributed personnel to PWD. Two of these agancies
were American--the OWI and the )SS; and two were Bricish--the Political Intel-
ligence Department of the Foreign Office (PID), and the Ministry of Informa-
tion (MOI). Gene-al McClure's name bears remembering, for, as will be shown
later, hé was‘to figure prominently in establishing the Plyéhologicnl Warfare
Center at Fort Bragg in 1952.2

Not everyone was enamored with PWD operations, of course. After all, it
was a rather strange collection of personnel, equipment, and activities ﬁy

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

1Saul K. Padover and Harold D. Lasswell, "Psychological Warfare,'" Head-
line Series, March 20, 1951, Number 86, pp. 14f.; Daugherty and Janowitz, A

Psychological Warfare Casebook, pp. 131f.; A Syllabus of Psychological Warfare,

pp. 32-43.

2Psychologicai Warfare Division, "Operations (n Western BEurope,™ pp. 13-
17; Daugherty and Janowitz, A Psychologiccl Warfare Casebook, p. 131..
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in August 1943 by the Inspector General, Major General Virgil L. Petefaon, in

vhich he described the PWB in North Africa (forerunner of PWD/SHAEF) ag “a
h‘tnrogen#oul group of some 468 writers, psychologists, economists, linguists,
and world travalers," whose efforts "were somewhat lackirg in coordination and
control, until they were all assembled in one building and placed under com-
mand of an Amarican Army officer." General Peterson went on to conclude his
remarks with the compliment that his Survey Group 'was muéh impressed with the
inaustry and enthusiasm of the people engaged in these psychological warfare
activities," but adced a caveat that displayed tmbivalence toward a new and
different organization: "but does not feel qualified to arrive at any concly-
sions regarding their value to the Theater, or the Army as a whole."!
Professor Paul K. Sadover, a PWD combat intelligence officer;‘recalled that
“at firat PWD was not much appreciated; hard-bitten regular Army men referred
to the peychological warriors as 'feather merchants.'" But later in the war,
the organization's effectiveﬁesa received more respect from "formerly sus-
Picious commanders,' particularly at the tactical 1eve1, where at the end

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

"{t was definitely recognized that the loudspeakers helped to persuade the

'enemy to come over with arms in the air.n?

The Propaganda Branch, ¢-2

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

provided much of the impetus toward evenrual reestablishment of a psychological

~

-~

Lar Department, Office of the Inspector General, Washington 25, D.C.,
Marorandum to the Deputy Chief of Scaff from Major Genaral Virgil L. Peterson,
17 Acuse 1943, gsubjact: Survey of Org:ui:gtiona, Administration, Supply and
Procedurea of the North African Theater of Cperationes, National Archives.

2pudover ard Lasuwell, "Paychological Nar<ire," Headline Series, p. 16.
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war fare branch at the War Dupartment. Generai McClure's deputy, Mr. C. D..
Jackson, OWI, returned to the United States for a visit in June 1943. During
his trip he talked with Mr. John J. McCloy, Assistant Secrefary- of War, who
1;.1961 had displayed the interest in psychological warfare that resulted in
establishment of the Psychologic Branch. Still decply interested in the sub- .
ject, Secretary McCloy proceeded to 3taff some papers left with him by Mr.
Jackson which cont ined a proposal that a central psychological warfare branch.
be established at . he War Department to direct and coordinate the work of the
zﬁut.r wB's.l The slood had been planted.

Prior to chis, oﬁ 9 March 1943, as a result of the continuing difficulty
of trying to delineate clearly the responsibilities of 0SS and NI with rupect
to propngandn, Presidential Executive Order 9312 was iuued. This order gave
OWI responsibility for planning, developing, and executing all foreign propa-
ganda activities "1nvolving the dissemindtion of information," which applied
to open, or "white," propaganda. This action necessitated a revision of JCS
185/4/D, which had given 0SS responsibility for military propaganda.in De-
cember 1942 and which had been the major reason for dissoluntion of the War De-
partment's Psychological Warfare Branch. The revised directive, JCS 155/7/D,
was issued on 4 April 1943 and simply omitted any refefence to OWI and propa-
gmdn.z 'fhuu a major constraint was lifted, albeit one that had been largely
self-imposed, that allowed the Army to recreate a psychological warfal;e branch
in Washington. . | .

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

bey HBistory of the Military Intelligence Division," p. 316.

goosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, pp. 105-107, 213.
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beginning *o have an impact. In addition to proposing that a’central psycho-
logical warfare branch be established at War Department level, the papers
2180 described the system in which propagande pianrning and control were car-
ried out in the Nortﬁ African théatar. In 2n interesting memorandum to
Colonel Otto L. Nelson, Secretary to the Ceneral Staff, Brigadier General
J. E. Hull, Acting As.istant Chief of Staff, Operations and Plans Directorate

. (OPD), commented that "although the value of pfopaganda may not be as great
as its pfoponents claim, it is a recognized instrument of modern war which
can be useful." After this rather ambiva ent endorsement, he went on to state

that the principles coatained in the PWB North Africa papers were sound, and

recommqnded that they be circulated to theater commanders.l This, ia fact,
was accompl;shed~with a letter dated 20 August 1943 to all major commanders
that forwarded the papers 'in the event you desire to establish similar
'agencies." Interestingly, one of the papers signed by Colonel C. B. Hazeltine
strongly advocated a mixed civilian-military team as "a must for maximum ra-
sults in a PWB orgaﬁization."z It was this very civilian influence and in-

. terface that made psychological warfare and unconventional warfare suspect to

many conventional-minded Army officers.

L
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In the meantime, the Previocusly mentioned report by the Ingpector

R e

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

! 1OPD, WDGS, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Colonel J. L. Nelson
. from Brigadier General J. E. Huli, Acting Aszistant Chief of Staff, OPD,

' subject: Organization for Propsganda Plarning, 12 August 1943, OPD 000.24

f (12 July 1943), Section I, Cases 1-39, National Archives.

? 29pGs, The Adjutant General's Office, Washington 25, D.C., Letter to

i all major commanders, subject: Organization for Propaganda Planning, 20
Auguet 1343, AG 031.41% (16 August 1943), filed with OPD 000.24, Sec. I,
Cases 1-39, National Archives.
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a complaint from General McClure "that there was no’corruponding agency es-
tablished in the War Dapartment, through which he could channelize his cor- |
respondence." About this time, the JCS bagan to get into the act by consider-
ing plans to improve coordination at highvlcveh, and to require theaters to
subait definite plans on psychélogicgl warfare. Both'of these matters were
discussed at the August 23, 1943, meeting of the Army's Gcmrgl ICouncﬂ.
General McNarney, the Deputy Chief of St&f, recognized the responsibility of
W1 "for nontbof this work," agd was not prepared to decide "whether or not
the War Department should establish an agency primarily for dealing with
these mattsrs or attempt ‘to coo;dim'.;e by liaison with OWI," thus “a di-

rscted the Operations Division and G-2 to "get together and submit recom-

mendations. vl

The innd:l"ate result of this directive was a report to the Joint Intel-
ligence Committes on 8 September 1943 signed by the Assistant Chief of Staff,
G-2, and the Assistant Chief of Staff, OPD,'\nhich outlined all chev agencies
primarily responsible for preparation aqd dissemination ofb fofeign propas
ganda, and concluded that a War Department agency for control of propaganda
should be established and have a direct channel through JCS to the Combined
Chiefs of Staff (CCS). Recognizing the Army's deficiencies in this area, the
ropdrt." also nofod that "the abolition of the Psychological Warfare Section of
G-2 [in December 1942] has seriously reduced the War Department's ability to
supply appropriate material to propaganda agencies." Finally, the report also

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

lypcs, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, extract from minutes of
Generel Council Meeting, 23 August 1943, OPD 000.24, Sec. II, Cases 40-€1,
National Archives. :

o
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Although the proponents of psywar are prone to exaggerate its im-

portance, the military value of Propaganda in recent operations
involving American forces has been clearly

L e e S

ganda has also been used by our enemies with marxed success. It
: is a powerful weapon_ for influencing men's minds and, therefore,
cannot be neglected.

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

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

psychological warfare branch in the War Departaent was gathering.

By the middle of October, Major General Handy, the C-3, and Major General

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

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

formulation and dissemination of Propaganda plans, Policies, und releases.

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

? ch:ober.2 Tha matter appeared to be settled.

However, there then ensued a period nuriﬁg which both General Strong

and General Handy strenuously avoided acceptance of the new function. In g

memorandum to General Handy on 6 November 1543, General Sﬁrong Attached a

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

Operations Division becanse it "has the Braatest interest in operational propa-

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

e e et e = o

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

1WDGS, Memorandum to Joint Intelligence Committee with incio

: . ‘ by Assistant Chief of Staif, G-2, and Assistant Chief of staff OPD, subject;
1 War Department Propaganda Control Agency,

.24, Sec.
g II, Cases 40-61, National Archives. : :

2VDGS, Memoraridum for the Deputy Chief of Staff, subject:
Warfare/Establishment of Agency for Dealing with Prob
fare, 16 October 1943, opp 000.24, sec. II, Cases 40-

Psychological
lem of Psychological war-
61, National Archives,

T T TR

3WDGS, MID, G~2, Memorandum for Major General T. T. Hand

General George V. Strong, G-2, 6 November 1943, orp 000.24, se
40-61, National Archives.
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10 November that G-3 did have an interest in operational propaganda, but

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

as a member of the Emsrgency Combingd Propaganda Committee and as a Joint
Chief of Security Control gave him close touch with War Department coordina-

tion avd control of prop&ganda.l matter was finally resolved by referral

.back to the qriginal recommendations approved by Gemtﬁl McNarney on 26 Oc-

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

in the Military Intelligence Divisijon (G-2).2 .
This attention to the dialogue between G-2 and G-3 over a new function

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

psychological warfare. General StIff divisions normally do not avoid or

give 4p a function c'onsidergd to be important--if it has "high visibility."

7. reluctance displayed by both Glneral Handy and General Strong to accept

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

many otficers fo be merely a minor|side show in the war effort, is illustra-
tive of a theme that recors contin ally throughout this study~-the stbry of
.a hesitant and reluctant Army, whe faced with concepts of an "ynconventional”
nature. | '

Creation of the new Propaganda Branch in G-2 was formally announced on
November 15, 1943, by Military Intelligence Division Directive Number 78.
During the General Council meeting held the same day, General Kroner, the G-2

representative, pointed out that ths head of peychological warfare activities .

1'WDGS, Operations Pivision, Memorandum for Major General George V.
Strong from Major Ceneral T. T. Handy, Subject: War Department, Propaganda
Branch, 10 November 1945, QPT 000|. 24, Sec. II, Cases 40-61, National Archives.

2up History of the Milit:ary‘ Intelligence Divisiom," pp. 317f.
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in North Africa, Brigadier General McClure, had indicated that there was no

corresponding agency in the War Department to consider psychological warfare

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

ing that "this is indicated as a need for this very important branch."l The
seed planted six months earlier_by General McCiure's deputy in his discussions
with Aﬁaistﬁnt Secretary of War McCloy and by General McClure's own peréonal
statements during the intervening period, had finally borne fruit.

Broadly speaking, the new branch's primary tesponsibility was to co-
ordinate all propaéanda functions for the War Dapartment. More specifically,
it would prepare and disseminate propaganda items for:usa of the OWI, CIAA,
and other nommilitary organizations. The G-2 would be advised by the‘branch
on all propaganda prcblems p?esented by’theater commanders, and propaganda
m#tters brought before the JCS and CCS would be coordinated by War Department
action. . Propaganda plans of the OWI and CIAA would be processed througg the
JCS by the branch. It would coordinate with similar branches in the Navy,
State Department, and otﬁer government departments. Finally, the . ranch chief
was to serve as the Army member of the JCS liaison with OWI and CIAA.ZY

The branch chief selected for this fledgling office was Lieutenant
Colonel John B. Stanlay, who was transferred from the Special Services Divi-

sion. Initially only four officers staffed the branch, but eventually mcre

11b1d., p. 318.

2WDGS, G-2, Memorandum from Major General Strong for Commanding General,
Army Air Forces; Assistant Chief of Staff, Operations Division; Chief, Civi)
Affairs Division and Director, Bureau of Public Relations, subject: Propa-
ganda Section, MID, 23 November 1943. Memorandum attaches copy of MID memo-
randum number 78, 15 November 1943, establishing a Propaganda Branch in the
MID, and requests cooperation and coordination of all addressees. Filed with
OPD 000.24, Sec. II, Cases 40-61, National Archives.
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. were assigned, to include some who had been associated with the old Psycho-
logical Warfare Branch before:its dissolution. Internally, the branch was or-
ganized into Operations and Research and Analysis Sections, and remained
basically in this configuration until May 1945. At this point, upon the recom-
mendation of Lieutenant Colonel Stanley, the function of preparing intelligence
reports based on the analysis of foreign propaganda was transferred to the
Socinlogical Branch, G-2. With this function went most of the Research and
Analysis Section.l
At the end of the war, a few senior officers recognized the need to

build upon the Armyia experience and retain a capability for psychological war-
fare. In a December 1945 letter to the War Department, Major General L. L.
Lemnitzer, then head of the Joint Strategic Survey Committee of the JCS,
stated:

To avoid a repetition of the PWB mistakes we made in World War II

and to take full advantage of the experience gained in that war, I

recommend that a comprehensive study be made of this subject at an

early date with a view of: - '

a. Analysing [ggg] all availuble PWB material of World War 11,
including particularly the PWB reports from the various theaters of
operations to establish sound PWB principles, techniques, organiza-
tion, equipment and procedures for future employment of this weapon.

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

c. ' Examining the feasibility of establishing a small PWB sec-
tion in the War Department to provide continuing study of this sub-
ject, or failing that, to assign this responsibility to an existing

section or agency best prepared to assume it.

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

lvg History of the Military Intelligence Division,~ pp. 318f.

2JCS, Joint Strategic Survey Committee, Letter from Major General L. L.
Lemnitzer, USA, to Lieutznant General J. E. Hull, Operations Division, War De-
partmert, subject: Research and Analysis of PWD Activities in World War 11,
22 December 1945, OPD 000.24, Sec. III, Cases 62~ , National Archives.
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1945 letters had been sent to theater PWB's requesting the appropriate his-
torical materials.l The branch continued in existence until January 1947,
when the responsibility for psychological warfare activirias wes transferred

from G-2 to the Plans and Operations Division.

Axpraisal
It is difficult--i{ aot impossible--to discuss the evolution of Army

experience iu psychological warfare during_ﬂorld War II without taking into
2ccount the impact on it of the major civilian agencies that had an interest
in this activity. Firét,_the Coordinator of Information, then its successor,
the Offica‘of Strategic Services, and, finally, the Office of War Informe-
tion--all had an influence on the Army'n development of a paychological war-
fare capability as they engaged in their interagency ltruggiec to sort out
resnonsibilities in the nev' field. In many respects, it was the confusion
and lack of coordination generated by the Profusion of agencies that forced
the War Department to veestablish a Propaganda Branch in November 1943,
Through this office and the theater Psychological Warfare Branch, the Army
found it necessary to wrrk closely with these agencies, and in particular the
OWI, for the duration of the war. ‘ .

This reliance on civilian agencies did not sit well with many profes-
sional military men. An illgstration of this attitude can be found by quot-~
ing from the unsigned letter of an officer with Headquarters, westQQn Task

Forces, in 1942;

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

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

This officer ended his lettar with the conclusion, “I believe that such
agencies as the OWI and 088 can be profitably eliminated in the fu:mre."1

Ironically, it was a civilian--Assistant Secretary of War John McCloy-- .
who pushed the Army into developing a branch at the War napartmntmN
planning and coordination of psychological warfare activities, initially in
June 1941 and again in November 1943. And it was a civilian--Mr. C. D.
Jackson of the OWI-~who, as General McClure's deputy, provided Secretary
McCley with the PWB/AFHO organizational papers that were in turn used by him
as a stimulus to res‘urrect a psychological warfare branch in 1943. The
initiative demonstrated by iifluential civilian officials to prod somewhat
conservative Army leaders into senturing forth in a rew and uncertain field
is a theme we shall sea throughout our investigation of the origins of a
special warfare capability for the Army.

Certainly Brigadier General .McCIure was an exception to this theme. 'fhe
civili&n-nilitafy team that he headed first in North Africa in PWB/AFHQ, then
later in PWD/SHAEF, served as the model for successful Army psychological
wvarfare operations: during the war. The Mobile Radio Brcadcaatit}g (MRB)} com-
panies employed in Europe were the first tactical propaganda units of their
type in the Army's histoty,‘ and vere to influence the development of similar
units during the Korean War. And McClure himself had a strong hand in urging

that a central psychological warfare agency be established in the War

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

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

Although small throughout the Propagands Branch, G-2, and ita predeces-

sprs, the Psychologic Branch, tha Special Study Group, and the Psychological
Warfare Branch, performed a low-key, but valusble service. Its “principal
success,’” states 'A History of the Military Intelligence Division," "was {n the
gpidance it gave to operational units in the field, and as an agency for the
coordination of propaganda activities with military oporntionn."l dhile the
extent of this success may be somevhat overstated by the MID history, none-
theless the fact that such an agency was found to be ne.essary was demonstratod

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

ychological Warfare Branch.

Arm personnel employed in psychological warfare o all theaters
obably never totaled more than 2,000 at any one time,z a minuscule number
en compared to many other actlvitigs. Despite the often less-than-enthust-
tic manner in which the Army embraced it, however, gradually psychologieal
rfare gained grentgr‘raspéctablltty. Formal organizations and procedures
re developed--painfully and begrudgingly st times, to be aure-<-that avaﬁpu«
ly beatowed thia new endeavor wi h a degree of lepg{timacy.

The impact of paychological warfare ia alwavs difficult to amness. But
neval Efserhower, at least, thought the Furcopean expariment uaeful.

In thia war [he wrore (0 the PWD/SIAER's acenunt of (te aperacion],
which was total {n evary sense of the word, we hare saen wany great

!H

A Platory of the Military Jotallljonce ielainn,® p. 322; sea also

the U'nfred Stpten
n, IWARY, pp. 25F.

atitut |

“Daugherty and nnosltz, A Paveholopleal Warfare Cassbooy, ppo 136F.
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changes in military science. It seems to me that not the least of
these was the development of peychological warfare as & specific

and effective weapon.
The sxact contribution of psychological warfare toward the final

victory cannot, of course, bea measured in terms of towns destroyed
or barriers passed. However, I am convinced that the expenditure of
man and money in wielding the spoken and written word was an impor-
tant contributing factor in undermining the anemy’s will to resist
-and supporting the fighting morale of our potential Allies in the oc-
cupied countries.

Wit out doubt, peychological warfare has proved its right to a
place of dignity in our military arsenal.l

Thus, World War II sav the nation--and the Army--develop the foundation
for a modern psychological warfare capability. What {t would do with t!.s

foundation, 80 painfully acquired, would remain to be seen.

lutnr, General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower, Hesdquarterr, U.S.
Forces, Ruropean Theater, Office of the Commanding General, fn "The Psycho-
logical Warfare Division, Operations in Western Europe,'" p. 1.




CHAPTER III
UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE IN WORLD WAR II

Activation of the 10th Special Forces Group in May 1952 completed the
original group of organizations which comprised the Psychological Warfare
Center, and supposedly provided the United States Army with the first unit in
its history formally organized to conduct "unconventional," or guerrilla,
warfare. A logical question, therefore, would corzern the Army's rationale
for embarking on this new venture, so alien to its more traditional role of
conventional warfare. One also wonders if there had been any previous experi-
ence with unconventional warfare in the Armf's history that may have served
as 2 forerunner for its desire to create such a capability in 1952. Then
there is the question of why the Army decided to combine unconventional war-
fare with psychological warfare in 1552. As with psychological warfare, we
must begin our search for the answers to these questions by examining American

experience during World War II.

"Offf{cial’" Unconventional Warfare Units

The task of tracing the origins of unconventional warfare in the United
étates Army is complicated by the fact that in the early 1960's a number of
World War II "elite" units were included in the official lineage of Speciﬁl
Forces. One of these was the First Special Service Forcg, a joint American-
Canadian unit formed in 1942 at Fort Williasm Henry Harrison, Montana, and com-
manded by Major General Robert T. Frederick. Also included {n the of ficial

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

[35]
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formed on June i9, 1542, at Carrickfergus in Northern Ireland, under the com-
mand of Colonel William O. Darby. A similar organization, Brigadier General
Frank Merrill's 5307th Composite Unit (Provisional), better known as "Merrill's
Marauders," was not officially a part of Special Forces lineags but has been
informally adopted by Spccisl Porcen.l ' :

Whatever the "official" lineage, however, uning these units as lineal
antecedents of uncoﬁven:ional warfare is misleading since none of them, by
definition, was an unconventional warfare organization. According to the

Dictionary of U.S. Military Terms, unconventional warfare “1nc1udni the three

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

. « . conducted within enemy or enemy controlled territory by predom@nntcly in-
digenous personnel usually supported and directed by personnel from an outside
counc:y."z The First Special Service Force, the Ranger Battalions, and
"Merrill's Marnudarud did not fit this description; they were primarily long-
raﬁge penetration organizations that specialized in reconnaissance, raiding,
and commando operations. British Royal Marine Commancos and Orde Wingate's
Raiders porfofmsd similar tasks for the British fhroughout the Second ﬁorld
Wir. Yet the author himself remembers atandipg in a mass formation with the
77th Special Forces Group at Fort Bragg in early 1960 when the First Special

Service Force was reconstituted and consolidated with the Ranger Battalions,

I"Lineage of Special Forces,” undated mimeographed fact sheet located in

"G~1 archives, John F. Kennedy Center for Military Asaistance, Fort Bragg,

North Carolina. Department of the Army Directive AGAO-1322, Octoter 18, 1960,
consolidated the various Ranger Battalions with the First Specirl Service
Force and redesignated them ali as the lst Special Forces--whirh became the
parent unit of all Special Forces Groups.

2The Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dictionary of U.S. Hilito:y Terms for Joint
Use-e, Washington, D.C., August 1968.
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then activated as the parent unit of all Special Forces Groups. And a memor-
able day it was, as retired Major General Frederick came down from Canada to
preside over the conferral of Firat Special Service and Ranger unit colors,
lineage, and honors to the Army's Special Forces.

Looking back upon that scene, one wonders today why Special Forces felt
it necessary to adopt the lineage of units that were not true forerunners 6f
uncoﬁveﬁtional warfare. An argument could probably be made that a few in-
dividuals from these units bacame early members of Special Forces, and that
some of the tactics and techniques of their former organizations were incor;
porated info Special Forces training, but these alone are insufficient explana-
tions. Apparently the answer was simply that the Army had no true unconven-
tional warfare units of its own to draw history from, therefore someone in
authority decided to take the next best alternative of borrowing the lineage
of some of its better-known "elite" special-purpose units of World War II
fame. While the lineage of these units undoubtedly adds to the luster of
Special Forces, very little is served by dwelling on their history as fore-

runners of a United States Army unconventional warfare cnpability.

0SS and Unconventional Warfare

Personnel of the Office of Strategic Services, however, did participate
in unconventional warfare activities during World War II, and the United States
Army contributed.officgra and men to this unique organization. The 08§, trans-
formed from the Coordinator of Information Office after the formation of the
Office of War Information in June 1942, bore the stamp of William Joseph'
Donovan, an imaginative, forceful man of 58, who had been known since his
youth as "Wild Bill.' Donovan was a highly decorated World War I hero who be~

came a mi]lionaire Wall Street corporate lawyer before being chosen by
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President Roosevelt, as one critic of 0SS expressednit, "to direct tha New
Deal's excursion into espionage, sabotage, 'black" propdgandn, guerrilla war-
fare, and other 'un-American' activities."! Under the leadership of such a
dynamic personality, ancther scholar described the 0SS as "a combined re-
search, foreign espionage, aﬁd special operations agency" through which the
United States '"became engaged for the first time'in intensive.stra:egic intel-
ligence reaenfch and extensive espionage and political action operatiouns on a
world-wide scale. n2 '

As an agency established to meet the special conditions of World War II,
the 0SS "vaa-the fir;: of its kind in the history of the United States."
Largely because of the imagination and foresight'of General Donovan, who
had éh. ibiligy "to visualize an oak when he saw an acorn," the 0SS "undertook
and carried out ﬁore different types of enterprises calling for more varied
skills than any other single organization éf its size in the histoty of our
cqun;ry."s, Such disparate tasks required a veritable potpourri of talent with
Americans from all walks of life participating. Writers cover the years have
varied widély with their estimatés of 0SS strength, with figures of between

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

1R. Barris Smith, 0SS: The Secret History of America's First Central
Intelligence Agency (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972), pp. 1-2.

Zﬂarry Howe Ransom, Central Intelligence and National Security
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), p. 64; The 0SS Assessment
Staff, Assessment of Men: Selection of Persounnel for the Office of Strategic

Services (New York: Rinehart & Company, Inc., 1948), p. 10.

'30ss staff, Assessment of Men, pp. 64-65.

aSee, for example, the variance of figures in Pord, Donovan of 0.S5.8.;
Ransom, Central Intelligence and Natioual Security; Hymoff, The 0SS in World
War 1I; Smith, 0SS.
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Report of the 0SS placed that agency's maximum strength in December 1944 as

13,000 personnel, with spproximately 7,500 of that number statioued overun.l

Donovan's organization was basically broken down into three main func-
tions: intelligence, special operations, and training. Intelligence and
' ’ special operations were each further subdivided into several branches, with
research and analysis, secret intelligence, and counterespionage, for example,
under intellig-nce, whiles encompassed by special operations vere' activities
such as sabotage, guerrilla warfare, and psychological warfare. Intetntinély,
the psychological warfare capability was kuown as "Morale Ope'ratiion." M), a
branch responsible for creating and disseminating "black" or céver: propa-

ganda.z

During one of his severzl reorganizations of 0SS, Douwovan, in Jmuity
1943, established the post of Deputy Director, Psychological Warfare Opera-
tions (PWO) to supex;vise and divert the activities of both the Special Opera-
tions tSO) and Morale Operations (MD) branches. In May 1943, a third branch
; specifically organized for guerrilla warfare--the Oﬁerational Group (0G) Com-
| mand--was also placed under the Deputy Director, PWO. Still later, this title
was changed to simply Deputy Director, Operations, with SO, MO, and OG as

subordinate branc"nes.3 Although one can easily become confused by the myriad

- of seemingly interchangeable organizational titles and activities in 0SS, the
main point to be made here is that Donovan, even after heving lost the re-

sponeibility for overt, or "white," propaganda to UWI in March 1942, continued

1R::osevelt:, War_ Report of the 0SS, p. 116.

2pord, Lonovan of 0.S5.5., pp. 167-168, 338-339.

3Rooseve1t, War Report of the 2SS, p. 205.
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throughout the war to think in terms of a closs intarrelationship between
psychological warfare and what in later years became known as unconventional
warfare.

Although its role in strategic intelligence was important, that aspect.
of 0SS most applicable to this discussion of unconventional warfare was
"gpecial operations,"” a term which covered, according to Harry Howe Ransome,

espionage, counter-intelligence in foreign nntioﬁa, sabotage, com-
mando raids, guerrilla and partisan-group activity . . . and in vari-
ous other forms of psychological warfare and underground operations.
In essenca, 0SS assumed operational responsibility in a field previ-

outl{ ignored and scorned by many diplomats and military profession-
als. : _

0SS _and_ the
The last point is significant; the 0SS was not a military organizationm,

but personnel from the military services--along wi;h civilians--did partici-~

pate in its activities. Among the military services, the Army centributed by
far the most personnel during the war. In November 1943, the number detailed
to 0SS by the Army stood at 4,097 persons; by May 1945, that figure had more

than doubled to 8,360.2 ' '

As early as October 10, 1941, vhen‘he created a "Special Activities"
section in COI, Donovan was seriously considering the idea of special opeta-'
tions, to include the formation of guerrilla units. Many of his ideas had
been obtained from n‘study of the organization and methods of Britain's
Special Operations Executive (SOE). Moving quickly, 5y December he had pro-

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

lR.nsom. Central Intelligence, pp. 64-65.

ZDA, Office of the Chief of Staff, Minutes, Meeting of the General
Council, 13 November 1745. Figures :xtracted from the Report of the War De-
partment Manpower Board, p. 15, Military History Institute (MHI) .
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independent and separate from the Army and Navy, and imbued with a2 maximum of
the offensive and imaginative spirit." By the early part of 1942 he was re-
queating training areas from the Department of Interior, and instructor per-
sonnel from the War Department. Lack of a War Department allotment, however,
impeded initial recruiting efforts for the projected guerrilla orgcnizations.l

Predictably, the military services had some misgivings about a guerrilla
cerps "independent and aepa;atevfrom the Army and Navy." 1In the first place,
during this period after Pearl HArbor, United States forces were in disarray
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had yet to be organized. Furthermore, Donovan's
rroposal was perhaps not very wise as a bureaucratic maneuver, as William R.
Corson ﬁas obgserved: "For Donovan tc tu‘ﬂk even with FIR's endorsement, that
such an organizati&n could be Bfought to pass in the face of the military's
obvious objections was, charitably, . act of lunacy on his part.“2

Aside from the bureaucratic seﬁsitivitiesninvolved, many senior mili:ary
leaders had serious feservations about the practicality of Donovan's ideas.
Major General Strong, Army G-2, in commenting on a memorandum from the COI in
J'un;z 1942 (by this time COI had been dissolved and Donovan was .Direccor, 08s8),
on "Orgenization of Guerrilla Warfare Command," regarded the proposal as "es-
sentially unsound and pnproductive." He believed that most of the operations
envisaged by such a force could and should be carried out by specially trained
regular troops; therefore, "to squander time, men, equipment, and tounage on

special guerriila organizations and at the same time to complicate the command

1Roosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, pp. 70, 72, 80-82.

2¢orson, Arnles of Ignorance, p. 177. 1In a bit of understatement in
War Report of the 0SS, Roosevelt commented that "there seemed to be a deep-
gseatad disapprcva “of the organization of independent military forces on the
part of the War Dspartment" (p. 223).
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and supply systems of the Army by such projacts would be culpable micmanigc-

. ment." While recognizing the value of sabotage and subversive activities #l

an aid to military operations, Strong questioned the feasibility of directing
such forces from Washington. Guerrilla warfare, if conducted at all, was a
function of regular Army task forces whose operations would "take the form of
raids and are pfactically identical with commando operationa."l This last
statement revealed a fundmnta.I, but not uncommon, misunderstanding of the
true nature of guerrilla warfare.

Despite the reluctance of the military services, however, one .of the
benefits of 0SS being brought under the direction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
was the issuance of JCS 155/4D on 23 December 1942, which gave 0SS responsi-~
bility for the organization and conduct of guerrilla warfare. Personnel em-
ployed in this function would be limited to "organizers, fomenters and opera~
tional auclei of guerr‘ilh units."? Thus 0SS had a charter. While Donovan's
initial ideas for a "Guerrilla Group," comprised of ten "Guerrilla Battalions,"
did not survive intact, he did ultimately create a vtrietf of unconventional
warfare activities that depended heavily on the participation of personnel
from the Army.

Probably the best known unconventional warfare operation in which United
States Army personnel contributed significantly was that of Detachment 101 in
Burma, commanded by Colonel W. R. Peers. Detachment 10l organized and trained

native Kachin tribesmen to conduct successful guerrille warfare operations

1WDGS, G-2, Washington 25, D.C., Memo for the Assistant Chief of Staff,
G-1, subject: Comments on Memo from the COI re Organization of Guerrilla War-
fare Command, June 23, 1942, from Major General George V. Strong, RG 319,
Army Intelligence, 370.64, Box Numher 874, National Archives.

?Roosevelt, War Leloét of the 0SS, pp. 105, 223.
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against the Japanese in 1943-1945. One former 0SS member suggested in a con-
versation with the authoyr that 101 "represented a sort of microcosm of the en-
tire range of 0SS eapabilitiea.l The Kachins, led by 101, performed a variety

of unconventional warfare missions: They gathered intelligence, aided in es-

cupe and evasion efforts for downed United States fliers; they undertook espi-

onage and counterespionage misaions, the attacking of Japanese lines of com-

RFwed A

munications, and other such activities in support of allied conventional
o

. operations.z Almost 700 United States Army officers and enlisted men con-

tributed to 101's operations in Northern Burma over a three-year period. Total
guerrilla strength reached something over 10,000 by February 1945. After the _

complecion of its mission in Burma, Detachment 101 received the Presidertial

A - i b m £ S R

Unit Citation.3 According to one student of 0SS history, Detachment 101 per-
formed '"the most successful 0SS guerrilla operations of the war."*

While Detachment 101 may have enjoyed the most spectaculszr tactical com-

bat success, the major 0SS effort during the entire war was directed at

France.’ Here, United States Army personnel made a significant cohtribution

1Hugh Chandler, private interview held at Fort Bragg, North Carolina,
March 8, 1973. ,

2U.S. Army Special Warfare School, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Readings
in Guerrilla Warfare, December 1, 1960, p. 29.

T TNRE TR IR T -

3William R. Peers and Dean Brelis, Behind the Burma Road (Boston:
ittle, Brown and Company, 1953), pp. 207-220. Information on Detachment 101
activities is also contained in Charles F. Romanus and Riley Sunderland, Time
Rung Qut in CBI: Unitad States Army in World War II, China-Burma-~Tndia
{(#ashington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of Mlitary History, Department of
the Army, 1959). See also Kermit Roosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, vel. 2
(New York: Walker and Company, 1976), pp. 369-392.

o 4Smith, 0SS, p. 248.

5Rooeeve1t, War Report of the 0SS, pp. x, 358.
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to the three groups of 0SS operational units that worked behidd ensmy lines
in direct support of the French Resistance. The first group consisted of 77
Americans who worked in civilian clothes as organizcr; of secret networks, as
radio operators, or &s instructors in the use of weapons and explosives.

Thirty-three members of this group were active in France before June 6, 1944

(D-Day).- The second group congisted of 78 Americans who were members of the

" jedburgh teams," which were organized in Britain or Algiers and parachuted
into France begiuning with D-Dzy. Jedburgh teams consisted of a British or
American officar, a French officer, and a radio operator. These teams operat?d
primarily in uniform, and were to coordinate and legitima:izé Maquis activi-
ties under the aegis of Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force, to
obtain supplies for the Resistance groups, to report aignificant intelligence,
and as & seconﬁary role to engage in guerrilla warfare and attacks on German

lines of retreat or comnunication.l

The largest group in Prance congisted of some 356 Americans, who were
members of 0SS “Operational Groups" (0G's). Recruits for the OG's were all
French-speaking volunteers from United States Army units, primarily infantry
and engineer (for demolition experts) outfits. Medical technicians were pro-
cured from the Medical Corps, radio operators from theVSignal Corps.2 Working
in uniform, these teams were parachufed behind the lines after D-Day to 'per-

form a variety of missions, including cutting and harassing enemy lines of

. 1'I'he Office of Strategic Services, 1944-1945, "OSS Aid to the French Re-
sistance in World War II: Origin and Development in France, Summary," pp. 10~
11, U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance (USAJFKCMA)

Archives.

2Operational Group Command, Office of Strategic Services, Grencble,
France, September 20, 1944, "0SS Aid to the French Resistance in World War
II: Operations in Southern France, Cperational Groups," pp. 1-3, USAJFKCMA
Archives; Roosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, pp. 170, 222.
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communication, attacks on vital enemy inatailationl,;org:nization and training
of local reeistance elemants, boosting of morale and lusthining local resist-
ance elements, and furnishing of intelligence to the Allied armies. Iﬁ-
terestingly, Donovnh drew a distinction between the mission of Rangers and
Commandos and thoge of the 0G's, although gome aspects of their tac;icnl
cperations were similar. The crucial difference in his mind was that the 0G's
"fitted into the pattern of 0SS activities behind the enemy 1tnes."!

Actually, the mission of the'Operational Groups was not oqu distiiét
from that of the Rangers andfCommandog but also‘from that of other 0SS activi-
ties. The OG Branch had been egtablished on May 4, 1943; then on November 27,
1944, the Operational Group Command was activated as a separate entity within

0SS. In addition to basic military training, OG recruits received more spe-

‘cialized instruction on such subjects as foreign weapons, operation and repair

of enemy vehicles, enemy éspionage organizations, communications, demolitions,
organization and trainiag of civilians for guerrilla warfare, parachute Jump-
ing, and amphibious operations. Their basic function was to organize resist-’
ance groups into effective guerrilla unfts, equiv them with weapons and sup-
plies, and lead these units into attacks against enemy targets, in concétt
with orders from the theater commander As for how the concept of their em-
ployment differed from other Special Operatiors activities, an 0SS general
orientation booklet published in 1944 described it thus: "OG personnel ac-
tivate guerrillas as military organizations to engage enemy forces. They al-

ways operate in uniform as military units and are not Primarily concerned with

1Roosevelt, War Keport of the 0SS, p. 223; Department of the Army, Or-
ganization and Training Division, Washington, D.C., "A Study of Special and
Subversive Operationg," 25 chenber 1947, G-3 Hot File, 091.412Ts, 1949, Box
10, National Archives
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individual acts of ssbotage." Clearly, the 0G's were primarily designed for
guerrilla warfare, and the principles that they embodied were to have a sig-

nificaut influence on the Army's effort to form a similar capability in later

yeu‘s.l

Another interesting and pertinent aspect of the 0G concept was its basic
operational unit, 'the section, coupoud of two officcr: and thirteen enli;tcd
men. Eight years later the first forml.uucow;ntioul varfare unit formed
in the United States Army--the 10th Special Forces Group--was to adopt this
same structure for its basic operational detachment. Also signifizant is the
fact that the first commandecr of the 10th Special Forces Group was Colonel
Aaron Bank, an Army officer who had sexvéd‘ with the 0SS in France. Evea the
name ''Special Fo-ces'" is reminiscent of the combined headquarters formed in
1943 by the 0SS and the Bt;itish Special Operations Exncutive (SOE) which in
1944 was renamed '"Special Forces Headquarters' (SF’HQ).2

"Throughout France," states the War Report of the 0SS, "before and =zf-

ter D-Day, SFHQ supplied, directed, and communicated with the Maquis in the
largest resistance uprising in hiatory."3 A less enthusiastic analysis of the

role of SFHQ, and in particular the 0ss, was rendered by the G-2 Division, War

logfice of Strategic Services, Operational Group Command, Washington,
D.C., booklet, "OG--Operational Group Command," December 1944, USAJFKCMA
Archives; Roosevelt, War Report of the 0SS, pp. 223-225.

ZOPerational Group Command, Office of Strategic Ser.':lces » Grenoble,
France, September 20, 1944, "0SS Aid to the French Resistance in World War II:
Operations in Southern France, Operational Groups'; Special Opcrations Research
Office, Undergrounds in Insurgent, Revolutionary, and Resistance Warfare
(Washington, D.C.: The American University, 1963), p. 204; Roosevelt, The
Overseas Targets: -x Report of the 0SS, vol. 2, p. 145; 0SS booklet, "0G--

Operational Group Command."

3Rooseve1t, The Overseas Targets: War Report of the 0SS, vol. 2, p.
219. ©o




‘timete, in comcenting on the effectiveress with .nich the Maquis cut

Department General Staff in a “Sunmary of Pranch Resistance, 6 June

1944," and tlie following opening paragraph is quoted from the iatrod
that report:

It must be borne in mind that so-called resistance activitie

France were the combination of the efforts of the local Pranch t

selves under the organization and direction of American, British
French agents of SFHQ infiltrated from the United Kingdom and Nq
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Africa. 1In the majority of cases, the specific acts of sabctagd were

comm’tted directly by the locel French; and it is to them, for
courage and dering, that the greater portion of credit for the
sults accomplished must be given. Hcwever, it §s not at all out
place for 0SS in general, and SO particularly, to take credit fo
share in the planning and directing of the overall scheme of sab
This rather interesting evaluation probably tells us more abou
regard with which unconventional activities in general, and the 0SS
ticular, were held by many Army officers than {t does about the valu
Resistance itself.

While the success of 0GS and SOE efforts in France {s difficul

lines of comminication in support of the Normandy landings, General
stated that tha French Resistance forces verw worth fifreen divisfon

in his {nvesion of the Buropean con:inent.2

Guerr{lla Warfare in the Phil{ppines

One large unconventional warfare operation that was not 0§S-di
one {5 which "nited States Army personnel plaved a key role, was the

Campaign, 1941-1945. There a numher of Arny officers escaped to the

1quartmnnt of the Army, General Staff, G-2, "Sumﬁtry of Frenc
anca, 6 June - 31 Auguat 1344 " USAMAT.
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2L{eutenant Colonel Heory C. Hart, "United States Fmplo&mcnt o
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ground Forces,' Yilitntz_kpviaw 26 (Vnrvh 1347):52-56; U.S. Army qpocial War-

fare School, Readings in ¢ riilie Warfare, p. 28.
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vhen the Japanese overran the islands, to establish extensive intelligence
networks and guerrilla forces. In Northern Luzon, Lisutenast Colonel Russell

Volckmann equipped, trained, and commanded five Filipino regiments thet suc-

cessfully engaged the Japanese in combat both immadiately before and d\iting

the landing of U.S. forces at Lingayen in January 19_45. On Mindanso,

Lieutenant Colonel Wendell Pertig eventually consolidated some 37,00 guer-

rilla trocps, and held 90 percent of the island until the end of the var.!

Both Volckmann and Pertig were to figure prominently in the activation of the

Army's Special Forces in the early 1950's.

Attitudee Toward Unconventional Warfare

At the end of World War II hostilities, President Roosevelt foresaw the

" need for a permanent strategic intelligence organization for the postwar

period, and asked General Donovan to give some thought to its possible struc-
ture. Rnplying' with a "Memorandum for the President," Donovan proposed the
“eastablistment of a central intelligence authority," which would report di-

rectly to the Pru'idcnt, "with responsibility to frame intelligence objectives

_and to collect and coordinate the intalligence material required by the Execu-

tive Branch in planning and carrying out national policy and strategy."
Donovan also urged the Presicent to keep the trained and specialized personnel
of 0SS from being dispersed after the war so that they could help contrtbute

to this gproposed organiution.z

leolonel R. W. Volckmann, We Remained: Three Years Behind the Enemy
Lines in the Philippines (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1954); U.S.
Army Special Warfare School, Readinga in Guerrilla Warfare, p. 28; Department
of the Army, Organization and Training Division, Washington 25, D.C., "&
Study of Special and Subversive Operations," 25 November 1947, G-3 Hot File,
091.412TS, 1945, Box No. 10, National Archives.

2pord, Donovan of 0.5.S., pp. 302, 340-342.
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Someone in the federal bursaucracy leaked a cory of Donovan's memorandum
to the press, and the resultant pubiic furor over what the Chicago Tribune
called a proposed "Super-Spy System for Postwar New Deal™ forced Roosevelt to
tell Donovan that he "would vait out the storm ind submit the proposal at a
more propitious moment." That was {n February 1945. In April the President
died, and with his death the fortunes of 0SS were dealt a severe blow.l While
Donovaﬁ had enjoyed the confidence of FIR, the situation was considerably dif-
ferent with President Truman, wha, charges Edward Hymoff, "had no concept of
0SS as an organization nor what it'represencad for the future of American
forefzn policy dectsion-making."z ‘ |
President Truman ordered that the 0SS be disbanded on October 1, 1945.
One acholar has suggested that Truman was motivated °
epparently because of preasures from the armed services, the FBI, the
Lepartment of State, and the Bureau of the Budget. Another influence
was undoubtedly Mr. Truman's own apparent prejudice against the cloak
#°d dagger operations by the United States. To cont{rnue an interna-
“1rnal spying organization {n peacetime seemed somehow un-American in
{he atmosphere of the immediate post-war period.
It would perhaps be instructive to dwell on this analysis for a moment.
In the first place, one m's! not fall into the érap of exaggerating the suc-
cess of 0SS uncomventional warfare operations. It may well be true, as one
historian nas suggested, that the most significant lonédranga work wes done
in strategic lntelligén&e by the much les; publicized and romanticized "col-
lege professors, lﬁvyera, and others who worked tirelesaly in the research

units, in the analysis of economic objectives, and in other operational anal-

ysis and techrical groups within 0SS," for it was these groups who contributed

l1hid., pp. 303-304. Ziymoff, The 0SS in World War II, p. 341.

3Rahaom, Central Intelligence, pp. 71-72.
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much data on which successful wartime operations wers based, and davclop.d
techniques useful to contemporary intelligence research and lﬂllylil."l

Morsover, unconventional warfare oporaeionl of the 0SS actually con-
céitut.d a rather small portion of the overall United States war affort, and
many of these resistance activities were haphazerd, poorly organized, and un-
coordinatnd'witﬁ the overall operations. And yet, one World War II par-
ticipant has written fhnt "unconvonticnal varfare operations [not nacessarily
those sponsored by 0SS] during Hofld Har'II veaped a substantial strategic
harvest," citing as examples the accomplishments of Russian, Yugoslav,

Albanian, and French partisans in immobilizing large numbers of Garman and

Italian diviaionl.z

The point of this particu}ar discussion, however, is not to attempt to
. judge the relative success or failure of 0SS unconventional warfare opera-
tiono, but' rather td'illﬁltrate-;as snother resistance patticipun:. Charles
Thayer, has done--that the first American experience with modern, sophisticated
and large scale guerrilla movements took place during World War II. More im-
portantly, it was basically a civilian-led United States sagency~--the 0SS--and
not the militar& norviﬁel, that stepped in o attempt to capitalize on the po-
tential for guerrilla varfare.3 '

In providing Ieaderaﬁip in this area, General Donovan's infant orgunizn-

tion apparently incurred the wrath of other govermmental agencies, including

the military services. Opposition toward the intelligence and special

l1b1d., pp. 62-63.

2g1avko N. Bjalajac, "Unconventional Warfare in the Nuclear Era.," Orbis
4 (Pall 1960):323-337.

3Charlcl Thayer, Guerrilla (New York: Harper and Row, i363), p. 180.
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operations efforts of 0SS was 80 intense that Dr. William Langer, head of Re-
search and Analysis, later obaerved that "perhaps Bill Donovan's greatest
single achievement was to survive." FEven after “eing placed under the direc-
tion of the 3oint Chiefi of Staff (JCS) in 1942, Donovan insisted on 0SS inde~
pendence and freedom from subservience to any single agency or military serv-
1ce.l It was this independence of 0SS that was especially resented by "the
traditionalists in the armed forces," élaimn Jjournalist Edward Hymoff in The
b§8 in Horld'War 1I, primarily because "they had been plagued during th: war
by citizens in uaiform who had become officers only because they were in 0ss,"
and in addition, "even more frustrating for the military professionals were
the irreverent individuals in 0SS who constantly flouted both authority and
stgndard operating procedures."2 Hymoff himself was a member of 035, and per-
haps best typifies the attitude of many Donovan "operatives" by his statement
that one of the things he liked most about the unorthodox agency was that "it
was so u&military."3 Donovan always protected his "irreverent individuslists,"
however, bﬁ reportedly often saying, "I'd rather have a young lieutenant with
guts enough to disobey an order than a colonel too regimented to think and act
for himself."®

One of the most consistent and outspoken opponents of 0SS was Major
General George V. Strong, Chief of Army G-2 (Intelligence), who felt from the
beginning of COI's existence that Donovan's organization conflicted in in-
terests with the Army, an@ aiso offered the argument that "Wild Bill's" inde-

pendence would make him ineffective as a "team player." . Later, when 0SS was

1Ford, Donovan of 0.S.S5., p. 131.

%Hymoff, The 03S of World War II, p. 341. 31bid., p. 2.

ASmith, 0SS, p. 6.
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initially struggling for survival after having come under the direction of

the JCS, GonaraI‘Strong. according to Corey Ford, "iafuled to exercise his au-
thority so that 0SS could obtain the supplies and personnel of which it was
desperately in need."  In fact, for six months after 0SS came under its direc-

tion, the JCS failed to give Donovan's organization any operational instruc-

‘tions or official directive as to its responsibilities. This logjam was

broken only after President Roosevelt learned of the delay and told General
Marshall, Chairman of the JCS, to "give Bill Donovan little elbow room to
operate tn.v! ' A

In thé face of such determined opposition to 0SS, it appears that the
most significant factor in the survival of Donovan's unconventional outfit.vas
the pe;spnnl backing of FDR. As Stewart Aladp and Thomas Braﬂen noted. in
Sub Rosa: The 0SS and American Espionage, the major 0SS adversaries were the
Army, Navy, ﬁnd FBI, but these serviées “were fully conscious ovaonovan'n

close friendship with Roosevelt," and therefcre were aware that "if it came .

- to a showdown, the back door of the White House was always open to William J.

Doﬂovan and a special plea."2 The interesting parallel between Rnoaevclt's
auppor* or 0SS and John F. Kennedy's vigorous promotion of Special Forces in
the face of reluctant fooc-dragging by some senior military leaders3 will not
be lost on students of special warfare history, particularly when one con-

siders the subsequent loss of influence by both organizations after the deaths

of the two presidents.

1Ford, Donovan of 0.S.5., PP- 109, 129, 162.

25tewart Alsép and Thomas Braden, Sub Rosa: The 0.S.S. and American
Espionage (New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1946), p. 15.

dHerbert Riffkind, "From Rockets to Rifles: The President's Guerrilla
Policy," The Review (May-June 1962), pp. 1-12.
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Although the services--and particularly the Army--cdntributed personnel
to OSS, some commanders were reluctant to utilize 0SS teams in their areas of
responsibility. Detachment 101, for cxample, was initially prevented from
operating in Burma because General Joseph Stilwell, commander of American
forces in China, Burma, India (CBI), was "fervently prejudiced against the
‘irregular’ military activity proposed by 0SS," and "disparaged guerrilla
tactics as 'illegal action' and 'shadow bcxing.""1 Stilvell eventually re-
lented and later praised the contributions of 101, but General Douglas
MacArthur absolutely refused to permit 0SS to operate in the South Pacific
throughout the war, even when General Donovan offered a plan to support guer-
rilla operations in the Philippines.2
It would appear that in addition to the personal rivalry, bureaucratic
antipathy, and jealouéy which were provoked by General Donovan's organiza-
tion, the operations of 0SS may have antagonized military'leadera of the "regu-
lar'" United States Army who, by their training and experience, were condi-
tioned to think primarily in terms of comventional warfare. Some of these
leaders, therefcre, may well hava looked askance at what they considered to
be the unorthodox and unnecessary O5S guerrilla warfare activities. As an ex-
ample, Charles Thayer in his book Guerrilla claims that many general officers
"harbor a deep-seated aversion to guerrillas, apparently because they fit no
conmventional pattern and their underhanded clandestine tactics have little in
common with the military code of honor and chivalry which career soldiers .

ilke to associate with their profession."3 In yet another attempt to explain

lsmith, 0SS, pp. 243-244.

2Ransom Central Intelligence, p. 66; Smith, 0SS, pp. 34, 250- 251

3Thayer Guerrilla, pp. xvii wiii,
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the reason for the aversion of many United States -iiffnty leaders to uncon-

» ventional warfare, Fra

1in Mark Osanka, a student of guerrilla qctivities,

has offered this perhaps more convincing rationale:

Guerrilla warfare
of its wars . . .
rilla warfare.

limited by the str
been able to mobil
to bring it to bea
he was weakest but

still. American

Even in the face

‘not been an American forte {because] in most
he United States has not had to rely upon guer-
rican experience with guerrilla warfare has been
ngth of American arms. The United States has
ze ovevwhelning economic and military power and
directly on the enemy, attacking him not where
where he was strongest, because we are strongel
litary doctrine has reflected this expericnce.l

of opposition from the military, however, by the end

of the war a nucleus of officers trained and experienced in guerrilla warfare

had been develcped by

at that time to persua

be 0SS. According to Thayer, serious efforts were made

e the Pentagon that this nucleus be retained in some

form for future'potential war, but "these recommerdations were to no avail on

the ostensible ground

thaﬁ such 'elite' groups were incompatible with the

democratic tradition."z While this explanation of the Pentagon's refusal
may seem a bit extremej, a respected military historian, Russell Weigley,

states in his History bf the U.S. Army that there has been a "long-standing

suspicion of elite forges" by the Army.3 Certainly this "suspicion' may well

have been an important] factor in the Army's reluctance to create an "uncon~-

ventional warfare'" capability in the immediate postwar period, particularly
!

with the still-fresh memories of 0SS-Army rivalry dﬁring the war. Interest-

ingly enough; fhayer 1so points out that while most of the guerrilla-warfare-

‘lpranklin Mark Qsanka, ed., Modern Guerrilla Warfare: Fighting Commu-
nist Guerrilla Movements, 1941-1961 (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe,

1962), p. xxii.

zThayer, Guerrilla, p. 180.

3pussell Weigley, History of the United States Army (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1967), p. 543.
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trained personnel weras discharged, a nucleus of psychological warfare experts
vas retained, "largely as a result of the nawly acquired respectability of
this technique in the course of World War II.nl Congider for a moment this
latter statement in light of what has been previcusly discussed. Paychological
warfire gained "respectability" during World War 1I, but what Thayer fails to
point out is that there were formal staffs and units vithih the Army charged
with the responsibility for psychological warfare. In other words, psycho-
logical warfare had an identity, however tenuous, within the Army, an identity
that guerrilla warfare did not share, since most of the officers and men who
operated in this enviromment were aasignéd to the CSS--an organization that was
certainly not considered to be part of the Army. At any fate, psychslogical
wvarfare "survivéd" in the innmdiate post-World War II Army, although just
barely, while the Pentagon apparently gave little consideration to building

upon the nucleus of 0SS-trained officers to create a formal unconventional

warfare capability.

Dissolution of 0SS

Dismemberment of the 0SS tuok place quickly with President Truman's order
dissolving the agency in October 1945. By this time General Donovan had re-
fired to civilian life, and the remains of his former organization were disg-
persed to somewhat unreceptive State and War departmenté. Many of the caré-
fully trained personnel gradu#lly drifted away to other jobs outside’govern-
ment. Portions of the Secret Intelligence and Special Operations Branches
verse aséimilated in tﬁe War Department's newly established Strategic Services

Unit (SSU), which, according to Corey Ford, "was nothing more than a caretaker

lThayer, Guerrilla, p. 181.
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body formed to preside over the liquidation of the 0SS espionage network."
Brigadier General John Magruder, formerly Assistant Director of 0SS, was head
of SSU, but by February 1946 he had resigned in protest over the agency's con-
tinuing loss of highly trained personnel. Por all practical purposes, any type
of formal United States capability for guerrilla warfare disappeared. What
little remained of 0SS consisted primarily of some secret intelligence and |
analysis 'pcuonml. Seemingly, there was little desire or need in the ‘mmedi-

ate postwar period for the types of skills and services that had been offered

Sy 0838 during the war.!

Appraisal

The only true unconventional warfare organization in the United States
during World War II was the Office of Strategic Services (0SS), a civilian
agency. Although a few Army officers participsated in non-OSs directed. guer-
rilla operations in the Philippines, most of the Army's expetienée in uncon-
ventional warfare came from providing personnel to serve with the 0SS. Of
particular note were the 0SS Operational Groups (0G's), which were recruited
entirely from the Army atﬂ'emplo&ed extensively in Europe. In terms of or-
ganization, training, and concep.t of employment, the OG presaged the basic

operational detachment to be adopted by the Army's 10th Special Forces Grcup

lsmith, 08S, pp. 364-3°5; Ford, Donovan of 0.5.s., pp. 314, 343; Hymoff,
The 0SS in World War II, pr 341-342; Alsop and Braden, Sub Rosa: The 0.8.8.,
P. 233; Allen Dulles, The craft of Intelligence (New York: Harper and Row,
1963), p. 43; OPD Memo “.mber 6168, 30 September 1945, states General Magruder
vas instructed "to c-.uiinue liquidation of activities and personnel not needed
for peacetime purposes," CCS 385 (2-8-42), Sec. I, PT. 10, Box No. 87, National
Archives. A memorandum by the Chief of Staff, J.S. Army, as part of JCS 965/2,
28 August 1945, "Withdrawal of All Service Personnel With 0Ss," indicated ap-
proximately 8,000 U.S. Army officers and enlisted men on duty with 0SS in
July 1945, CCs 385 (2-8-42), Sec. I, PT. 10, Box 37, National Archives.
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upon its creation in 1952. Thus, for the Army the true roots of a modern un-

comwentional warfare capability lay in its association with the 0SS.
Clearly, the central figure in unconventional warfare during World War

II was Major General William Donovan, Director of the Office of Strategic

Services. Edmond Taylor, a former member of COI/0SS, vividly descfibes in

his book Awakening From Mistory Donovan's fascination with the potential tﬁat

he thought unconventiocnal warfare offered:

The paramilitary and guerrilla aspects of the 0SS mission probably
interested him more than any other. By combining unlimited nerve,
Yankee ingenuity, and self-reliance, the American tradition aof
frontier warfare, and the most advanced twentieth-century science or
technology, Donovan believed that effectively unconventional solu-
tions could be found to almost any strategic problem. Abovu and bde-
yond his other, sometimes mutually incompatible goals, Donovan, I
think, hoped to demonstrate through 0SS that the normally untapped
reserves of individual courage and resource, and the dynamism of the
individual will to win constitute the basic raw materials of victory,
and that in an increasingly mechanized worid, human dignity is still
not ‘only a moral but a strategic quantity. ’

Taylor, an unabashed admirer of Donovan ("I ctayed in 0SS--though
sometimes attached to it by nothing more téngible than the invisible presence
of Donovan in my mind . . . ."), offers a personal conclusion of the General's
dedication to unconventional warfare in an eloquent, yet moving passage: 'As
fgr as I was concerned General Donovan's demnnstration was conclusive, and it
made an abiding contribution to the development of my personal outlook on ;he
unending stfuggle for aufviQal among nations and civilizations, institutions
and ideologies, that wé call history."2

Without question, Donovan inherited many of his ideas from the British.

But only a man of his stature, perseverance, and personal dynamism could have

1Edmond Taylor, Awakening Frém History (Boston: Gambit, 1969), PP
345¢€.

27bid., p. 346.
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successfully applied these uncrzinodox concepts in the face of the intense op-

. position and competing Lureaucratic interests that marked United States inter-

agency efforts during the war. Thus, while soms of the Army officers detailed
to 0SS vere tv use this experience and play important roles in the ::teuiou of

the 10th Special Forces in the early 1950's, surely Willier J. Donovan must be

_considered the "spiritual" father of Army unconventional warfare.

Actually, Donovan's influence on the Army extends beyond that of uncomn-
ventional warfare; it also embraces pnychologicil warfare. As discussed in
chapter II, the initial ides behind formation of the Coordinator of Information
(at least as conceived by Donovan) included combining intelligence, :éecinl
operations, arnd propaganda functions in the same agency. Iundeed, ss will le
recalled, his all-encompassing concept of "psychological warfare" included all
the elements--and then some!--of what the Army was later to call "gpecial war-
fare" (with the exception of counterinsurgency). Probably Donovan's greatest
disappointment was to lose the responsibility for opem, or 'white," propa-
gania, to the Office of War Information in 1942, when COI was reconfigured -
into the 0SS. Even after this setback, Donovan never lost his Ingistence on
the close interrelatioanship of peychological warfare and special oparations °
(W), and continued to stress this throughout the war. It is the author's be-
lief that this inta.n'alationship, so firmly believed in by Donovan, had an in-
fluence oﬁ Brigadier General McClure's ideas about combining psychological and
unconventional warfare functions st both the Army Staff and the Paychological
Warfara Center in the early 1950's. The Coordinator of Information, then, can
be considered a common point of origin for both unconventional and psychological
warfare in modern American experience. In a very real sense, William Donovan

can also be legitimately considered the spiritual father of a "special warfare"
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capability for the Army.

In comparing the experience of the Army with psychological and uncoaven-
tional warfare during World War II, one is struck by the simiiarities in in-
stitutional responses to thece two relatively new activities. To many pro-
fessional military men, both were uncrthodox, untried activities, heavily in-
fluenced by civilians. Togecher, they never involved more than 10,000 Army
personnel at any one time--a minor sideshow, tought many, in comparison to the
overall "conventional" war effort. The response to both was often hesitancy,
skepticism, indifference, and even antagonism.

Pasychological warfare, however, gradually gained greater acceptance and

respectability within the Army. The crucial difference was that formal staff

sections ard units were developed by the Army to aoploy this weapon. Yes,

there was atill a heavy reliance on civilians, but military men were in com-

" mand and made the final decisions as to its use--particularly in the virtually

autonomous theaters. Thus, psychological warfare gradually acquired a measure
of legitimacy within the Army, and survived as a formal activity after the war.

Unconventional warfare, on the other hand, remained the province of a

. civilian agency, the 0SS. Although Donovan's outfit relied heavily upon per-

sonnel from the Army, and was subject to JCS direction, it nonetheless remained
a separate and distinct organization. The tensions created by this inde-
pendent, "unconventional" posture were perhaps best described in the final

portion of the War Report of the 0SS:

An agency engaged in secret and unorthodox activitias is peculiarly
susceptible to difficulties in its relations with other ageacies
and departments of its government. Secrecy inevitably creates a
psychological attitude of distrust and suspicion on the part of
others. In many instances, this attitude is aggravated by the clash
with established procedures and regulations which the per formance of

b
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irregular and unorthodox activities often entails.l

~ As & result of this independence, 0§S--and unconventional warfare--did
not attain the degree of acceptance within the Army ultimately enjoyed by
peychclogical warfare. Lacking solid institutional roots s 08S fatled to sur-
vive with the war's end. Its demise meaut the disappearance of any formal
United States capability for uncoaventional warfare. Only the legacy of
William Donovﬁ and the experience of the 0SS personnel who remained were left

to build upon for future development of a similar capability. Both would e

drawn ipon with the ccming of the Cold War.

1Rooneve1t, War Report of the 0SS, p. 255. .
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CHAPTER 1V
THE INTERWAR YEARS, PART I: PSYCHOLOGICAL UARFARE

Impetus of the Cold War

"It 1s hard now to remember how menacing the Soviet encroachments ap-

peared,” wrote Ray Cline in 1976.1 Cline, a former deputy director of the

CiA, was speaking ¢? the 1947-48 period, during which American ccncerns about

Soviet intentions were gathering in intensity. The situation was such that in

March 1948 the Commander in Chief, Buropean Command, Colonel Lucius Clay,

cabled Washington: "I have felt a subtle change in Soviet attitude which 1

cannot define but which now gives me a feeling that it [war] may come with

dramatic suddenneaa."2 The Soviet Union's exnansion intc Eastern Europe;

pressures on Greece, Turkey, and Iran; tke Berlin Blockade; the fall of China
to the Communists and the USSR's detonation of an atomic device in 1949; and

the Korean War {n 1950--these were lust some of the developments that gradu-

ally hardened the attitudes of U.§ Folicymakers and shattered Aperican dreams

of a post-World War II peace.

These attitudes emerged from what Daniel Yergin has called thu "two com-

manding ideas of Amer{can postwar foreign po.icy--antl ~Commrunism and a new

doctrine of astional security.”" The results, says Yergin, were pclicieu that

Ray S. Cline, Sacreth Spies and Scholara: Blueprint of the Essent{al
CIA (Washington, b.C. Actopolis Books, 1976), p. 98.

2Corso1, The Armiea of Ignorance, p. 302.
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"included containment, confrontation and intervention, the methods by wihich

~ US leaders have'aought to make the world safe for America."l As our policy-

makers struggled to find effective means to respond to the perceived military
and ideological threats, they examined ways to improve U.S. capabilities in
intelligence and psychological and uncoanventional warfarz. The initial result
of this qﬁest was the creation of the Centrai‘Intclligeaca Agency (CIA), but it
was also to huQe an impact, ultimately, on the military services, partiénlarly '
the Avmy. To understand the origins of a special warfare c;pdbilicj‘fbr the

Army, ve first must bricfiy sketch the early history of the CIA, for the two

are inextricably interwoven.

Creation of the CIA

Three months after he disbanded the 0SS, President Trumad,.;n January
22, 1946, created the Central Intelligence Group (C1G)--the direct prcdgcai:or
of the CIA. He had realized the need for a centralized body to collate and
coordinate intelligence information aud to eliminate friction among competing
military intelligence sarvices. By the spring of 1946, the War Department’s
Strafegic Services Unit (SSU) was transferred ta the CIG, giving it the rem-
nants of an 0SS clandestine collection capgbility. This resulted in the es-
tablishmeﬁt of the Office of Special Opérations'(oso), respousible for sspi-
onage and counterespionage. By June 1946, the Central Intelligence dtoupzhnd
;.utpength of approximately 1,800, of which about one-third were ovearseas with
0s0.

With the passage of the National Security Act in July 1947, the CIG be-

came an indeperdent depﬁrtment and was renamed the Central Intelligence Agency

Lpantel Yergin, Shattered Peace: The Origins of the Cold War and the
National Security State (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1977), p. S54.
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(CIA). The major tasks assigned to the Agsncy were: (1) to advisa the NSC
on matters related to national gecurity, (2) to make recommendations to the
NSC regarding the coordination of intelligence activities of th§ departments,
(3) to correlate and evaluate intelligence and provide for its nppropfia:c
dissemination, (4) to carry out "services of common concern," and (5) "“to per-
form such other functions and duties relatad to intelligence affecting the
national security as the NSC from tim§ to time direct." Functions of the CIG--
clandestine and overt collection, production of national current intelligence,

and interagency coordination for national estimates--were continued by the new

agency.

While the original discussions which'centered around the creation of
both the CIG and CIA focused on the problem of intelligence coordinationm,
within a year cf the 1947 Act the CIA was charged with the conduct of covert
psychological, political, paramilitary, and economic activities. On December
14, 1947, the National Security Council adopted NSC 4/A, which gave the CIA
responsibility for covert psychological operations. Shortly thereafter, on
December 22, the Special Procedures Group was established within the CIA's
Office of Special Operations to carry out psychological operations. By June
1948, this authority for covert operations h;d beenlbroadened by NSC 10/2 to
include political and economic warfare, and paramilitary activities (such as
suppert to guerrillas and sabotage). To replace the Special Procedures Group,
the Office of Special Projects was created and shortly thereafter renamed the
Nffice of Policy Coordination (OPC). 1Its head was Prank Wisner, the former
08S station chief in Rumania. By the end of 1948, the CIA had & limited co-
vert.action capability.

This capability for covert action was expanded significantly as & rssult

P I LB A R 2 T RO
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of the Korsan War and the CIA's participation in paramilitary activities in
the Far East. OPcfn p‘rloﬁncl strength went from 302 in 1949 to 2,812, plus
3,142 oversess contract personnel, in 1952; its budget, from $4,700,000 to
$82,000,000; and its overseas stations, from seven to forty-seven during the
same period. Another stimulus for CIA/OPC's expansion had been NSC 68, issued
on 14 April 1950, vhich called for a nommilitary offensive against the Soviet
Union, 1nc16ding covert economic, political, and psychological warfare to fos-
ter unrest in her satellite countries. Similarly, NSC 10/5, which on October
21, 1951, replaced NSC 10/2, again called for an intensification of covert ac-
tion and reaffirmed the CIA's responsibility for its conduct. Finally, in
August 1952, the clandestine collection,'sqcret infclligence functions of tha
.0ffice of Special o;eracions'(oso) were merged with the covert sction capabili-
ties of OPC. The rcsﬁltanﬁ amalgamation was.called :he.Direccoflte or Plans
(DDP),'vith Frank Wisner of CPC in chafge and Riéhnrd Helms from 0SC as his.
second 1n,counlnd.v Thus by 1953 the CIA was six times ﬁhc size it had been in

‘1947,.and the clandestine services had become b§ far the largest component in
the qgancy.l
fhil necessarily brief overview of the CIA's early history has covered
ouly the highlights, bﬁt thoreinra a few points that should be emphasized for

the purposes of this study. First, there was the influence of 0SS.. Carey

lpor a concise summary of the early history of the CIA, see U.S. Congress,
Senate, Selact Committee Zo Study Governmental Operations With Respect to In-
telligence Activitiass, Supolementary Detailed Staff Reports on Foreign and Mil{-
tary Intelligence, Book IV (94th Cong., 2d Sess., Senate, Report No. 94-755,
April 23, 1976) (Washington, D.C.: Gevernment Printing Office, 1976), pp. 4-4l.
Also, see Tyrus G. Fain, ad., The Intelligence Community: History, Orzaniza-
tion, and Issues, Public Dccuments Serias (New York: Bowker Compary, 1977), pP.
6-18, and Cline, Secrets, Spies and Scholars, pp. 99-110. For & more detailed

examination, see Corson, Armies of Ignorance, Ppp- 221-329.
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Pord, William J. Donovan's biographer, states that tha CIA "was the direct
outgrowth of Donovan'a World ﬁar II organization, and was based on funda-
mental 0SS principles."1 Allen Dulles, first civilian director of the C14,

states in his The Craft of Intelligence that Truman based his establishment

of the CIA on the controversial recommendations offered by’Donovan prior to
Roosevelt's death in 1945, and also that "much of the knowhow and some of the
personnel in 0SS were taken over by the Central Intelligence Agency."2 "In
fact, in 1949 one-third of the CIA's personnel had served with 058.3 In its
first year, however, the Agency was primarily inteiligence-oriented, 80 people
with World war II "special operations experience w;re not recruited. By the
latter part of 1948, a growing number of former 0SS personnel with guerrilla
warfare experience began to join the intelligence agency. Thia influx con-
tinued in the later 1940's, and, when the Koregn War broke, even more former
0SS personnel joined the CIA.%

Second, the preoccupation of U.s. policymakers with the Soviet threat
during this period would be difficult to overestimate. The impetus of the
Cold War provided an environment of fear that allowed a Yesurgence of interest
in psychological and unconventional warfare. As stated by the Senate Select
Committee feport on intelligence activities, "Decisions regaf&ing U.S. spon-
sorship of clandestine activities were gradual but consistent, spurred on by

the growing concern over Soviet intent@nns."5 Finally, the growth of the

1Ford, Donovan of 0SS, p. 316.

2Dulles, Tne Craft of Intelligence, p. 45.

3senata Report No. 94-755, Book Iv, p. 28.

4Hugh Chandler, private interview held at Foft Bragg, North Carclina,
March 8, 1973; Hymoff, The 0SS in World War II, p. 347.

Ssenate Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations, Repozst No.
94-755, Book IV, p. 26.
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Office of Policy Coordination (OPC) was important, for it was this part of the
CIA with which the Army would have the greatest interaction as it groped to de-

velop its own capability for psychological and unconventionsl warfare.

Army Demobilization

During the period 1945-46, Army psychological warfare staffs and units
were dissipated rapidly in the general demobilization of the wartime military
establishment. To be sure, a few senior officers recommended that the Army
profit from its experience in this relatively new field. As will be recalled,
in December 1945 Major General Lemnitzer urged that the Arwy del:armine'it:s les-
sons learned in wartime tv develop psychoiogicnl warfare principles,. organiza-
tion, and procedures for the future. He also recommended that instruction be
ineludod_ in the service schools "to provide future commanders and staff of-
ficers with a general understanding and appreciation of this new .weepon of
varfare."} |

Brigadler General McClure echoed the sentiments expressed by General
Lemnitzer with a letter to the Propaganda Branch, War Department, in early
1946: "I urge that a comprehensive document on the subjé:: of psychological
warfare be produced and used ix; the National War College and the Command and
Genaral Staff School.”" McClure pronounced his own verdict .abou:‘ the level of ' ¢
knowledge in the Army on this subject by conciuding: "The ignorance, among |

military personnel, about psychological warfare, even ncw, is ast:ounding."2

1Jc'int: Chiefs of Staff, Joint Strategic Survey Committee, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Lieutenant General J. E. Hall, Operations Division, War Depart-
ment, Subject: Ressarch and Analysis of PWB Activities in World War II, 22 De-
cember 1945, from Major General Lemnitzer, USA; RG 319 Army Operatiors, P&y
091.412 (22 August 1346) (P/W #7), National Archives. ‘

20f¢1ca of Director, Information Control, Office of Military Government
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And at a higher level, the Chief of the JCS distorical Section, Hajor
General E. F. Harding (USA), recommended in February 1946 that the JCS employ
a civilian professional to write a history of World War II psypholbgical var-
fare. Tc make his point about the necessity for such a study, Hirding noted
that the Army's World War I experience {n this activity was not recorded, and
argued the importance of psychological warfare in modern total war11 Despite
these entreaties, the nation longed to return promptly to normalcy, and the
military services were faced with managing the problems of rapid demobiliza-
tion, so not much attention was given initially to the relatively minor sub-
ject of psychological warfare.?
Not that there were not some in the Army who early on had grave reserva-
tions about the intentions of the Soviet Union, a major ally in war. As a

Senate report on U.S5. intelligence activities states, "American military in-

telligence officers were among the first to perceive the changed situation."3

for Germany, APO 742, U.S. Aramy, Letter from Brigadier General R. A. McClure,
Director, to Propaganda Branch, MID War Department, RG 319, 091.412 (13 January
1946), Box No. 263, Washington National Records Center (WNRC). Note that after
McClure left PWD/SHAEF at the war's end, he became the Divector, Information
Control, a related activity.

1Joinc Chiefs of Staff, Historical Section, Memo for the JCS, Subject:

IHiBtory of Psychological Warfare During World Wer II, 8 February 1946, from

Major General E. F. Harding, Chief, CCS 314.7 (2-8-46), Box No. 39, National
Archives.

. 25 perusal of the Army General Council Minutes for the immediate postwar
period provides one with the flavor of the mindboggling problems faced by the
Army during the rush to demobilize. The General Council met weekly, was com-
posed of the senior War Jepartment leadership, and chaired by either the Chief
of Staff or Deputy Chief of Staff. Minutes in U.S. Army Military History
Institute, Carlisle Barracks, PA.

3u.s. Congress, Senate, Seiect Ccrmittee to Study Govermmental Operations
with Respect to Intelligence Activities, Foreign and Military Intelligence,
Book I (94th Cong. 2d Sess., Senate Repcrt No. 95-755, April 26, 1976)
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1976), p. 19.
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In a leagthy letter written in January 1946, Major General W. G. Wyman, the
G-2 of Army Ground Forces, presented his views on the idecological threat--both
domestic and international--posed by the USSR. Entitled "Project to Combat
Subversive Activities in the United States," Wyman began by stating: "The
confusion of miad and the inconsiderate thinking of the soldiers of the Ground
Forces in the United States is illustrative of similar thought which exists
amongst troops of occupation and the civilian population of the United States."
Obviocusly aiarmed about the problems associated with demobilization, he asked
rhetorically, "{W]here is the mental penicillin that can be applied to our
loose thinking to iﬁaure the vholésome thought that is so urgently needed in
our country today?" Launching into a comparison of communism and democracy,
he outlined several arcas of the world under Soviet domination or pressure
("the tentacles of communism), then addressed the domestic scene: "Our
tréubles of the day--labor, demobilization, the discontented soldier--these
things are the sores on which the vultures of communism will feed and fatten."
Having given aﬁ overview of the ills, Wyman then turned to his prescrip-
tion:
There must be some égency, some group either within or outside our
national security forces, which can interest itself in these matters.
There must be some weapon by whicn we can defend ourselves from the
secret thing which is working at our vitals--this cancer of modern
civilization . . . . A new govermment policy is desperately needed
to implement the psychological effort indicated. . . . We must
sombat this creeping shadow which is in our wmidst.
General Wyman concluded his letter by urging that the War Department,

"{n the interest of national security," recommend to the President that:

a. Federal intelligence agencies concentrate on collecting in-
formation on activities subversive to our govermment at howme and

abroad.
b. A government agency be selected to wage a psychological war

against these activities.
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¢. A policy be established to publicize such subversive activities
and expose them to our people.

This rather remarkable analysis vividly portrays the mood of the times.
While Ceneral Wyman's views may appear somevhat extreme today, they repre-
sented the genuine concerns and fears of a sagment of American society, both
iﬁ nnd'out of uniform. A larger portion of the populntion,'howa§er, desired
peace and a return to normal, and it was these conflicting pressures that
policy-makers struggled with in the immediate postwar period. These same cr:-

flicting pressures impacted upon the evolution of psychological warf~ . in
the Army.

Psywar to Plans and Operations Division

In Mey 1946 a recommendation was staffed by the Jntelligence Division,

G-2, that War Department responsibility for psychological wﬁrfare be moved

from G-2 and that a special staff division be created for this activity. How-

ever, both the Chief of information and the Director, Plans and Operations
Division, felt that such a special staff division was not justified in peace,
so the recqmmendation wag withdrawn 4n late June.‘ General Norstad, the Direc-
tor, Plans and Operations, did express the view that planning and policy
guidanze for psychological wa;fare should be the respohsibility of his divi-

sion, but only if the Propaganda Branch personnel from G-2 were transferred to

him with the function.2

1Eeadquarters, Army Ground Forces, Washington 25, D.C. Letter to
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, War Department General Staff, Subject: Project
to Combat Subversive Activites - The United States, 15 January 1946, from
Major General W. G. Wyman, G-2, RG 319, Army Operations, P& 091. 412 (15
Jamiary 1946), National Archives

‘ 2WDGS, Intelligence Division, Washington 25, D.C., Summary Sheet, 22
May 1946, RG 319, Army Operations, P60 091.412, Section IA, Case 7, National

Archives.
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At the same time that this paper was being staffed, General McClure--who

vas in Germany as Director, Information Control--responded to a request from
Colonel D. W. Johnston, Chief, Propaganda Branch, for his recommendations as
to the orcper place for psychological warfare agencies "vithin the staff struc-
ture of all appropriate gchelona." Using his wartime experience as an example,
McClure argued strongly that psychological warfare should not be under G-2:

A great part of my difficulty in carrying out what I felt was.my mis-

sion vas with G-2. The G-2's all felt that they had a monopoly on

intelligence and were reluctant in the earlier stages to give any of
that intelligence to Psychological Warfare knowing that it would be

broadcast or used in print.
He believed that an association of psychological warfare with G-3 was ﬁore
productive: 'My greatest contacts were with G-3 and it was with the opera-
tional phases and even long range operational plans .« « . that I feel we did
our best work." McClure's clear preference, however, was for a separite,
special staff section: |

I am firmly convinced that #n activity as important and as rami-
fied as Psychological Warfare is one which should have the personal
- attention of the Chief of Staff and that the Director of Psycho-

logical Warfare should likewise have access to the Chief of Staff
and even to the Commander himself.

And here General McClure found the opportunity to put in a plug on a favorite
theme of his by stating:
1 had that relationship with the Chief of Staff and the Supreme
Commander [Eisenhower] throughout the war and even then it was not
as satisfactory as it should have been because of our failure in
peacetime to indoctrinate Commanders and Staff Officers with the
capabilities and limitations of Psychological Warfare.
He concluded his remarks by recommending again that "Psychological Warfare be
a separate Staff Section tepotting directly to the Chief and Deputy Chief of

Stzff with the closest liaison with the G Sections as well as with other
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Special Staff Sections."! It was to be another four and a half years before
the special staff section that MzClure recoumended would come to fruition on
the Army Staff, and hiy would be its first head.

Realizing that any attempt to create a special staff section for psycho-
logical warfare at that time would be futile, Colonel Johnston nonetheless
Proceeded with an attempt to move the function out oflthe Intolli#gnca Divi-
sion. On August 22, 1946, he submitted a lengthy momqr;ndum for the Chief of
Staff recommending the estabiishment of ¢ "Psychological Warfare Group" under
the Plans and Operations Division, in the WDGS. Relying heavily on General
Mcclure's‘nrguments in his 21 June ietter, Johnston emphasized that psycho-
logical warfare was "primarilyvoperational in nature and does not fall readily
within the scope of the Intelligence Diviéion.“ Perhaps the most interesting
aspect of Johnson's raticnale for making psychological warfare a Plans and
Operations Di§ision respénaibility was his belief that it would eliminate
future interference by civilians in this field:

In the event of a future emergency, while overall poliiical and psycho-
logical warfare policies will stem from the White House and the State
Department, the existence of 4 nuclear organization within the War De-
partment possessing a complete plan for military psychological warfare
‘and the technical means for implementation, would avoid the situetion of
World War II, wherein theater comsanders had thrust upon them civilian
agencies to conduct psychelogical warfare within their theaters, with re-
sultant conflict of authority and lack of control over training standards

and performance.

1Office of Military Govermment for Germany (U.S.), Office of the Direc-
tor of Information Control, Latter to Colonel D. W. Johnston, Chief, Propa-
ganda Branch, MID, G-2, 21 June 1946, from 3rigadier General Robert A. McClure,
RG 319, Army Operations, P& (91.412, 22 August 1946 (FW #7), National
Archives. :

2WDGS, Intelligence Division, Washington, D.C., MID 912, Memorandum for
the Chief of Staff, Subject: Eetablishment of Psychological Warfare Group,
Plang and Operations Division, WiGs, 22 August 1946, RG 319, Army Opevations,
P&0 091.412 (22 August 1946) (FW #7), National Archives.
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Here again we see evidence of the Tesentment of many regular of{{cers toward

vhat they considered to be umwarranted civilian interference. It is unlikely,
however, that: General McClure shared Johnston's view on this particular 1issuas,
in light of his experience as Chief : PWL/SHAEF during the war. Nonethelsss,
the view prevnilod among many in the Army.

In gny event, a decision was not made oa Colonel Johnston's recommenda-
t:l.ol;ua until October, and the results were probably somewhat differeat than
he had envisaged. The original paper had picked up some additional facets, and
vhat the Acting Chief of Staff approved on 3 October 1946 vas a series of War
Department recoimendations to the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee
(SWNCC) "to give early consideration to, and make prompt recommendations con-
cerning Psychological Warfare Policy," an also to "consider informing the
U.S. public of foreign subversive activities within U.S."l In these recommen-
dations, particularly the latter concerning ;ubversivc activities, the influ-
ence of General Wyman's January letter can be seen. With regard to the initial
racomenda;ion to establish a Psychological Warfare Group in the Plans and
Operations Division, however, the decision was to decentralize certain psycho-
logical warfare uperations to other divisions and agencies, but with Plans and
Operations providing overall planning and policy guidance.z

Some foot-dragging then ensued until, duriang an 1nf§rma1 conversation on
Novembar 6, 1946, between General Hodes and General Liacoln, General ﬂ@ea

agreed to take over immediately the psychological ‘\mr,fnre functions of G-2

ILWDGS, Plans and Operatioas Divisior, Washington 25, D.C., Memo for
Record, Subject: Establishment of Psychological Warfare Group, P&0 Division,
WDGS, 4 October 1946, RG 319, Army Operations, P&0 091.412 (27 Septamber
1546), National Archives.

21bid.
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and to absorb its Propaganda Branch.l The Propaganda Branch wac formally dis-

continued by Intelligence Division Memorandum No. 100 on 29 Novembter 1946, and

the Branch personnel assigned to the Policy Section,

Plans and Operations Divi-

sion.2 A minor era in the evolution of War Department bursaucracy vas thus

passad. Psychological warfare, which from 1941 had

vas passed to the operations side cf the house.

Actually, the responsibility for psychtological warfare had been diluted

in the process. While War Department Memorandum No

January 1947, charged the Director of Plans and Operations with the responsi-

been a G-2 responsibility,

575-10-1, {ssued on 10

bility for general supervision of Army psychological warfare activities,

several other War Department agencies were given pieces of the pie. These

included the Director of Intelligence, who recained

the responsibility for

collection, evaluation, and interpretation of sociological and ysychological

information, and the analysis of foreign propagsnda+-as well as the Director

of Organization and Training; the Director of Service, Supply, and Procure-
' |

ment; the Director of Research and Development; and |

the Chief of Publiec In-

tormations3 Real centralization of psychological vlrfare activities was not

to occur until later, when the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare

was formed in January 1951, with General McClure &s

IWDGS, Plans and Operations Divisiom, Washingt

its head.

on 25, D.C., handwritten

notes dated 6 November 1946, RG 319, Army Operations, P&0 091.412, Section IA, §

Case 7, Vational Archives.
|

ZWDGS, Intelligence Division, Memorandum No. 100, Subjsct: Discontimu-

ance of Propaganda Branch, I.D., 29 November 1946, RG 319, Army Operations,

P&0 091.412 (29 Novewber 1946), National Archives. |

3HDGS, War Department Memorandum No. 575-10-1;
Department Agencies for Psychological Warfare Functions, 10 January 1947,
RG 319, Army Operations, P& 091.412 (18 December 1?46), Nationsl Archives.

Responsibility of War
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Eisenhower and McClure

About the time that responsibility for psychological varfare was being -
passed to the Plans and Operations Division, some interest in the field was
_ being exhibited at a higher policy level. Discussions otit!n subject of co-
vert operations as l future form o;‘. war--spparently iniciated because of the
interest of Secretary of ﬁar ‘Robert Pattarson--took placs in the SWNCC. As
an offshoot, in December 1946 a SWNCC subcommittee formulated guidelioes for
the conduct of peychological warfars in peacetime and wartims. Then, in April
1946 a SWNCC subcommittee vﬁ formed to consider and plan psychological war-

fare; in June 1947 it vas renamed the Special Studies and Evaluation Subeom-

mitcee.l

Army Chief of Staff Dwight Eisenhower entered the psychological warfare
arena at this point. In & memo dated 19 June 1947, Eisenhower indicsted "o
_the Dﬁzrg-ct_dr of Plans and Operations his desire for_tho War Departmen: "“to
take those steps that are necesaary to keep alive the arts of psychological
wariare and of cover and deception and thaf there should continue in being &
nucleus of personnel capable of handling these arts in case an emergency
arises."2 At the same time the former World War II Supreme Allied Commander
asked his old Chief i the Psychological Warfare Divisimi. SHAEP, for comment s

on the subject.

' McClure emphasized in his reply that "psychological warfare wust become

1y.s. Congress, Semats Raport No. 94-755, Book IV, pp. 26f.; also RG
319, Army Operations, P&0 091.4)2 (12 May 1947), National Archives.

2yar Department, The Chief of Staff, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
for the Direccor, Plans and Operaticas, WDGS, 19 June 1947, from Dwight D.
Eisenhower, RG 319, Army Operations, P80 091.412 (19 June 1%47), National
Archives. :
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a part of every future war Plan,”" lamented the dispersion of people with World
War II experience, and specifically recomrended that: |
a. A mixed civilian-military group, on a voluntary basig, be

charged with studying psychological warfare policies and practices -
duriug this war.

b. Research be undertaken, at once, into the effectiveness of
"W [psychological warfare].

¢. A PW Branch of the Director of Informacion be established.

d. A P4 Reserve, of limited number, be ‘.:tablished.

e. Training for PW be undertaker a: the General Staff College
and the National Defense Collage.1

K

In light of *he strong vieus that he expressed earlier conceraing the
desirability of a Special Séaff section for ps&chological warfare, McClure's
recommendat ion to put this function unde:r the Ch;cf of Information appears
strange. Perhaps he had decided that such a proposal was futile, in view of
the previous resistasnce to this idaa shown by the War Department Stalf. Par-
hape it was simp{j becauss his post-World War II experience in Information had
convinced him that this was the Proper course. As he e:plained in hie memy-
randum to RBisenhower: "It {psychological warfare] i{s more than intelligance;
it 1o more than operations . . . {¢ 1is tnfo;nnciun--oocurud and disseminated
to friend and enewy."z

Very little resulted from Ceneral McClure's ;dcomnendntlons. A civilian
historian, Dr. !.‘P! Lilly, had been employed by the JCS to write a history of
psychological warfare for World War 11, sc that took car; of the first two

recommandations, according to the Director of Plans and Operations in the

WpGs, Pians and Operations Division, Memorsndum for the Chief of Staff,
Subject: Paychological Warfare, 71 June 1747, from Brigadier Geveral Robert
A. HeClure, PSO staff reacticn, and Director, P&O Memo for the Chief of Staff, |
29 July 1947, RG 319, Arcy Operations, 1348-52, Box #9, P&O 091 .412 (21 June
1947), Rational Archives.

21b14.
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staff reaction requested by Eisenhower. It was not believed that psycho-
logical warfare sb#uld be a function of the Chief of Information, but, rather,’
Ithe zesponsibilities 1n this £ield should remain as outlined in War Department
Memo 575-10-1. Nor was the establishment of a psychological wa:fare reserve
believed to ba practical. With regard t; McClure's final ncounndation? the
Director of Plans and Operations, Major General Lauris Norstad, siaply replied
that the subject of psychological warfare was included in the curriculum of
the National .HAnr College, the Command ;xﬂ Gencral Staff College and the Air
War co}leg..l | |

Another senior officer who was unhappy with the progress of U.8. pcychaf—
logical warfare was Major General W. G . ﬁyman. He wrote to Ganeral Norstad

on 14 June, and, with his usual intensity, declared "I believe that the SWNCC

' group that has been set up is not sufficiently powerful to accomplish the ur-

genc national requirewent in this field. Such a group must h&o no divarting .
duties to take them away from this very extsnsive subject which is so important
to us." Hs went on to staté that a national psychological varfare objective

must be ntabluhod; and the Army oeeded an interim directive so that it could

"bring an aggressive program to bear on appropriate .objectives wishout: further

Idcla’y." He coacluded by reaffirming the necessity for action at the highest

level: "1 am convinced that a national agency must be set up, using SWNCC per-
haps, but etirred up and goaded far beyond any present concept to Limediats ac-

tion. v

l1bed.

zﬂudquartcr:, Army Cround Forces, Ft. Monroe, VA, Latter to Major

General Lauris Norstad, Director of Plans and Operations, WDGS, from Ma for

Caneral W. C. Wyman, 14 June 1947, RG 319, Army Operations, P& 091.412
(14 June 1347), Section 11, Cases 16-30, National Archives.
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Horstad'as reply irdicated agreement on the need for g national agency,
but he reminded General Wyman that the overall direction and control of peace-
time activities was brimarily a State Department function. BHe inf:rmed Wyman
that two officers from the Plans and Operations Division were members of the
SWNCE Subcommittee on Psychological Warfare, which wa- primarily a contingency
planning organization that should not engage in the day-to-day business of
"selling democracy." He went on to draw a distinction between the peacetime

'activity of "selling democracy," an information function, and "psychological
warfare," which "should apply only to wartime or prebelligerency and have as
its frank objective the coercion as well as the provisiiun of thought."1 Wyman
agreed with Norstad's shying away from thé term "psychological warfare," but
felt that there was "a great need for a synonym which could be used in peace-
time that would not shock the sensibilities of a citizen of dcmocracy."z

The problem was noZ a new one. During World War II, agency differences
over "open," "white," or "overt" as opposed to "closed," "black," or "covert"
propaganda, had been a source of continuing difficulty.> In fact, it haﬂ been
one of the primary factors that caused dissolution of the Coordinator of In-
formation, and the division of psychological warfare responsibilities between
NI (overt) and 0SS (covert). But this was a new kind of war--a "cold war'--

in which most Americans desired peace. Many military men wanted to have

1VDGS, Plans and Operations Division, Washiagton 25, D.C., Latter to
Major Genersl W. C. Wyman, Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, Ft. Monroe, VA,
from Major Ganerwul Lauris Norstad, 16 July 1947, RG 319, Army Opearations,
P&0O 091.412 (14 June 1947), Section II, Cases 16-30, National Archives.

2Headquartera, Army Ground Forces, Pt. Monroe, VA, Letter to Ma for
General Norstad from Major General Wyman, 22 July 1947, RG 319, Army
Operations, P&O 091.412 (14 June 1947), Section II, Cases 16~30, National
Archivaes.
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nothing to do with psychologica) warfare in the first place; it was not "real
soldiering." Even those who Zelt that psychological warfare was important
were understandably perplexed as to the proper role of the military in this
multifacetad and unorthodox activity. The correspondence between General
Norstad and General Wyman mirrored the dilemma faced by concerned professionals.

Norstad aqked the Chief of Information, Major General M. S. Eddy, for
his informal views on this sensitive subject. Eddy's reply, in a lengthy memo-
randum written in October 1947, prcvides us with some valusble insights. He
began by'concurring."in the need to undertake without delay an extensive cam-
paign of psychological warfare, in both overt and covert phases, as a matter of
national necessitv to offset the effectiveness of the growing W campaign
launched against the United States by [the] U.S.S.R." But then he discussed
the absolute importance of carefuily presenting such a campaign to the American
public, and the role of the miiitazy in such an effort:

Although the succcss or failure of such a PW campaign will be of ﬁhe
most vital military concern, the political structure of the U.S. pre-
cludes making PW a military effort. In fact, the politfcal considera-
tions are so sensitive in this field that the whole program may be da-
feated at its inception--no matter who assumes the initiative--if the
.entire question of ways and means of broaching the subject to the
President, the Congress, the people--particularly the press--is not
minutely. examined by the best brains available and handled with che
utmost tact, finesse and discretion. Otherwise, the American people
and the Congress will misunderstand and disapprove the project at the
outset. : - )

He believed that covert psychological warfare would probably not be ac-
cepted by the American people "without a great deal of prelimiunary education
and groundwork," and emphasized that it should be conducted "under the segis
of an agency noc.directly connected with the armed forzes." The public and
Congress, on the other hand, would probably accept overt psychological warfare,

but only {f they were fully informed as to its need and methods. This would




79
necessitate the voluntary cooperation of the information medig. Terms like
"psychological warfare," "propaganda," and "subversion" must be carefully
explained "so as not to arouse public indignation or fear of 'gestapo-1ism' and
authoritarianism in oﬁr own country." And as for the role of the military in
this endeavor, Eddy thought that "the entire subject should be sponsored by
civilians--not members of the military establishment--both in and out of the
govermment. Publicly recognized military participation should be limited to
advice, concurrence and such performance as may be delegated tqg 1t,n1

General Eddy's views provide a vivid portrayal of the murky and ‘po-
litically sensitive area that w&s psychological warfare in the early Cold War
Period. The extreme caution he advocated undoubtedly contributed to the
ambivalent attitudes of many senior Arny officers toward this "grey area" ac-
tivity during the interwar period.

General McClure, hovevér, was not ambivalent, and rarely missed an op-
porturity to press for a strong Army role in psychological warfare. Respond-
ing to a request frcm Eisenhower for a small number of civilian candidates for
a psycholﬁgical warfare resexve, McClure in early November 1947 recommenéed a
group of eight for poliny planning purposes and outlined how they could be
used. He then added:

Although activities of this group would have to be coordinated with

other armed services and with the State Department, it appears to me
that the Army 1s privileged to take the initiative in securing U.s.

Government coordination of Psychalogical Warfare activities since

the Army is the principal implementing ageney in four occupied coun-
tries and a contributing agency through {ts Military Attache and

IDepartment of the Army, Chief of Information, Washington 25, D.C.,
Memorandum for the Director, Plans and Operations Division, Subject: Psycho-
logical Warfare, 31 Octcber 1947, from Major Genaral M. S. Eddy, RG 319, Plans
and Operations Divistien, 1946-1948, 091.3 - 091.7, Section I, Box #28, PO
091.412 TS (31 October 1947), National Acchives.
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Military His[i.ou systems. 1

McClure wag correct; the Army was heavily involved in civil affairs,

information contol, and "reorientation” activities in several occupied coun-

tries. No one was mcre aware of this than this former Chief of PWD/SHAEF,
who left that position after the war to become Director of Information Control
in Germany, and pt the timn of this memorendum to Eisenhower was Chief of the .

York Pield Office, Civil Affairs Division. GJeneral McClure

War Department

was to sound this theme many times during the next few years.

One of the| men recommended by McClure for the psychological warfare re-

serve group was 111iam S. Paley, Chairman of the Board of the Cclumbia Broad-

casting System. | Paley came to see General Eiserhower shortly after the

McClure memorandum and expressed his willingness to help in psychological war-

fare planning, t preferred to do 8o as a civilian consultant rather than in

uniform. In a randum to Secretary Forrestal on the subject, f.’isenhower
agreed with Paley's preference "inasmuch as the sense of the discussion among

interested agencies has been to effect that civilians should control and pre~-

dominate in the |current organization and planning."

Thus having established his acceptance of civilian leadership in psycho-

logical warfare planning, the Chief cf Staff then made a pitch for a strong

role for the military in the ongoing process:

I realize that there are high-level committees considering the sub-

ject, but it seems to me that the m "~ 'tary must give continued impetus .
to the organization and realistic functioning of this important ac-

‘tivity. FPurther, the Armed Services should prepare plans now involving
enunciation of policy and methods applying to actual war. ‘

l4ar Department - Special 3taff, Civil Affairs Division, New York Field
Office, Memorandum for General Dwight D. Eisenhower, Subject: Candidates for
Psychological Warfare Reserve, from Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Chief,
New York Field Office, S November 1947, RG 319, Army Operations, P& 091.412
(5 November 1947), National Archives.
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The argument for milita;y participation in psychological warfare planning

made, Figenhower tactfully put a plug in for Army leadership, using his old
PWD/SHAEF chief and his association with Paley as a sweetener:

I do not kncw whether the responsibility for this planning should be -

referred to the JCS Or .to an ad hoc committee under your immediate

supervision. 1In the latter event, I could, if you 8o desire, detail

as the head of a combined committee, a brigadier general (Robert A.

McClure) who had éxtensive experience in hig field during the war in

Europe. He was closely associated with Bill Paley and others of sim-
ilar qualifications. Be is therefore in o position to crystalli-e

Ever the diplomat, Eisenhower closed his memorandum to the Secretary

with supreme tact: "This note has no other purpose than to express readiness

to be helpful. If the matter is completely in hand through the Proceises of

the high-level committees, my Suggestions may not be pertinent .l

The Chief of Staff's offer was not acted upon; MeClure stayed at his post
ip New York. Nonetheless, Eisehhower's interest in psychological warfare was
evident and it wag equally evident that Robert A. McClure' carried some weight
with the Chief. But the Army continued to feel its way'gingerly in this am-

biguous and politiczally sensitive field.

The‘Aggy's Reaction to NSC-4

The task of delineating agency responsibilities for Psychological warfare
proved to be difficult, 1In early November 1947, the secretaries of Defénﬁe,
Army, Navy, Air Force, and the JCS determined that Propaganda of all kinds--

overt and covert--was g function of the State Department, in consultation with

lnepartment of the Army, The Chief of Staff, Memorandum for Secretary
Forrestal, Subject: Psychological Warfare, from Dwight Dn. Eisenhower, 17 No-
vember 1947, RG 319, Army Operations, National Archives,
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chq CIA and a military representative. Accordingly, President Truman assigned
psychological warfare coordinaticm to the Secretary of State on November 24, a
decision that was reversed within three weeks. Secretary of State George

Marshall opposed taking reupohaibi}i:y'ior covert actions that might embarrass
the Department and discredit U.S. foreign policy. He favored placing such ac-
tivities outside the Daparfment, but still subject to guidance from the Secre-

tary of State. Similarly, the military wanted to maintain some control over

. covert psychoiogical activities, but they did not want to assume operational

responsibility. Unwilling to risk association with covert activities, the
Dapartments turned to the CIA.l The result was NSC-4, entitled "Coordina-
tion of Foreign Intelligence Information Activities," a directive that in
Decembar 1941 "empowered the Secretary of State to coordinate overseas informa-
tion ac:ivitiea designed to counter coﬁmunism,“ and an annex, NSC-4A, which
"instructed the Director of Central Intelligence to undertake covert psycho-
logical activities in pursuit of the aiﬁ set forth in NSC-A."Z Shertly
fhereafter, on December 22, the Special Procedures Group was established
within the CIA's Office of:Specixl Operations :6 carry out such covert cpera-
tions.3’vThus responsibility for covert psychological warfare was fixed, or so
it appeared. But much needed to be done to pin down agency responsibilities
for the overf‘aide.

The Army'; initial reaction to N3C-4 was gn attempt to get its own house
in order. A study was initiatel in January 1948 "to determine what steps are

required to strengthen and coordinate all domestic and foreign information

lsenate Report No. 94-755, Book iV, pp. 27-29.

21b4d., Book I, pp. 48f. 31bid., Book IV, p. 28.
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measures of tha Department of the Army in furtherance of the attainment of
U.S. national objectives in compliance with NSC-4 and existing regulations."
The study discussed the "insidious aad destructive' Communist propagarda which
"directly threatened" U.S. national sec#rity, advocated strong counterpropa-
ganda measures, both foreign and domestic, and declared that "ihaamuch as the
use of'propaganda 48 & weapon of either war or peace is of fundamental concern
to the Department of the Army, it is belisved imperative that Army efforts in
this field be coordinated and directed."

Then, with regard to the sengitivity of psychological warfare, an as-
iertive posture: |

The fact that the American people and Congress do not 1like and/or are
afraid of domestic Propaganda, is no excuse for us to sidestep our
responsibility. The responsibility of accepting the consequence of
doing nothing is far greater. The American people have proved too
many times that they can "take it" if they are told why.

There was a lengthy discussion of opinion surveys from World War II--a°

caugse for concern since they indicated 'g lack of psychological conditioning of

" the soldier's mind before going to war." Thus the wish: "If the Armr could

engage in 'white'’ Propaganda for civilian consumption, it would be beneficisl as
prior indoctrination of the future power of Army manpower. "

The study emphasized that three Army Special Staff Division--Civil Affairsg,
Public Informa;ion, and Troop Jaformacion and Education--were engaged in dis-
semination of "white" pfoﬁagands, but that it was uncoordinated. Furthermore,
there was "1ittle or no policy-guidance on general supervision from P& Divi-
sion," as specified by th: War Depavtment ¥emorandum No. 575-10-1 iseued in
January 1947. Since the séudy #¥as preparad by Colonel Yeaton of the Plans and
Operations Division, this iatter conclusion was a rather candid and surprising

admission.

e~ AN e R SR R 3 BRI, e T A




N gt

PR Sl

R

84

In any event, to remedy the situation described, the study recommended:

That the Chief of Information be directed to supervise all cur-
rent operations of the Departament of the Army in the field of in-
formation, public relatioms, or education which have psychologiczel
or propaganda implications. ,

That all "whits" propaganda, domestic and foreign, implemented
by the Department of the Army and disseminated by the three (3)
Special Staff Divisions (Civil Affairs, Public Information and Troop
Information and Education) be coordinated by the Chief of Informa-
tion.

That for psychological warfare or propaganda purposes, the Chief
of Information receive policy guidance from the Director of Plans
and Operstions Division through appropriate and continuous liaison.

The Chief of Information concurred with the recommendations, but felt .

strongly that the Plans and Operations Division should coordinate the overall

psychological warfare effort. Understandably, he also cautioned against

paintihg the .dli.ef of Information with the psychological warfa:a/propn.gnuda
brush. The P&0 Division concurred with this, but saw "no danger if handled
as suggested." On December 18, 1948, the study recommendations were approved
by the Secretary of the Aruy.l

As we have seen, the Army's initial reaction to NSC-4 produced very
little 1‘n the way of far-reaching measures, but rather an attempt (o improve
its internal coordination of psychological and information acci;-{ties..
These steps were rather modest in scope, but indicative of the cross-
cugrentu of uncertainty and ‘cmtion, on the one hand, and a desire to “'do
something" about a perceived condition of national malaise and weakness, on
the other. They reflacted not only a sense of ﬁﬁtrnion by some with the

lack of strong national direction in psychological wvarfare, but also

lmpartmnt: of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Summary Sheet and Study to Chief of Staff, Subject: A Study of Psycho-
logical Warfare, from Lt General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of Plans and
Operations, 10 February 1948, RG 319, P& Division, 1946~48, 091.3 - 091.7,
Section I, Box No. 28, P& 091.412 TS (15 January 1948), National Archives.
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uncertainty about the Army's role in providing the leadership needad id such
a politically sensitive area.

Another interesting facet of this action was Gsneral McCluze's role.

The officer who prepared the study for P& Division--Colonel Yeaton--apparently
felt that it was important to note for the Chief of Staff that the paper had
been presented to McClure, 'who gave complete concurrence. "l Even from his
office in New York, General McClure continuad to iafluence the Army's thinking
on this subject.

McClure's influence continued to be felt--at all level; of psychological
warfave. A memorandum for the naw Chief of Staff, General Omar Bradley, vrit-:
ten in March 1948 by Lieutenant General J. C. Wedemeyer (who had replaced
Norstad as Director of Plans and Operations), gave gome indication as to

McClure's astature:

In the last war this activity [psychological warfare] was not promptly
or efficiently developed. Organization and functions were accomplis’ed
under duress. During the course of the war, oany men became quite pro-
ficient in this unusual, but very vital work. I believe that Brigadier
General Robert A. McClure should be brought to the War Department for
consultation in the premises. :

The follow-up memoranc:. to this paragraph by the Ajlistlnt Chief, Plans
and Policy Group, of the Plans and Operations Division, simply confirms the
key role of McClure in policy matters:

General McClure visited Washington before and after his trip to
Europe. On the occasion of each visit, he spent considerable time in

11p44.

ZDepartment of the Army, Plans and Operations Divisior., Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, 18 March 1948, from Lieutenant
Ganeral A. C. Wedemeyer, Director, Plans ard Operations, RG 319, Plans and
Operations Division, 1946-48, 091.3 to 091.7, Section I, Box No. 28, filed
with Pad 091.412 (30 November 1948), National Archives.
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Policy. He was consulted on the provision of SANACC 304/6 and his
- recommendations are embodied in JCS 1735. He edited aud approved
our psychological warfare study now in the hands of the Joint Plan~

ners.
General McClure now feels that close liaison has been estab-

1ished between P&O and himself. He has been of great assistance in
the past, and his opinion will be sought in the futuxe om all major
psychological warfare issues.

Further evidence of McClure's stature--and his close relationship with
General Wedemeyer--was a June 1948 ''Dear Bob" letter by Wedemeyer, who wrote
General McClure thanking him for his comments on an Army pamphlet entitled

“Tactical Psychological Warfare" to be used at the Ground General School at

Fort Riley:

Your constructive views make it possible to improve these training
publications. I hope that we can send similar material to you in
the future, in order to obtain the continued benefit of your knowl-
edge and experiences. Furthermore, I trust that you can find time
to put down ca paper more of your experiences and reflections on
the broader aspects of psychological warfare, because we find our-
selves short of seasoned, mature Army writing in this field.

Switching to a higher policy level, McClure--in a "Dear Al" letter to
General Wedemeyer in July 1948--1sid out in considersble detail his concerrs
and recommendaticns on psychological warfare. He began by addressing a recent
conversation with Ganeral Omar Braalcy, who appreciated the value of psycho-

logical warfare during wartime, but apparenily felt that the Army should

lnepurtment of tlie Army, Plans and Operations Divisionm, %ashington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Director, Plans snd Operations, Subject: Proposed
Trip of Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, 30 March 1948, from Colonel
William S. Biddle, Assistant Chief, Plans and Policy Group, k£ 319, Plans and
Operations Division, 1946-48, 091.3 to 091.7, Section I, Box ioc. 28, PO
091.412 (30 March 1948), National Archives. .

ZDepartment of the Army, Plang and Operatiors Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Brigadier General Rodert A. McClure, Civil Affairs Division,
YMew York Field Office, from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of
Plans and Operations, 18 June 1948, RG 319, Army Opexations, filed with F&0
091.412 (28 May 1948), National Archives.
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confine itself to planning and laave the overall rnpomibili:y to the State
Departnent. McClure had some misgivings about this approach:

I am sure fuv people realize that today the Department of “he A.:y 1is

the foremost U.S. propaganda agency of our Government. Why, and how

come, would require involved explanation to ths uninfor-ed. Y

and I know the ansvers. By default State Department ha. not taxen

over its responsibilities in this field for many reasons--particularly

appropriations. : -

Having stated his major theme, McClure then supported it by presenting

a tour d'horizcn of the Army's activitias. The Armed Porces Radio networks,
the Overseas Stars and Stri.pes pevspaper, the Troop Rducation and Informetion
program in Europe and the Far East, the Aray's "complate responsibility for
the propaganda to four occupied countries," the fact that the Army controlled
more radio broadcasts than State world-wide, the U.S. Military Government news- °
papers published in three foreign countries, the 50 to 75 documentary films
distributed each year, rhe world newsreels made in three languages each week,
the control of all U.S. commercial f{lms shown in occupied countries, the
cultural centers established in 60 cities of the occupied areas, the magazines
published for foreign distribution ("we, the Army, publish five while State
publishes one"), and the millions of pamphlets and leaflets printed for educa-

tional purposes in four occupied countries--all of this, and more, prom:..ted

McClure to declare, "I should say today that the Army has five times the out-

'™
"
(4.

st for projaction of America than State has and probably a gzreater audience
for its propaganda."

Furthermore, the Army should not take a head-in-tha-sand attitude on
thess activities, because, "Call {t what you may, irternaticaal information,
propaganda, or Paychological Warfars, the raspons.bilities still rest with us."
The re:ponsibility for directing and coordinating propaganda that wes in line

with clearly established U.S. Govarnment objectives could not be ignored, but




there was "no Army or Mational Defense Agency doing s0." To illustrate his
point, MeClure used Lis own office--vhich vas rasponsible for & sizeable por-
tion of the program in nccupied aress--as an exanple of the lack of central
diroct!.;n and coordinavion: “Ia the year I have \u;n in charge of the Hew
York Field Office of Civil Affairs Division there has never been a conference
‘ocuua of my oon office on propaganda policy." Lppurently this last statement
startled somsone--perhape General \Ied.aeyer-;for the handwritten exclamation

. "“jou!" sppears pext to it.

_Countinuing to beat the drum, McClure ackuowledged that Nsc-&.vu a step
in the right direction toward the coordination necessary, b;xt' “a graat ueed
for unity of purpose and central direction nuimd." Then, a touch of as-
sertive pride: "The Army has taken a major interest in this field and should
"" privileged to take the lead, if necessary."

Havisg laid his foundatiom, McClure then supmarized his plea to the Di-
rector of Plans and Operations by stating: A

The whole purpose of this letter to you is to ‘urige:

a. recognition of the responsibility of the Army;
b. an organization in beirg within the National Defense setup

to carry on the operatiouns which the Army has assumed;
¢. an organization to plan for and further psychological war-

fare;
4. a study of Psychological Warfare--its capabilities and
shortcomings;

e. utilization of those williug, experienced civilians, who
are anxious to help a future Psycholiogical Warfare organization.

This was followed by two pages of specific recommendations, to irclude
a national organization t§ handle both black and white propaganda ('the present
separation of black and white propaganda between Stﬁte and CIA is basically
unsound") and a oumber of cthers addressing technical reseu-ﬁh and various
studies needed, psychological warfare {nstruction for service ichool3, ways

to improve the Reserve program for psychological warfare officers, and an olAd




89
theme: "“indoctrination of commanders in the capabilities and limitations of
propaganda in warfare."

Apologizing for a lengthy letter, McClure closed by atating that he had
made it a personal, rather than official, communication since “much of this is
outgide of the fileld of my officialVresponsibility."l

It was, in fact, a rather amazing letter, particularly so since it was
written by 2 man who admitted that much of what he wrote about was outside
his "official responsibility." 1In terms of breadth; scope, and imaginarion,
it must be considered one of the most comprehensive‘personal communications on
the subject of psychologieal warfare written by an Army officer durfeg ;he
interwar years. McClure's letter has been dwelt upon ;t some length because
of the insights that it provides to the thinking of a man who later was to
play such an instrumental role in the dfganization of the Army for psycho-
logical and unconventional warfare. |

Gene£51 Wedemeyer acknowledged McClure's dedication and expertise with
a thovghtful--but delayed--reply in September: "I am deeply grateful, Bob,‘
for your fine letter and the inclosures. I realize that you are unquestién-
ably our outstanding'authority on this very important subject, psychological
Qarfare, and feel deeply indebted for your cantribution,f In an interesting
side note, he mentioned that Frank W{sner, Director of CIA's newly created
Office of Special Projects (later renamedloffice of Policy Coordination), had
recently inquired about the possibility of McClure "joining up with his

team’ becausa ha recognized that "you are perhaps the most knowledgeable and

1Dﬂpartment of the Army, Civil Affairs Division, New York Field Office,
letter to Lieutenant General Albert C. Vedemevar, Director, Plans and Opera-
tions Division, from Brigadier Genaral kobert A. McClura, Chief, Now York
Field Office, 8 July 1948, RG 319, Army Operations, P&O 091.412, MNational
Archives.
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experienced officer in the game."! McClure did not do so, however, and there
is a certain irony in this minor episode in view of the conflicts that were
later to arise between Wisner's "taam" and that of Senerel McClure as dli;f
of the Army's Office of Psychologicgl V;zfzro in tﬁo early 1950's.
The essence of Wedsmeyer's response to McClure's pti.nciﬁal srgument

connerning recognition of the Army's rasponsibilities and also the need for

a utioui -plychologi'cal wgrfarc organiuticn was basically :lut‘thc situation
vas out of the Army's hands. Until thn‘ NSC made a decision on & number of
proposals before it for such an organizationm, he replied, not much could be

done at the policy level, nor could Army plans for paychological warfare be

firmed up. 2

Actually, Wedemeyer had givén the subject more thought than might have
been indicated by his response to McClure. In early August he had written a

memorandum to General Omar Bradley, the Chief of Staff, to offer "a few of wmy

thoughts" on psychological warfare:

Thus Zar in our planning, both within the Joint Staff and in P&0 Divi-
 sion, we have been inclined to think cf psychological warfare as a

means which we should develop for giving furthor effect to atrategic
plans already developad. That is, we have considered it desirable to
draw up a "psychological warfare annex" to each strategic plan.. I am
now inclined to think that this may be an unsound approach. It re-
stricts psychological warfare activities within the narrowed limits of
the strategic operations already determined without due consideration
of the psychological problem.

lpepartmert of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter to Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Chief, New York Field Of-
fice, Civil Affairs Division, from Lieutenant Ganeral A. C. Wedemeyer, Direc-
tor of Plans and Operstions, 17 September 1948, RG 319, Army Operations, PAO
091.412. National Archives. '

21p1d.

3Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for Ganeral Bradley, Subject: Psychological Warfare,




This was an important insight. What Wedemeyer

psychological warfare should be considered as an inte
tegic planning PTocess, rather than as an afterthought

lack of understanding by senior commanders and staffs

tion between these two approaches has historically play
psychological warfare Planners.

Tepresented an important philosophical advance, but ond

adhered to by his successors.

With this ag background, Wedemeyer went on to out
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other hand it may not." He conceded that, in any c;tnt. *{t would furnish
some ideas for modification of HALFMOON," the ganeral plam for Europe. Therse
is little indication, however, that much resulted fron Vede-syer's proposal,
partiully due to the fact that he was unable to pry swuy from oth;r‘divitiona
the caliber of planners needed for the task enviuged.z f

‘Jhile not cnqugh to satisfy some like General McClure, some work had been
done.{u Army paychological warfars, both at the staff level and in the field.
In June 1947, on the basis of a directive from the Director of Organization
and Training, WDGS, a pilot "Tactical Information Detachment' was sctivated at
Fort Riley, Kansas, as an experimental unit. This dgtuchnent sent teams,
utilizing loudspeakers and leaflets, to participate in Army field maneuvers in
the coutinental United States, the Caribbean area, and Hewaii. The Tactical
Information Detachment was to be the only operationsl psychological warfare
troop unit in the United States Army when the Korean Ha: ornpte§ in June 1950.
Studies were started by Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, for a combat propa-
ganda unit éf a cellular type to replace the mobile teams of the MobZle Radio
Broadcasting Companies uQed in World War II. Psychological warfare extension
courses were prepared by the Army General School at Fort Kiley primarily for
specialists in the Military Intelligence Reserve.z

At the Department of the Army, the Plans and Operations Mvision--in
September 1948-—prepared a "tentative Psychological Wazfare Plan (Army)* for

wartime, which included estimates of Special Staff parsonnel required at

1Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memurandum for General Schuyler, Subject: Lt. Col. William H. Baumer,
16 August 1948 by Lt. Col. Robert M. Gant, Chief, Personnel Branch, E&0 Divi-
sion, filed with P&0 091.412 1S (1 September 1948), RG 319, Plans and Opera-
tions Division, 1946-48, 091.3 to 091.7, Section I, Box No. 28, National
Archives, . ’

2Linebarger, Psychological Wa:-fare, p. 301.
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theater, Army, and corps levels, as well as operating personnel to serve tgc—
tical units down to the level of Regimental Comba; Teams. Staffing of this
tentative plan followed, but in late December 1948 it was determined that "no
action is réquired or possible since, until higher authority has determined
the degree of Army responsibility in PW [psychological warfare], the degree of
Aroy need for T/OSE units cannot be determined."* At the end of 1948, then,
the Army was still gingerly feeling its way, waiting for "higher authority" to
decide the extent of its role in psychological warfare.

In early 1949 some movement was seen toward providing for national-
level overt psychological warfare plgnning. in February, the Nationas] Security '
Counci] agreed that an organization for the peacetime Planning of overt ps;cho-
logical warfa;e should be established within the State Department, and directed
the NSC staff to prépare 8 proposed directive on the matter. The directive es-
tadlished an organization consisting of a director appointed by tha Secretary
of State, consultants from the same agencies, as well as Jiaison from the CIA.
This organization was to be charged with planning and preparation "for the co-
ordinated conduct of foreign and domestic information programs and overt
psychological operations abroad in the event of war or threit of war as de-
termined by the Prasident."” FA similar planning function previously assigned
to the SANACC Subcommittes on Special Studies and Evaluations was to be termi-

nated, according to the directive. While there was some disagreement among

1Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., DF to Direcror, Organization and Training Division, Subject: T/OE for
Psychelogical Warfare Units, from Director, Plans and Operations, 20 September
1948; also Mennrandum for Record, Subiect: T/OE for Paychelogical Warfara
Units, 22 Decsmber 1948, RG 319, Plans and Operations Division, 1946-48,
0%1.3 - 0%1.7, Section I, Box No. 28, P&D 091.412 T3 (20 September 1948),
National Archives. -

e e e - ... . P T ATOLR 6 L e bkt B RS

RSP .



the military services as to certain revisiuns to the proposed directive, they
were resolved--at least initially--in the interest of axpediting the action.
As Ganeral Maddocks (who had replaced‘deneral Wedemeyer as Director of Plans
and Operations) penned on a memorandum to the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans
and Combat Operations, General Wedemeyer: "P.S. The important underlying
factor in this matter is to gét started. The directive can be amended as

need therefor arises, after the group starts work."l To this epistle, Genaral

McClure undoubtedly would have added, 'Amen!"

The Carroll Report

 One. of the reasons the Army moved rather hesitantly in psychological
wvarfare was Secretary of the Army Kenneth C. Royall's concern about Army in-
volvement in this activity. He definitely opposed any association with co-
vert opérafions, stating in June 1948 that he did not want the Army "even to
know'lnything ;bout it."z However, through the combined efforts of two
civilian members of his staff--Under Secretary Draper and Assistant Secretary
Gray--ind General Wedemeyer, Royall gradually relented a£ least tc the point
of allowing more participation by thg Army in overt psychological warfare.

Mr. Draper started the ball rolling by employing & civilian consultant,

Mr. Wallace Carrol), to prepare a study concerning the Army's role in current

1Depattment of the Army, Plans and Operations Diviaion, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Combat Operations,
Subject: Planning for Wartime Conduct of Overt Psychological Warfare (NSC
Staff Memorandum of 23 February 1949), 4 March 1949, RG 319, Army Operations,
1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P& N91.412 TS (23 February 1949), National
Archives. :

ZDepartment of the Army, Plans and Operations Divisisn, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Record, Subject: Briefing on NSC Meeting, 3 June
1948, RG 319, Army Operations 1948-52, Box No. 9, Hot Files, National
Archives. C
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psychological warfave activities. Carroll's study, forwarded to the Undar

Secretary on February 24, 1949, recommended that a separate "unit" be es-
tablished to take charge of the Department of the Army's paychological warfare
responsibilities. The "unit" would be headed by a geueral officer or qualified
civ;lian, who would coordinate with the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and
Operations (who at this time was General Hedemeyer).l

Apparently, the Under Secretary made the results of Carroll's study
available to Royall, because in a subsequent discussion between Geaeral
Wedemcyer, the Secretary, and Mr, Gray, Wedemeyer reported that ''Mr. Royall
has changed somewhat in his view in that he accepts that we in the Department

of the A-my must participate a little; in fact, it was pointad out to him by

Mr. Jray that we are actually participating in Europe. Mr. Royall wants this

activity under 2 civilian Secretary and has designatad Mr. Gray to super-
vige same."2

in this report to the Chief of Staff, General Omar Bradley, Wedemeyer
stated that Mr. Gray subsequontly asked him (Nedemeyer) to speak to the Sec-
retary with a propesed organication that would have Grﬁy as head, a civilian

assistant for ps' “ological warfare, and a group of 2ight to ten officers in

the Plans and Operations Division. Wedemeyer concluded by reminding the

1D€partment of the Army, Office of the Under Secretary of the Army,
Washinzton, D.C., "The Army's Role in Current Psychological Warfare,” A Re-
port to William H. Draper, Under Secretary of the Army, by Wallace Carroll,
24 February 1949, RG 319, Azny Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Filas,
P&O 091.412 TS (24 February 1949), National Archives.

“Department of the Army, Plars and Operations Division, Washington 25,
€., Extract on Paychological Warfare from Deputy Chief of Staff's {Combat
ang and Cpevations) Diary of important events occurring during Chief of
aff's recent abaence, 15 March 1%4%, RG 319, Army Operations, 1249-52, Box

10, Hor Files, CSUSA (15 March 1943) TS, National Archivas.
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Chief that '"Mr. Royall is very desirous that tﬁe uuiform services should not
be involved too much in psychological warfare, but he does accept certain
limited responsibilities in the Department." The Deputy Chief of staff for
Pians and Operations appareﬁtly thought that even this lukewarm endorsement
represented ptégreas since Royall had told him a yzar earlier that '"the Army
would have no part in psychological warfare and'he admonished me definitely
not to perticipate in such nctivity."l
Rcsponaing promptl} to Gray's request, on March 17, 1949, General ‘ i
Hedeqayer fofw;rded to Secretary quall the following memorﬁnduﬁ:

1. Mr. Gordon Cray asked me to discuss Psychological Warfare
wich Mr. Carroll, a civilian consultant, whom Mr. Draper employed
to investigate realistic and minimum Axmy participation. Mr.

Carroll prepared a study which I have analyzed carefully. Further,

1 talked to officers who have had experience in the psychological
fleld. - .

2. Tast Saturday Mr. Gray and 1 had a discussion concerning Army
participation that would be acceptable to you, and also that would
{nsure a realistic and ye: not embarrassing role for ‘the Arwy.

3. 1 recommend that Psychological Warfare be supervised by Mr.
Gray as a responsibility of his office. A small group of officers
could be located in P&O where they would coordinate with the ZIater-
national Group and the Strategic Planning Group of that Division of
the General Staff. Mr. Gray should have a civilian assistsnt whose
primary function would be to handle all psychological warfare matters
for him and ts maintain appropriate contacts with the State Depart-
ment. This latter Department in the final analysis should be-
responsible for all Psychological Warfare matters of policy and for
the coordination of Prychological Warfare activities. The ATmy should
do nothing except with the cognizance and at the request of the State
Department. I had hoped to talk to you personally about the above
matter; however, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are in almost continuous
session and it has not been possible to do so. Mr. Gray asked me a
few days ago to express my viaws to you concerning this subject;
hence this memo.

linid.

ZDupartment of the Army, Deputy fhief of Staff for Plans and Combat
Oparaticns, Washington, D.C., Memorandum for Secretary Royall from Lieutenant
Ganeral A. C. Wedemaver, 17 March 1949, RG 313, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box
No. 10, Hot Files, CSUSA 385 (17 Harch 1949) C, National Archives.
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It was a masterful example of bureaucratic persuasion. Using the recom-
wendation of an outside civilian consultant to PTY an opening in Royall's op-
positicn, Draper, Gray, and General Wedemeyer worked together effectively to
tactfully nudge the Secretary toward accepting some increase in Army psycho-
logical warfare planning, Royall's sensitivity on the subject undoubtedly was

a factor influencin the Army’s ambivalence toward paychological wars
118 y P8y 8

logical warfare. Indeed, the converse was more often the case; civilisn of-
ficials fraquently found it neécessary to prod uniformed Army leaders into a
8reater effort in psychological warfare. Such was to be the case with Gordon

Ccay, who succeeded‘Royall as Secretary of the Army on June 20, 1949,

Gordon Gzay--Revival of Intaresgt

Not surprisingly, the emphasis on increased Army partinipation {n
vsychological wurfare urged upon Kenneth (. Royall near the end of his tenure
was continued by hig 8uccessor. And with this’apparent upswing in interesgt
by the Army, again the advice of Brigadier General Robert A. McCiure was
sought. "peqy Bob,'" wrote the new Director of Plang and Operations, Majcr
General Charles 1. Bolte, oun July 7:

You will recall that some time 8g0 we talked briefly about the disg-
golution or diszappearance of adequate planning cr other meagures {in
the field of psychological warfare, cince the war, I recalil that
you expressed some concern over the fact that this matter was not
receiving adequate, 1f any, attention on the Part of the appronpriate
authorities, at least in the Military Establishment. *

lnenartment of the Army, Plans &nd Operationg Division, iashington 25,
D.C., Latter tg Brigadier Genrral Rohert A, MeClure from Major General Charlag
L. Bolte, Mractor of Plang and Operaticns, 7 July 1949, RrG 3lg, frmy Opera-
tions, 1949-52. Box No. 10, Hot Flles, P& 091.412 S (7 July 1949), Natlonal
Archives. .
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In view of M¢Clure's consistent criticism in this regard since the end
of World War II, ¢ is latter assertion smacks of considerable understatement.

Bolte continyed:

I think that yqu 7ill be relieved "o kaow that the matter is being
revived and that Jome measures are to be taken to restore us to a
mote adequate position. In that connection I have been asked to
suggest, or secure the suggestions of, some names of possible candi-
dates for appointment to a civilian position in the Office of the
Secretary of the Army. I thcught possibly you might have in mind
the names of s appropriate individuals.

McClure, who by now had movud from New York to Fort Ord, California, to
be the Assistant Division Commander of the 4th Infantry Division, answered
promptly. Grousing about having received unexpected orders tranaterring him
to the Northern Military District of Vancouver Barracks ("'The orders gave me
only one week to pack up and move which shows the consideration which the
Army usually.gives to the domestic side of 1ife"), McClure nonetheless ap-
plauded the apparent resurgence of interest: "I am very pleased with the
contents of your letter and to realize that the D of A [Department of the

Army] is at last working up to the importance of one of its major weapons--a

waapon which can be used without repercussions of an atomfc bomb category."

He then went on to rpcommend several potential candidstes for the civilian
position, providing a thumbnail sketch of each person's qualifications.1
McClure's lettir was en route to General Bolte when, on July 11, a meet-
ing was held in the gecretary of the Army's Office to report onm the progress
of psychological warfare organization within the Department of the Army. This

much was clear: (1)|a civilian "supervisor" for psychological warfare would

lﬂeadquarters, Fort Ord, California, lLetter from Brigadier General
Robert A. McClure to Major General Charles L. Bolte, Directer of Plans and
Operations, Department of the Army, 12 July 1949, RG 319, Army Operations,
1949-52, Zss No. 10, Hot Files, 051.412 § (7 July 1949), National Archives.
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be located in the Office of the Assistant Secretary, (2) a small working group
for psychological warfare would be established in the Plans and Operations
(P&0) Division, and (3) a nucleus of information operators would be formed in
the Office of the Chief of Information.

What was not clear, however, was the relationship between the civiliar
"supervisor" and the team of officers in P&0. ‘General Wedemeyer's understand-
ing was that the civilian '"should not be in a positicn of authority within

P& nor violate the chain of command . . . but should merely 'monitor' the PW

functions of P& along with PW functions of other components of the Department

of the Army." The Secretary's understanding on the matter was quite dif-
ferent, as reported in Wedemeyer's memorandum for record:
Mr. Gray stated the matter more forcefully . . . [he] specifically
indicated that the civilian "supervisor'" was not merely to monitor
but was to take a real part in the work concerning PW ard he said,
in essence, "1if, as things develop, we run into a difficulty six or
eight or twelve mon:hs from now, and if we do operate we are sure
to run into a difficulty soomer or later, I want to be able to say
that it was not just a military matter but thet it was a fool civilian
mixed up in it. I am thlinking this way for the protection of the
military.”1 .

Another interssting aépect of this meeting was the input provided by
Professor Paul Linebarger, a civilian consultant and author of a recentlj pub-
lished book on psycholcgical warfare. Linebarger offered his views on desir-
eble qualifications for the civilian "supzrviscr'" and suggested that the Plans
and Cperations Division could not fulfill its psychological warfare responsi-

bilities unless the officers designated were assigned full-time and given *the

opportunity for travel. General Bolte, Director of P&O, was 2omewhat

anartmant of the Army, Plans and Operaticns Divisfon, Washington 25,
D.C., Mem~vandum for Record, Subject: Meeting With Secvetary Gray Concerning
Paycholegical Warfar-, 11 July 1949, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No.
1G, Hot Filas, CS USA 385 C (il July 1949), National! Archives.
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reluctant to endorse this latter suggestion, and "indicated, as he had ind{-
cated from time to Eimc at other points in the Conference, that the rsspounsi-
bility should be written out fcr P& in full but that any external atteapt
to freez.e or commit P&0 personnel or structure would be unfortunate."!

. This meeting provides a valuable snapshot of the state of psychological
warfare at the Department cf th;‘Army in mid-1949: Gordon Gray, only a menth
iato his ne; office, intensely interested in psychological warfare and fofce-
fully exerting his authority in terms of organization, yet also alert to the .
political sensitivity of the subject; General Wedemesyer and General Polte, in-
terested in the subject but wary about its effect on traditioral concerns of
chain 6f command and lines of authority, and perhaps just a litcle rasentful
of the civilian influence in this field, particularly when a myriad of other,
more familiar “purely military" problems undoubtedly competed for their at-
tention (as, for eiample, Ceneral Bolte's resistance to "extsrnil" pressures
on him to dedicate officers sclely to psychological warfare); Professor
Linebarger, the civilian consultant, naturally anxious to see this specialized

. subject recéive greater attention, end perhaps just a little {mpatient with
the less-than-total endorsement of psychological warfare by military leaders.
Such was the range of emotions and attitudes on psychological warfare, all of
which combined to portrsy a total picture of hesizancy and slow progress
within the Department of the Army eleven months before the Korean War would
erupt. |

Part of this hesitrmcy can be attributed to the fact that many Army

leaders still considerd psychological warfare to be a anew development.

l1bid.
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Despite its use by tbe Army in World War II, the Director of Organization and
Training in May 1949 lumped psychological warfare together with atomic warfare,
radiological deferse, biological warfare, guided miasiles, and subversive war-
fare as "new developments [of warfare] or modifi;atiana of previous develop-
ments.” General Bolte, Director of Plans and Operations, thought it premature
to parcel out resﬁons;bilities of these topics to specific General Stafangen-
cies until the!~ role and employment werevbetter understcod. Irstead, he
recommended that all General Staff divisions designate contact officers for
discussions of the developments under P&0 monitorship.l

Furtharmore, the subjzct of psychological warfare was receiving littie
attention in military service schools. 'A student committre repor: don; at the
Araed Forces Information School, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, in sune 1949
concluded that there was no adequate course in paychoiogiéal vrrfare at any
Servi;e instailation that would provide the necessary knowledge for aﬁ In-
formation and Education officer.2 The Ground General School curriculum at
Fort Riley showéd nin2 hours of instfuction, there was one hcur at the Command
and General Staff School, tentative and draft field wanuals wére heing used in
gschools and for extension courses, and ther: were no training programs for

" Reserves avallable or planned--all of which led to the admission #n a Plans and

lﬂcpartment of the Army, 4rmy Cperations, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
by ¥ajor General H. R. Bull, Direclor, Organization and Training Division,
Subject: foneral Staff Reeucnsibility for Planning Pertaining to New Develop-
ments {r Warfare, 12 Mry 1949; also Memorandum by Major Ganeral Charles Bolte,
Director, Plans and Operations, commenting on above subject, RG 319, Army
Operations, P&O 331 (12 *ay 13¢9), Nationul Archives.
ZAfiﬂﬂ Porces Information Schrol, Carlisle Barracks, PA, Student Com-
mittae Eeport, Subject: Paychological Warfare and Propaganda Analyeis,
3 June 1949, RG 319, Army Operations, PSO $21.412 (8 September 1349), National
Archivas,
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Operations Division memorandum on 4 October 1949 that "much remains to be done

if the Army is to be ready to fulfill its operational and mobilization re-

sponsibilities in the field of psychological warfare."l

By early 1950, Secretary Gray was beginning to suspect the same. He
decided to query the Chief of Staff, General J. Lawton Collins fwho had suc-
ceeded General Bradley in August 1949), with a memorandum on February 7:

As you know, I am keenly interested in the prompt and erffective de~
velopment of paycholugical warfare within the Army.

I should like to have a report on the status of this matter by
February 15tr.

In this c..anection, I am particularly interested in what con-
sideration has been given to psychological warfare in conéunction
with the current reorganization within the General Staff.

There was not much progress to report to the Secretary »f the Army. The

opening paragraph of "Report on the Army Psychological Warfare Program," in
fact, was a classic example of the type of bureaucratic gobbledygook often

used to obfuscate an issue:

While definite progress has been made in the last six months in the
development and execution of a psychological warfare program within
the Army, much remuins to be accomplished. The estabiishment of a
sound, comprehergive program and the effective carrying out of the

. many tasks and activities under such a program includes the solution
of many problems which are interrelated and the solution of which is
dependent upon the sequential and systematic development and comple-
tion of the more fundamental aspects of the overall program. An ef-
fort has been made, however, to meet the higher priority teguirements
in all important areas of the program as developed to date.

loep'artmeht of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum to Organization and Training Divisiou requesting information
on psychological warfare trsining in being or planned, 19 August 1949; also
Pi0 Division memo on subject, 4 October 1949, RG 319, Aramy Operations, P&0
091.412 (19 August 1949), National Archives.

20£f1 ce of the Secrztary of the Army, Washington 25, D.C., Mamorandum
from Gordon Gray to Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, 7 February 1950, RG319, Army
Operations, 1549-52, Hot Files, Box lo. 10, P&0O 091.412 (7 February 1950),
National Archives.

3Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
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Gray undoubtedly had to read that paragraph mors than once, and even
then probably wondered exactly what he had been told. 1In essence, some
progress was repcrted in operational planning, in the preparation of draft
Tables of Organization and Equipment for troop uaits, and it nommateriel re-
 search. Progress had been slow, however, in staff organizgtion for psycho-
logical warfare, doctrine and techniques, personnel and unit tfaining, train-
ing litevature and training aids, materiel, aid intelligence requirements.
Most of the report, in fact, discuased problem areas and things that nceded
to be dona. One interesting item in this last category was thz expressed need
for a "school center for psychological warfare atr which tactical doétrine,
techniques, training literature and tactical studies can be prepared."l
The Psychol-gical Warfare Canter, created almost two years later at Fort
Bragg, was eventua’lv to fill this void.

ProbaiL.y of greatest interest to the Secretary, however, was a state-
ment in the report to the effect that an increase in organization and staff
personnel for psycholdgical warfare would shortly be reconmended. Of interest,
nc doubt, because Gray had been waiting patiently since March 1949 for progress
on this-score. |

Finally, the report tactfully asked the Secretary to be patient and
recognize the difficulties inherent in dealing with a new function: "For an
apprecisble period of time, the development and execution of a psycholegical

warfare program will be essentially a 'pioneering' effort and will depend

D.<., "Report on the Army Psychological Warfare Progvam,' 13 Fcbruary 1950,
RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-32, Hot Files, Box No. 10, F&0 091.412 TS (7
February 1950), National Archives.

l1bid. ‘(
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primarily upon initiative, constant direction, and follow-up provided by the
General Staff and by Plans and Operations Division in particular."1 The:
North Korean invasion vas a little over four months away at the time of this

report, and Gordon Grﬁy was to leave his office within a month.

"Only a Start': Prelude to Korea

" If the Army Staff thought that the new Secretary of the Army would 'nt
up on the pressure for more progress in psychological warfare, they were sncn
disabused of that notion. Within five weeks of replacing GCordon Gray, Frank
Pace, Jr., sent the Chief of Staff a memorandum clearly sutlining his in:erest

in the subject:

1. On 7 February 1950, Secretary Gray reguested a report on the
stactus of psychological warfare develcpment within the Army with par-
ticular reference to what organizaticnal provision had been made
within the Department of the Army for the direction and development
of Army capability in this field. It is my understanding that a. plan
to authorize the establishment of a Psychological Warfare Eranch in
G~-3, Operations, and to provide adequate staffing was approved on the
condition that spaces be provided frem within G-3's curreat perscnnel
ceiling.

2. Like Mr. Gray, whose views on the subject of Psychological
Warfare are similar to mine, I believe the prompt developrent of the
capabilities of the varicus responsible agencies and departments: of
the govermment to execute Psychological Warfare operations under terms
of reference established by the National Security Council is vital to
the national security. The Department of the Army, of course, has a
definite responsibility for psychological warfare development insofar
as it affects national gsecuriiy and the conduct of military operations.

3. Please keep me advised on the progress being mmde in the es-
tablishmeut of the contemplated branch to handle this activity for the
Department of the Army and in the procurement of necessary personnel.<

Some, but not much, progress had been made. Shortly after the status

l1piq.

2Departmenc of the Army, Office of the Secretary of the Army, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for the Chief cf Staff, Subject: Army Organization for
Psychological Warfare, 29 May 1950, from Frank Pace, Jr., RG 319, G-3 Opera-
tions, March 1950-51, 091.412 Case 1-20, Box No. 154, National Archives.
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report to Secretary Gray in mid-February, a study had been forwarded to the
Chief of Staff recommgnding the allocation of additional personrel for further
development of both psychological warfare and special operations, and that a
separate branch, designated the Subsidiary Plans Branch, e established in
‘the Plans Group, P& Division for that pufpose. Additionally, certain psycho-
logicai werfare functions charged to the Chief of Information had previcusly
been transferred, with petsonnél, to the P&0 Division in an attempt to improve
the organizational problem.1 |
A requirement had been established for approximately sixteen officers
with specialized qualifications in psychological warfare and special operations
for assignmeat to Headquarters, Department of the Army, U.S. Army, Europe,
Axmy Fiele Forces, and the Command and General Staff College, with the first
five to be available July 1951. The G-1 was requested to provide s eivilian
graduate course in International Relations to furnish supplemental background
in psychological warfare and special operationsifor‘the officers selected.
A job description wasbdesigned, stating that the officers to be selacted
vmust have nad direct experience in, or be thoroughly familiar with, the con-
duct of psycholoéical warfare or of clandestine and paramilitary operations
in support of military operations.'" Letters wvere sent to major gubordinate

headquarters announcing the ptogram.2

1Departmant of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, ¥ashington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for General Bolte, Subject: Army Organization for Psycho-
logical Warfare, from General Schuyler, 13 February 1950, ’5 319, Army Opera-
tiona 1949-52, Hot Files, Box No. 10, P&0 031.412 TS (7 February 1950), Na-
tional Archives. ,

2Departmant of the Army, G-3, Operations, Washingten 25, D.C., Memo-
rardum to Assistant Chief of Sstaff, G-1, Personnel, Subjact: Requirement for
Officers With Specialized Traluing, 13 March 1960, OP3 091.412 (13 March
1950); Department of the Army, Office of the Adjutant: General, Washington 25,
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_ m“~.4~le{§,l of conferences was ia!tiated by G-3, Operaticus (tha rédetig-
nated-PIAna and Op;rntions Division), with Headquartery, Arxyy Field Forzes . |
Fort Monros, Virginia, to discuss delineation of responsibilities for psycho-
logical warfare. The first wvas scheduled for March 29, 1950. GCne of the pro-
posed items for discussion at this conference is worthy of note: “Preparation
. and conduct of specializad schooi c;onu:lez forll‘lychologic:l Warfare student
personnel, and of general indoctrinaﬁion tourses for all students, 1nc1§d1ng
consider;tion of the desirabiiity of establishing a ;lchodl center' fprcfor- . .
ably as a part of, or as a leccion‘in, an existing Army lchaol)."1 While
agreging that psyéhological varfare deserved greatcr.emphatit, Army Field
Forcés pointed out that personnel amd fiscal limitations presented fa perplex-
ing problem." An encouraging start had been made with the Tactical fnfotmn-
tMnmuﬁmm(modﬂunamnnmﬂm&htﬂ“ymﬂ,&emnm-
logical warfare exteusion courses "now nearing completion," and with the
limited but valuable training material assembled. '"But we admit that this 1i

only a start," wrote Major General Robert Macon, Deputy Chief of Army Fieicd

Forces, to the G-3.2

D.C., Letter to Commander-in-Chief, Far East, Commanding General, U.S. Army,
Europe, Chief, Army Field Forces, Commandant, Command and General Staff Col-
lege, 17 April 1950, AGAO-S 210.61 (31 March 1950) G-3; both filed {n RG 319,
G-3 Operations, March 1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, Netional

Archives,

: lDepartment of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum,
Subject: Army Program for Pasychological Warfare, i3 March 1950, RG 319, G-3
Operations, March 1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, oPs 091.412 (10
March 1950), National Archivee.

2Army Fleld FPorces, Offirea of the Chief, Ft. Monroe, VA, Latter to
Major General R. E. Duff, Acting Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, from Major
General Robert C. Macon, Deputy Chief, 7 June 1950, RG 319, Army Operations,
G-3 091.412 (Section IIT) (Cas~s3s 41-60) (Case 50 withdrawn filed in Section
IIT A), Nationai Archives.
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"Only a start" also accurately described the situation at Headquarters,

Department of the Army. In answer to Secretary Pace's primary question in
his 29 May memorandum, the G-3 replied that the Psychological Warfare Branch
would be activated "about 1 August" if necessary personnel savings were ef-
fected as a result of an ongoing G-3 survey.1 Fifteen months and two secre-
tariss of the Army after Kenneth Royall's:instructions to establish such a
branch, the Army Staff searched for the necsssary personnel spaces.

Thus, four and a half years after Gerneral Lemmniczar and General McClure
had urged continued development of psychological warfare, the Army was ill-
prepared in terms of perscnnel, equipment, and organization. On the eve of
the Korean War, "only a start' had been made toward development of a psycho-

logical warfare capability.

Py

1Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Summary
Sheet for Chief of Staff, Subject: Psychological Warfare Organization in the
Department of the Army, from Major General Charles L. Bolte, G-3, 13 July

© 1950, RG 319, Army Operations, OPS 091.412 (Section II) (Cases 21-40) (Case

26 withdrawn filed Section II A), 091.412 (5 July 1950) S, National Archives.
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CHAPTER V
" THE INTERWAR YEARS, PART II: UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE

1f thc Army's capability to conduct overt psychological warfare was
meager in June 1950, its unconventional warfare capability was nonexistent.
It was not supposed to have such a‘caéability in'pea:etime--ﬁsc 10/2 gave the
reséonsibillty for covert paramilitary activities to the CIA in June 1548.
This is not'fo say, however, that the Army did not consider developing such a
function. It did--and the etory of the Army's initial tentative steps in this
field during the interwar years is an important link in the decisions that

ultimately led to creation of the 10th Special Forces concept in early 1852.

The Airborne Reconnaissance Units

As we have seen, the impetus for the initistion of covert activities
after World War II did not originate in the Central Intelligence Group, the
forerunner of the CIA. Rather, it came from Secretary of War Kobert Patterson

in late 1946, prompting discussion among agencies initially on the subject of

- psychological operations.l Within the Department of the Army, Patterson di-

rected in August 1945 that a SECRET letter be sent to the Commanding General,
Army Ground Forces (AG?), indicating that "airborne raconnai;snnée agents"

were successfully employed during World War 1I under the supervision of the

1U S. Coagress, Senate, Select Committee to Study Governmental Opera-
tions with Respect to Intelligence Activities, Foreign and Military Intelli-
gence, Book IV (94th Congress, 2d Session, Senate Report No. 94-755, April
23, 1976) (Washington, D.C.: Govermment Printing Office, 1975), p. 26.
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Office of Strategic Services (0SS). Since the inactivation of CSsS, no branéh
in the War Department was taking an active interest in the developmeﬁt of "air-
borne reconnaissance,"” stated the letter. Army Ground Forces was therefore
requested to prepare a study and submig recommendations on the deairability and
organization of such a unit.* The study was received by the War Department
General Staff in February 1947. 1Included in the recommendation was a request

for an experimencal unit of six officers and thirty-five enlisted ren. The

techniques and doctrines of employment aad that the knowledge of
this doctrine and technique be made known by teaching in appropriate
Concurring with MID's recommendations, the Director of Organization and
Training approved the study in April aﬁd directed the Conmanding General, Army
Ground Forces, to develop tactics, techniques, ard training for the proposed
unit. A Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE) was also to be ‘prepared and
submitted to the War Department, after which the necessary personnel apaces

would be provided at the time activation of the unit was directed.3

Nnes, Military Intelligence Divisicn, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
to the Adjutant Ganeral, Subjec:: Airbrrne Reconnaicsance Units, 19 August
1945, from Major General s, J. Chamberlain, Director of Intelligence, RG 319,
Army Intelligence Decimsl File, 1941-48; from 370.5 tn 1-31-42 to 373.2, 373.14,
Box No. 874, Washington National Records Center (WNR®).

2WDGS, Military Intelligence Division, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
to Director, Organization and Training Division, Subject: Afrborne Reconnaisg-
sance Units, frow Colonsl M. A. Solomen, Assistant Executive, Diractor of In-
telligence, 6§ Marcl 1947 Rre 31Y, Army Intelligence Decimal Files, 1941-48,
from 370.5 1-31-42 to 373.2, 373.14, Box Ko R74, WNRC.

3WDCS. Military Inteiligence Division, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
to Commsiding General, Arny Ground Forces, Fort Monroe, VA, Sublect: Airborne
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Events of the next eighteen months, however, showed the difficulties
which a military bureaucracy faces wheo attempting to create a nev entity, '
particulurly during periods of fiscal and pe;sonnel constrﬁinta. By the mid-
dle of 1948, staff officers from Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, were cor-
responding with Colonel Ray Peers, formervcammanaer of Detachment 101, oss,'.
to seek advice on organizational concepts for "tha Airborne Recon Company, or
as we have named it, the Ranger Group."1 The title "Ranger Group" demonstrated
the not uncommon confusion that often occurred when the Army tried to grapple
with creation of an "unconventirnal" organization, particularly one with 20
.fﬁrmal predece~3~:s in Army history. This is borne out in Major Ernest
Samussen's letter to Colonel Peers, in which Se noted th#t "we have strayed
in many respects from your recommendations. This i{s largely due to our ef-
forts to make a military organization which can bg ;ompoaedAbf cells of mini-
mum size, and is thereby capable of being made into a ToE."2
The confusion over what té call the new unit reflected differing ideas
as to its concept of employment. A War Department paper that discussed addinél
one ''Ranger Group" to the General Reserve Troop Basis noted that the proposed
unit wonld not accowplish the purpose its‘au:hor (ipparently a Colonel Conrad)
envisaged, "if approﬁed from an 0SS point of view." This was in September

"1948; Army Fisld Forces (formerly Army GCround Forces) was still working on a

Reconnaissance Units, from Lieutenant General C. P. Hall, Director of Organiza-
tlon and Training, 9 April 1947, RG 319, Army Intelligence Decimal Files,
1941-48, from 370.5 1-31-42 to 373.2, 373-14, Box 874, WNRC.

lArmy Field Fcrces, Office of the Chief, Fort Monroe, VA, letter from
Major Ernest Samusson, Jr., to Colonel W. R. Peers, U.S. Army Command and
Staff College, 24 June 1948, RG 319, Army Intelligence Lecimal Files 1941-48,
373.14, Box No. 874, WNRC.

21bid.
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TOR for the Ranger Group that was not expecztad to be aporoved prior to J;nu-
arv 1949.1

Circulation of the proposal among the staff at Armwy Plold Forces {AFF)
did not clear up the confusion--the unit being developed was slowly turning

into a hybrid organizat?! .~ that combined Ranger and 0SS concepts. This was

‘ apparent in the proposed Nanger Group wmission, which wves to "organize and con-

duct overt and covert operations behind enemy lines thureby assuming functions

formerly perff:ﬁed by units of tﬁe 0SS." The Group of approvimataly 115 of-
ficers and 135 eunlisted men would be attached to Aimy Groups and/or Armies to
perform :acticai missions. Its capabilities would includa the conduct of A
sabotage and surprise attacks in the enemy's rear areas; '"black' psycho-
logical warfare and‘propaganda; the collection of information by reconnais-
sance and espionage; the development, organization, control, and supply of
resistance groups; the recruitment, training, and direction of foreign civil-
ian agents; the control of captured enemy agents and assisting intelligence s
staffs in counterespiorage; and the organization and control of escape sys-
tems in enemy-held territory.z

From an "C3S point of view," this organizational concept should have

been unacceptable. It attempted to lump together missions and capabilities

1VDGS, Organization and Training Division, Washington 25, D.C., Memo-
randum to Director of Intellizence, Subject: Ranger Group {(Old Proposed Air-
borne Reconnaissance Company), from Major General R. R. Bull, Acting Director,
0&T Division, 13 September 1948, RG 319, Army Intelligwnce Decims: Files,
1941-48, 373.14, Box No. 874, WNRC.

ZArmy Ground Forces, Intelligance Section, Fort Monroe, VA, Memorandum
for Lieutenant Colonel Roland N. Gleszer, Intelligence Division, WDGS. Memo
wag sant by an officer named "Farris," with a copy of paper on the Ranger
Group that the Intelligences Section was submitfing to the Plans Section for
forwarding to the WDGS. RC 319, Army Intelligence Decimal Files, 1941-48,
373.14, Box No. 874, WNRC.
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of rangers and courandos with those of Special COperations and Operational
Group elcmeﬁts of tho 0SS. It combined the tactical with the strategic. The
mission statuneﬁt said 0SS, but the title was Ranger Group; the mission state-
ment also said tactical, but the capabilities belied 0SS precepts--and Donovan
himself drew a distinctlion between the missions of Rangers and Commandoe and
these of the 0SS, as we saw in chapter III.

Zventually Ranger units were formed and utilized in Korea, but they
were not the OSS-tQpe "unconventional warfare' organizations that Secretary
of War Patterson probably had in mind when he first surfaced the issue in
1946. The dialogue that took place on the "Airborne Réconnaissaﬁca Units/

Ranger Groups" during 1946-48 clearly showed the influence of 0SS on Army

thinking, and presaged simiiar discussioas in the early 1950's prior to the

formation of the 10th Special Forces Group.

Another example of early Army thinking on the subject of unconventional
worfare Qas‘a study of special and subversive operations, done in late 1947
by the Organization and Training Division, Department of the Army Staff.

Its stated purpcse was "to study special an& subversive operaticns to deter-
mine the desirability of including instruction and study of such operations

in the achool system."1 Special operations wersz congidered to ba the activi-

. ties of U.S. troops to activate and/or support resistance groups behind enemy

lines, as well as small unic operations behind enemy lines. Not included in
the study were secret intelligence, morale operations ('black” propaganda)

or psychological warfare.

1Department of the Army, Organization and Training Division, Washingtcen
25, D.C., "A Study of Special and Subversive Operations," 25 November 1947,
RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, G-3, Hot File
091.412 'tS (1949), National Archives.
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Relying heavily on 0SS historical data, to include the seven volumes of

C e e s

the official War Report of the 0SS, whichb had no> been approved for relezse at
that time, cheA study concluded that "gpecial operations of a aul;ver-ive nature"
oifered great poceutial that "no cemmander should ignore" in their support of
vartime military operations. The study's recommendations included providing
four to six hours lnstructionu on the subject in appropriate service schools,
continuedvstudy of the czpabilities and desirable organization for special
operations, and the creation of a "special operations company." The interest-
ing point atout the latter recommgﬂdation was a further comment. that "this no-
tion should bé deferred pending receipt of recommendations from the Joint

Chiefs of Staff regarding a proposal to establish a guerrilla warfare corps."l

JCS and NSC Activities

The JCS proposal referred to Qas gctuall& a series of studies on guer-
rilla warfarz that culminated in JCS 1807/1 on 17 August 1948, a memorandum
forwarded to the Secretary of Defense. Pertinent aspects of that memorandum
were as follows: | |

8. The United States should provide itself with the organization
and the means of supporting fure=igu resistance movements in guerrilla
‘warfare to the advantage of Un‘ted States national security during
! peace and war.

bh. Guerrilla warfare should be suprovted under policy directinn
of NsC. -
c. Agencies for conducting guerrilla warfare can be established
by adding to the CIA's special operations functions the reeponsibility
for supporting foreign resistance movements and by authorizing the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to engage in the conduct of such operations.

d. Primary interest in guerrilla warfare should be that of A
ir peacetime and NME [National Military Establishment] in wartime.

e. A separate guerrilla wurfare school and corps ehould not be
established [enphasis added]. Instead NME, in cocrdination with
State Department and CIA should select personnel, give them necessary
training in established Army schoois, supplementad by courses in

l1p44.
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other military and State Department schools.

f. The trained personnel should not be permanently separated from
their original service. They should be available on call for introduc-
tion intoc countries to organize, direct, and lead native guerrillas.

The JCS was clearly backing away from the idea of establishing a "guer-
rilla warfare corps" within the military services. Why? Because during this
same period the CIA was beginning to establish its position in the field of
covert activities. Driven by the impetus of the Cold Wa.:, the National Se-
curity Council in December 1947 gave the CIA responsibility for the cornduct
of covart psychological operntiona'(NSC 4/A), and in June 1948 expanded that
charter with NSC 10/2 to include:

Any covert activities related to propaganda; preventive direct
action, including sabotage, antisabotage, demolition and evacuation
measures; subversion against hostile states, including assistance
to underground resistance movements, guerrillas and refugee libera-
tion groups; and suppott of indigenous gnti-Counmniat elements in
threatened countries of the free world.

To carry out these activities for CIA, initially the Special Procedures
Group was esrablished in December 1947, which was replaced by the O0ffice of
Special Projects after NSC 10/2 was issued, then shortly thereafter renamed
the Office of Pollcy Coordinat.ion.3 Apparent in all of these JCS and NSC ac-
tions during the late 1947-early 1748 period was a perceptible shifting of

responsibility for covert activities to the CIA.

. 1Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., "Study on Guerrilla Warfare," 1 March 1949, RG 319, Army Uperutions,
1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P& 370.64 TS (1 March 1949), National
Archives.

2Department of the Army, Plans and Operaticns Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Secrctary of the Army, Subject: Director of Special
Studies (NSC 10), from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Dirsctor of Plars
and Operations, 19 May 1948, RG 319, Army Operaticns, 1948-52, Box No. @, Hot
Files, P& 092 TS (12 May 1948), National Archives.

3senate Reaport No. 94-735, Book IV, pp. 28-30.




The Army St:aff's reaction to this shift was an interesting combination
of Cold War anthusiasm mixed w*+h caution conéerning Jjurisdictional preroga-
tives. For example, in a wemcrandum to the Secretary of the Army on NSC 10,
the Plans and Operations Division commented:

P&O considers that there is an urgent need for a Director of Special
Studies [eventually the Office of Special Projects in 10/1 and 10/2]
under NSC who has a directive to strengthen and extend covert opera-
tions with the objective of defeating communism in the present "cold
war." A coordinated national effort can win tie "war of werds' by
proving that our American way of life 1s approaching that ideal de-
sired by all mankind. However, it f{e believed that the authority of
this Director should not infringe on the wartime prerogatives of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff concerning plans for the ronduct of a war.

And in a subsequent memorandum to the Secretary, P&0 suggested .changes
to a CIA report on MSC 10 that were designed to corract portions "which appear
to infringe upon the JCS responsibilities concerning training and war plané,"
as well as "the implication that similarity in operational methods in covert
intelligence activities and covert operations makes the CIA the sole agency to
conduct such ope:'ations."2 This latter point reveals just a touch of resent-
ment concerning the CIA's movement into the covert operations field.

There was little doubt in Secretary of the Army Royall's mind on this
subject, however. OCn tha following day, he eaphatically staiad "that despite
the recommendations of the Afmy staff, he did not want a represeﬁtative of the

Army to be a member of the special services group [eventually the CIA's Office

of Special Projects], and further that he does not want the Army to get into

1peo Memers~dum for the Secretary of the Army, Subject: Director of Spne-
cial Studies (NSC 10), 19 May 1948, P&0 022 TS (12 May 1948), Natiraal
Archives,

2 pe Deparzment of the Army, Plans and Operz “‘ons Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Secretary ci the Army, Subject: Director of Special
Studies (NSC 10), from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of Plans
and Cperations, 2 June 1948, RG 319, Army Cperations, 1948-52, Box No. 9, Hot
Piles, P50 092 TS (12 May 1948), National Archives.
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covert activities or even to know anything about it.“1

Despite Royall's reluctance, the Army provided an officer--Colonel Ivan
D. Yeaton--to be the representative'for both the JCS and the Secretary of De-
fense to the CIA's Office of Special Projects, in accordance with NSC 10/2.2
The new office was to plan and conduct covert operations, "in time of peace,"
under the policy guidance of an operations advisory committee composed of
representatives froﬁ thQ State and Defense Departments. Such plans and opera-

tions would be "coordinated with aad acceptable to the Joint Chiefs of Staff

for wartime covert operations."3

The responsibility for covert operations already had been given to the
CIA with the NSC 10/2 dirgctive. The military services agreed to this.because
of their strong desire to 'fdo gsomething'’ about the perceived threat of Com=~
munism, and because of their reluctance to become openly associated with the
"dirty tricks'" business in peacetime. At the same time, the Services--and par-
ticularly the Army--were sensitiQe to their institutiocnal prerogatives and

resisted any interpretations that would remove from them a voice in the conduct

IDepaztment of the Army, Plans and Operations Divisionm, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Recor?, Subject: Briefing on NSC Meeting, 3 .June
1948, RG 319, Army Operations, 1948-52, Box No. 9, Hot Files, National

Archives.

znepartment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25, .
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subjezt: Designation
of Military Establishnent Representatives NSC 10/2 (Office of Special Projects)
(Jce 1735/14), from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director, P&
Diviasion, 15 August 1948, RG 312, Army Operations, 1948-52, Bex Ne. 9, Hot
Files, P&0 091,412 TS (31 July 1948), National Archives.

3Departwunt of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Secretary of the Army, Subje-t: Office of Special
Projects (NSC 10/1), from Lieutenant General A. C. Wedemeyer, Director of
Plans and Operations, 16 June 1948, RG 319, Army Operations, 1948-52, Box. No.
9, Hot Files, P& 091.412 TS (16 June 1948), National Archives.
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of wartime covert operations. The planning and preparation responsibilities
for such wartime activities, however, provided a potential area for ambiguity
and discord, as we shall see later.
Creation of the Office of Special Projects did not mean that the military
ceased to think about unconventional warfare. In responss to a request from
the Secretary of Defense to continue examination of "unconvéntional opera-
tions,' the JCS formed an ad hoc Guerrills warfare Subcommittee to prepare a
study on guerrilla warfare. Interestingly, the |GW (Guerrilla Warfare) Subcom-
mittee was part of an ad hoc PW (Psychological Warfare) Committee. In any
event, the study was essentially’an exercise to iestablish for planning pur;
poses those geographical areas of the world where it would be advantageous to
have in place resiQtance movements that could wage guerrilla warfare in the

event of hostilities. The priority established, by geographical area, for the

creation of such organizations was: Central Europe, Middle East, South Europe,
West Europe, Scandinavia, and the Far East. The| study also concluded that the
JCS '"should retain strategic and broad policy planning functions of guerrilla
warfare" wiﬁhin the National Military Establiahmint, and that the Army "should
be assigned primary responsibility for all other! guerrilla warfare fdnctions."
The Navy and Air Force should not have primary, but "collateral responsibili-
ties," for this activity. Finally, a familiar theme--in time of war, the

Theater Ccmmanders should control guerrilla warfare within their areas.l

1Departmer:: of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Study on Cuerrilla Warfare, 1 March
1949, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&0 370.64
TS (1 Merch 1949), National Archives. i
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The Office of Policy Coordination

without question, the NSC 10/2 directive was perceived by many to be a
significant escalation of U.S. interest in the covert gide of the Cold War.
As William R. Corson gtates: v

The intelligence community's reaction to tha.NSC's apparently unani-
mous endorsement and support of the f'dirty tricks" authorizations was
gwift. In their view no holds were barred. The NSC 10/2 decision
was broadly interpreted to mean that not only the president but all
the grys on the top had said to put on the brass knuckles and go to
work. As word about NSC 10/2 tricklad down to the working staffs ir
the intelligence community, it was translated to mean that a declara-

tion of war had been issued with equal if not more force than if the
Congress had so decided.

The principal agent for this increased emphasis on covert activities was
to be the CIA's Office of Policy COOrdination (OPC), headed by Frank G. Wisner.
A lawyer by training, Wisner had served with distinctién {n the 0SS, planning
' and participating in a number of imaginative operations in the Balkans during
the war. At the time of his gelection to head the OPC, he was sgrving as
deputy assistant secretary of state for occupied countries. Although by back-
ground, experience, and temperament Wisner appeared to be an excellent candi-
date for the ﬁew post, Army intelligence laaders opposed the choice on the
basis that he was "another Donovan who'll run away with the ball." Nonethe-
less, George Marshall was confident that Wisner was the right man for the
job, and secretary of pefense Forrestal endorsed the choi.ce.2

Since the growth of OPC during the years 1948-52 was to have an im-
porctant impact on the Army's development of its own ngpecial warfare' capa-

bi.ity, it is important to understand Wisner's view of his charter. This was

outlined in some detail in a 1 August 1949 memorandum to Colonel Ivan D. Yeaton

lcorson, The Armies of Ignorance, P. 304. 2 1bid., pp. 306f.
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of the Joint Chiefs of staff.l Wisner explained that the mission of OPC was:

To plan and to execute special {ccvert) operations or measures
which are designed to reinforce or to accomplish United States
foreign policy objectives; in paavetime, to formulate and execute
plans to the necessary state of readiness in order that appropri-
ate special (covert) operations may be executed in time of war as
considered necessary for competent authority; in wartime, to plan
and execute such special (covert) operations or measures zs may be
appropriate in the discharge of the OFC mission or as directed by
competent authority.

Activities of the new organization would set it apart from other govern-
mental agencies principally through an important distinction:

The techniques and means by which OPC attains its objectives dif-

fer from those of the Department of State and the National Military
Establishment inasmuch at OPC operations are conducted in a covert

or clandestine manner to the end that official United States interest
or responsibility is not permitted to appear and if such interest

should inadvertently appear, it ccn be plausibly disclaimed by this
' -government .

Specifically, the OPC was responsible for the planniné and conduct of

the covert and clandestine aspeccs of:

a. Political warfare including assistance to underground re-
sistance movements and support of indigenous anti-Communist elements
in threatened countries of the free world.

b. Psychological warfare including "black" and 'gray" prora-
ganda. v

c. Economic warfare. :

d. Evacuation including the paramount responsibility for es-
cape and evasion. -

e. Guerrilla and partisan type warfare.

f. Sabotage and countersabotage.

g. Other covert operations (excluding espionage, counterespionage
and cover and deception for military operations).

Having lﬁid out the mission and responsibilities of OPC, Wisner pro-

logsice of Policy Coordination, Memorandum for: Lieutenant General

Albert C. Wedemeyer, OCSA, Subject: Transmittal of CPC response to the

Special Section Joint Strategic Plans Group request for information regarding
the need for establishment cf an NME organization for collaboration with OPC,
from Frank G. Wisner, issistant Director of Policy Coordiration, 1 August
1949, RG 319, Army Cpevations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, CSUSA 320

(1 August 1949) TS, National Archives.
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ceeded to argue the necessity for a "process of mutual educ;tion. collabora-
tion and understanding" between OPC, the Department of State, and Ehe military
services with respect to this 6new weapon in the United States arsenal." 1In
parti;ular, he felt that the National Military Establishment should "provide

guidance and support with respect toc such escape and evasion, countersabotage,

sabotage and guerrilla warfare activitiss as may be undertaken during geaée-
time or which must be éregared during peacetime to a state of readiness for

wartims exscution [emphasis added]."1
This latter point {s important to highlight, because later considerable

differences of view were to develop between the Army and OPC over just who was
responsible for what--and to.what degree--both in peacetime preparation and in -
war. At this point, however, the field appeared to be left relatively open

to the CIA/OPC, and Frank Wisner was anxious to receive help from the military

lqrviécl in getting his operation under way.

Army Assistance to OPC

In mid-1949 Wisner requested stistance from the Army in the training qf
personnel for guerrilla warfare, for the provision of certain logiatical sup-
port, and for the nomination of an Army pfficer to be Chief of the "Guerrilla
Warfare Group" of CIA (the latter request was subsequently withdrawn). The
Secretary of the Army authorizedlthe Plans and Operations Division to contact
the CIA direct to determine the details of assisfance-required. Lieutenant
Colonel John R. Deane, Jr., was designated as the Army'é;reptesen:ative for the
purpose of such'goordination. Later, Lieutenant Colonels R. A. Baker and E. E.

Baker were designated for direct contact in the areas of logistics and

lrpia.
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organization and training.l

By November 1949, a serizs of conferences between representatives of
the Department of the Army and the CIA had resulted in the selection of Port
Benning as a suitable site for the location of a training course desired by
the CIA. Iuterest;ngly, one of t?e CIA/O?C representatives who took part in
these conferences was an Army lieutenant colonel who had served with Detach-
ment 101 in Burma during World War II.Z

This officer's former experience in 0SS ensureé him an important role
in these Army-CIA conferences. For example, in one meeting a discussinn of
0SS theater organizations in World War II resulted in agreement among the
participants that fthe mcst efficient operation was cne in thch all clandes-
tire organizations were brought under one head. While not committing OPC to
a pogition, this former Detachment 101 member stated that he felt "reasonably
certain" that all of these nlans and projects would be done with the knowledge
and approval of theater commanders. He furcher expressed the view that the
proposed joint training endeavor would assist in training some military per-
sonnel in covert activities, thus making the transition to JCS control of such

operations in case of war a smoother task.

1Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Tepartment of the Army Assistance to
the Central Intelligence Agency in the Field of Guerrilla Warfare, 26 July
1949, and Summary Sheet for Chief of Staff, same subject, 29 July 1949, RG
319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&0 370.64 TS (23 June
1949), National Archives.

2Department of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandvm for Record, Subject: Departmwent of the Army Assistance to
the CIA in tha Field of Guerrilla Warfare, 21 November 1949 and Notes on Meet-
ing of Representatives of CIA and NME Re Joint CIA/NME Training Program, RG
319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P&0 370.64 TS (21 No-
vember 1949), National Archives. -
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With reapect to this latter point, Licutenanc Colonel J. R. Deane,
Plans and Opefations Division, expressed an opinion that if the CIA came under
Jcs cpnt?ol during wartime, there was no necessity for the Army to organize
‘Oss-type units in peacetime, since their resiastance operations would conflict
| with cﬁo.; of the CIA. Thus he believed that the National ﬁili:a:y Establish-
ment would want to ensure JCS jurisdiction over CIA during war, and in this
way the Army--by its assistance to the CIA in its peacetime training program--
would be laying the groundwork fbt po;siblo future bohind-ﬁhe-liuan sunport
for its tactical grognd operations. The notes on these meetings show a con-
siderable amount of agraem?tit between Deane gnd the OPC rapresentative on
these issues, as well as the other participants. Indeed, the impﬁttance of
these early conferences betvegn the CIA and the Army--in addition to high-
lighting the influence of 0SS experience--was the &egrée of harmony that -ex-
isted, harﬁony that wpuld'llter disappear in jurisdictional 3quabhl¢l.1

Further evidence of this attitude of cooperativeness was the provision
of two Afﬁy studies on guerrilla warfare to the CIA, to ;ssidt them in tue
preparation of a training ptogram for covert opéra:ious. The studies, pre-
parad by Major Materrazzi and Captain West of the Plans and Operations
Division, were forwarded with a memorandum indicating that they reétesen:ed
‘sglely the individval views of the officers who prepared them. Nonetheless,
the studies demonstrated a recognition by some foiceta of the po:antialvvalue
of resistance operaticns in a future warp They also demonstrated again the
influence of 0SS experience on those officers intere;tedvin the subject of co-

vert operations. Further, both papers concluded that the Army should organize

11bid.
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and traln a unit in peacefime for the purpose of support of foreign resistance
movements in the event of hostilities. Both studies had been prepared in
early 1949, however, and with the growing prominence of the CIA in this field

they had apparently bezi overtaken by events.!

The Joint Subsidiary Plans Division
The emergence of the CIA ir both psychological warfare and covert
operations, as w21l as the growing interest among the Services in these ac-
tivities because of incressing Cold War tensions, led to the establishment
of the Joint Subsidiary Plans Division (JSPD) 1in late 1949. This new joiat
agency, under the control of JCS, was to
coordinate the peacetime development o psychological warfare and
covert operations capabilities within the Armed Services, coordinate
detailed military plans and other agencies of the government, par-
ticularly wich Department of State and the Office of Policy Coordina-
tion (CI4), end, in wartime, would become the means by which the JCS
would provide contiruous direction and guidance in these specialized
fields to ccumenders under their control.
Rear Admiral Leslie C. Stevens was selected to be the first Chief of
the JSPD, although he had limited experience in psychological warfare and
covert operations. Stevens was to be assisted by deputies from each of the

other Services, and initially by a small staff of six officers. His nomina-

tion was concurred in by the Army.3

1Depart9cnc of *he Army, Plaus znd Operations Divisiou, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorancum For: The lirector of Central Intelligence, Subject: Request
for Documents, 18 Octobzr 1949, RG 319, Army Operaticms, 1949-52, Box No. 10,
Hot Piles, P& 370.64 TS {18 October 1949), National archives.

ZDepartment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Wasiington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: The Xilitary Orgunization
for Paychological and Cover* Operations (JCS 1735/32), 2 November 1949, from
Msjor General Charles L. Bole, Director, P&0, RS 319, Army Operaticas, 1949-
52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, P& 091.412 TS (28 October 1949), National Archives.
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Actually, the principal impetus for establishment of the JSPD appears to
have ¢ from the CIA. In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense in May
1949, ::[ Director of Central Intelligence requested that a staff of Service
representatives be appointed to 'consult with and assist CIA officers in the
establishment of a para-military training program.' Frank Wisner's request
for unilateral assistance from the Army was part of this overall move by the
CIA. Th[ JCS considered the CIA's request and determined that a need existed
for the proposed training program. Their creation of the JSPD in November
1949, they believed, also provided the staff requested by the Director of
Central Intelligence, and the Chief, JSPD, was directed to effect the neces-

sary liajson between the CIA and the National Military Establishment.1

The Army and Unconventional Warfare Prior to Korea

By |early 1950 it was avident that the responsibility for unconventional
warfare-»primarily as a result of NSC 10/2--was shifting to the CIA. The in-

telligen¢e agency had agreed to attach liaison officers to the staffs of uni-

fied ¢ ands to participste in planning for apecial operations, and the JCS
staffed 3 message to these commands notifying them that such lizison was

available if they desired 1t.2 Sluwiy but surely, the "new kid on the block"

1Dlpartment: of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: Paramilitary Training
Program (JCS 1735/34), 23 November 1949, from Major General Bolte, RG 319,
Army Operations, 1943-52, Box No. 10, Hoc Files, P& 091.412 TS (16 November
1949), National Archives.

2 partment of the Army, Plans and Operations Division, Washington 25,
D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: Liaison With Unified Com-
mands for Specfal Operations, 20 December 1949, from Major General Charles L.
Bolte, Director of Plans and Operations, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52,
Box No. 10, Hot Files, P& 091.412 TS (17 December 1949), National
Archives :
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was becoming more active, and the Services appeared willing to accept him.
This is not to sa; that the Services themselves ceased to consider the
potential for unconventional warfare in the face of growing U.S. Soviet ten-
sions. An excellent example of this interest was a letter from Colonel C. H.
Gerhardt, G-2, Headquarters Second Army, Fort Meade, Maryland, to Lieutenant
General Alfred M. Gruenther, Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Comba*
Operations. Gerliardt, who had just attended a conference that included
General Gruenther and the Army's Chief of Staff, General Arthur Collins,
indicated his concern for both psychological and uncomventional warfare in
this psaragraph:
Now as to the ideas: About two years back Froggy Reed of the
Ordnance was out here and we got talking about new developments.
He stated that there appeared to be no n2w developments plannced in
sabotage equipment and other material necessary for an underground.
We then wrote up a short study to fit the then situation as far as
doing something about equipment was concerned, Europe being con-
cerned after being overrun by the Red Army. The stagee being:
first, psychological warfare; second, an organized underground.
This underground to be planned for now, and particularly develop-
ment of equipment, new and streamlined explosives, radios, kits
of various kinds, etc., that could be stockpiled--some here and
gsome in the countries involved, and an organization put into being
that would blossom into a resistance movement in case of invasion.
Gerhardt's letter was shown to General Collins, whc wrote next to the
cited paragraph: "I agree that something definite should be done on a plan
and an organization." Both the Director of Logistics ard the Director of In-
telligence were requested to "investigate the present status of planning on

the matter and submit appropriate recommendations.' The resultan® status

report on covert operations summed up basically what has been discussed in

1Headquarters, Second Army, Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, Letter to
Lieutenant General alfred M. Gruenther, 30 November 1949, from Colonel C. H.
Gerhardt, RG 319, Army Operations, 1949-52, Box No. 10, Hot Files, filed
with P& 000.5 (30 November 1949) TS, National Archives.
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this chapter: the CIA's responsibilitv, under NSC 10/2, for planning!and cone

ducting covert operations in peacetime, thie establishment of OPC to implement

'NSC 10/2; the work of two ad hoc JCS committees to prepare guidance to OPC in

the fields of guerrilla warfare and escape aﬁd evasion; the creation of the
JSPD to insure ''the effective discharge of the responsibilities of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for psychological warfare and covert operations”; and the

Secretary of the Army's approval on 28 July 1949 of the provision of uai-

lateral assistance to OPC in the field of guerrilla warfare. ! : ,

Because of its sensitivity, the draft reply to Gerhardt's letter left
out much of the material contained in the status reports prepared by the Army
Staff. Nonetheless, the paragraph that dealt with covert operations was sig-

nificant:

We have been active on the Joint and Service levels for sometime
now in the field of resistance movements and other allied covert
operations. We are ccnvinced that the utilization of indigenous man-
p-wer in covert operations is an important and very necessary adjunct
to conventional type operations. We feel that we are making progress
in these matters but, of course, we 'must proceed with considerable

caution.
This statement typifies the Army's attitude toward unconventional war-
fare during the interwar years. As has been shown, the Army--prompted by

Secretary of War Robert Patterson--began considering the possibilities for a

' covert operations capability patterned after 0SS units as early as 1946, prior

1Ibid.; Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for: Director, Plans and Operations Division, 5 January
1950, CSUSA 381 (5 January 1950) C, from Lieutenant General Alfred M.
Fruenther, and Plans and Operations Division Summary Sheet, Subject: Plans
and Organization for Underground Development, 17 Januar& 1950, Tab "B,"
Planning Status in Covert Operations, P&0 000.5 (30 Novpmber 1949), TS, Na-
tional Archives, filed in RG 319, Army Operations, 194952, Box No. 10, Hot
Files, National Archives.

2Ibid.; Tab "C," oroposed letter to Colonel Gerhardt.
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to the establishment of the CIA and OPC. This interest was fueled on the one
hand by a growing suspicion of Soviet intentions, but also somevwhat con-
strained, on the other hand, by a recognition of the political sensitivity of
such a capability during pgacetime. Thus it was almost with a senze cI re-
lief that the Services--and particularly the Army--welcomed the emergence of
CIA/OPC to take the primary reupon;ibility for covart operations. During a
period of personnel and fiscal constraints, this allowedvthe,Army to concen-
tfate on the "conventional type operations" with which it was more comfort-
able. Nonetheless, the Army éould not entirely evade some responsibility for
the embryonic development of an unconventional warfare capability. Thus it
.agreed to assist the OPC in its initial organizational and training efforts.
In fact, the evidence sﬁggests}that some Army lcaiders saw 1imitedlcooperation
with CIA/OPC as in ;heir enlightened self-interests; that is, an opﬁortunity
to oreserve come influence duringz a périod'where institutional prerogatives
and jurisdictional boundaries in a new field were in nvprocess of flux. At
any rate, the Army's attitude toward unconventional warfare during the inter-
ﬁar years was ambivalent. imited though it was, however, the Army'a ac-
tivity in this field--particularly the doctrinal confusion that marked its
tentative thinking on unconveational warfare and its early interaction with
the CIA/OPC--is {mportant to grasp fot.a full understanding of the subse-
quent de&elopments that contributed to the creatiou of Special Forces. The

first of these developmerts was the outbreak »f war in l{crea.




CHAPTER VI

KOREA AND THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF

OF PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE

A little over two years after North Korean armed forces crossed the
38th Parallel, the United States Army, ia May 1952, established the Psycho-
logical Warfare Centef at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. This instirution en-
compassed a school for both psychological operﬁtions ad Special Forces train-
ing, operational psychological warfare units, and the first formal unconven-
tional warfare force in its history--the 10th Special Forces Grbup. We have
seen that while some planning activity took place during the post-World War II
yeers, the Army's capability to conduct overt psychological warfare was minimal
in June 1Y50. Similarly, while some embryonic thinking on uncoﬂventionsl war-
fare took place within the Army during the interwar years, at the time of the
outbreak of war in Korea primary recponsibility for that type of activity
had shifted to the CIA/OPC--or so it appeared. Thus, an examination of the
period between June 1950 and May 1952 is crucial to understanding the Army's
unprecedented decisions to establish a center in which capabiliciés for $oth
psychologiral and unconventional warfare would be combired at Fort Bragg.

This chapter examines the impact of the Korean War on these decisions.

impetus for a Psywar Division at Department of the Army

_When the North Koreau invasion began on June 22, 1950, a small Special

Projects Branch existed in the G-2 Division of Headquarters, Far East Command

[128]
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(FECOM) that was cbarged with the responsibility for the development of stra-
tegic and tactical warfare plans. This branch, headed by a civilian, Mr. J.
Woodall Greene (who had been in the Far East since 1943), was initially con-
fined to radio broadcasting from Japan and to leaflet air drops, both of which
were begun by June 29. 1Its shortages of personnel were partially overcome by
the augmentation of local State Department Information Service personnel. The
Department of the Army, of course, was unable to furnish adequate support,
due to shortages in trained personnel, units, and suitable equipment:.1
The situation was such that by June 5, Secretary of the Army Frank

Pace--who, it will be remembered, had been prodding the Army Staff to get its
psychological warfare house in order--displayed his concern with a memorandum
for the Chief of Staff:

Events of the current Korean situation further confirm my views on

the need for a Psychological Warfare organization in the Department

of the Army. Plea:e let me have a report on this matter showing ac-

tion taken or being taken and, as well, such recommendations as you

deem appropriate at this time.?2

The Secretary was told that action had been taken to activate a branch

of ten officers within the G-3 Division on July 31, 1950, to provide General

Staff supervision of all psychclogical warfare and special operations activi-

ties. Additionally, a study to determine how to provide for a nucleus of

-

1Department of the Army, G-3 Operations Division, Washington 25, D.C.,
Report on Psychological Warfare Activities--Far East Command, 31 August 1950,
RG 315, G-3 Operations, March 1950-51, 091.412 Case 41-100, Box No. 157,

OPS 091.412 S (29 August 1950), National Archives.

ZDepartment of the Army, Office of the Secretary cf the Army, Washington
25, D.C., Memorancum for General Collins, Subject: Psychological Warfare
Organization i{n the Department of the Army, 5 July 1950, from Secretary of
the Army Frank Pace, Jr., filed with G-3 091.412 5 (5 July 1950), National
Archivesy.
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peraonnellcrainad in psychological warfare was in progresg.l It is interest-
ing to note that the Army planned to combine psychological warfare and
special operations activities in the proposed branch. Even with the CIA/OPC's
growing prominence in the latter field, apparently the Army wanted to at least
keep its hand in the game.

Understandably, Secretary Pace was beginning to show his impatience
with the glacier-like mcvement of the Army bureaucracy on a subject of per-

sonal concern to him. As was discussed in chapter II, there were a number of

reasons for this avparent foot-dragging by the Army Staff during the interwar

years. But at thi:z point perhaps the most candid analysis of tke Army's. fail-
ure was done in mid-July 2950 by a young staff officer in the G-3 Division:

With the transfer of primary responsibility for Psychological Warfare
from C-2 to G-3 in January 1947, the activity reverted basically to a
planring function insofar as the Department of the Army was concerned.
Being largely a planning function, the activity consisted mainly of
actions on highly classif!ed matters which seldom came to the attention
of other General Staff Divisions and the Technical Services. Conse-:

" quently, because of the relative newness of the activity and because
of the high classification placed upon it, a general lack of informa-
tion gradually developed outside of G-3 (D&0) concerning Psychological
Warfare. The low priority placed on this activity within G-3 ia 1948,
plus the return to inactive duty of most experienced Psychological War-
fare cfficers, tended to accelerate this condition.

The officer went on to state that with the nutbreak of war in Korea,, the
Army again had an interest in psvchological warfare operations. He thus recom-

mended that the respo=gibilifties for this field be more clearly delineated among

1Lepartment of the Arav, G-3 Operations Division, Washington 25, D.C.,
Summary Sheet for the Chief of Staff, Psychological Warfare Organization in
the Department of the Army, 13 July 1950, from Major General Charles L. Bolte,
ACofS, G-3 091.412 S (5 July 1950), National Archives.

2Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
f£or Record, Subject: Delineation of Reasponsibilities for Psychelogical Warfare,
17 July 1350, by Major K. B. Stark, RG 319, G-3 Operations, March 1950-51,

091.412 Case 1-20, Box No. 154, OPS 091.412 (17 July 1950), National Archives.
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the General Staff, the Technical Services, and the Chief of Army Field Forces. 1
Within a month of this assessment, the name of that old World War I1I
psychologicél warrior, Brigadier General Robert McClure, again surfaced. 1In
a "Dear Al" letter to Lieutenant General Albert Wedemeyer (who had recently
moved from his Pentagon assignment to become Commanding General of the Sixth
Army, with headquarters in San Francisco), Major General Charles Bolte, the
G-3, stated that the Army's program for psychological warfare was being reviewed
in order to determine 'the further organizaticn§1 steps necessary to meet the
operaticnal fequirements of the Korean situation or of a general war." He
further indicated that the Army's responsibilities in this field were such
that the possibility of a permanent staff agency, "preferably in the form of
a Special Staff Division,' should be considered for the Department of the Army.
In order to develop specific recommendaticns on psychological warfare organiza-
tion for the Chief of Staff, Bolte requested the advice and assistance of ’
McClure (who was assigned to General wédeﬁeyer) for a few days because "I know
of no one better qualified to assist us in that respect:."2 In less than two
weeks, Bolte received this message from McClure: "Will report to you for TDY

29 Augﬁst."3 Help was on the way.
Notwithstanding these steps, by the end of August the Secretary of the

Artv's patience with the apparent lack of progress in psychological warfare

e A S S —— e emvaa e emnds

11bid.

2Department of the Arwy, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Letter to
Lieutenant General Albert C. Wedemeyer, Commanding General, Sixth Army, from
Major General Charles L. Bolte, G-3, 12 August 1950, RG 319, G-3 Operations,
March 1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, 091.412 (11 August 1950),
National Archives.

3Ibid.; Message from McClure to Major General C. L. Bolte, 24 August
1950.
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organization came to an end. His displeasure, plainly evident in a memorandum
to the Chief of Staff, General Coilins, deserves to be quoted in its entirety:

1. I have been following the progress of the development of a
psychological warfare program within the Departuwent of the Army with
considerable concern. I am not at all satisfied that we are giving
this matter attention and support commensurate with the capabilities
of psychological warfare as a military weapon and an instrument of na-
tional policy. ’ :

2. The discussion of the Army Folicy Council meetings of 15 and
16 August and my own review of the Army's effort in this field have
indicated that the principal disfficulty for well over a year has been .
orgenization and manpower. Although I am aware of the high caliber of
work which has been performed, it is of particular concern to me that
a psychological warfare organization which Mr. Gray approved in July
1949 has through delay in its establishment cost the Army the servicas
of these spaces which for the past year could have been utilized in de-
velopirg the Army program to a more comprehensive deyree. Nor do 1
believe that with the establishment of a psychological werfare branch
as of 1 August we have in fact assured ourselves of accomplishing de-
sired results, if in so doing we are forced to rely on the Korean
crisis to secure te.porary spaces to meet personnel requirements for
a unit which was not designed or intended to operate under war-time
conditions.

3. The establishment of a psychological warfare organization
within the Department of the Army indicates recognition of the impor-
tance of this activity in military science. Adequate allowance should
therefore be made in the appropriate personnel ceilings to afford this
field the permanent spaces it requires. I dv not believe an organiza~
tion which has necessitated so many studies and taken so long to set
up should owe its final establishment and complement of personnel to
an emergency which may well warrant an entirely different type staff
unit. . '

4. 1 therefore desire that such spaces as have been allocated to
psychological warfare on a temporary basis be established on a perma~-
nent basis and that the nomination of suitable personnel to bring the
recently established psychological warfare branch to required strength
be expedited.

. 5. I have asked Assistant Secretary Earl Johnson to give this
matter of manpcwer for psychological warfare his personal attention.

This letter is important in several respects. First, the blunt tone of

1Department of the Army, Office of the Secretary of the Army, Wasiington
25, D.C., Memorandum for General Collins, Subject: Army Organization for
Psychological Warfare, 30 August 1950, from Secretary of the Army Frank Pace,
Jr., filed with OPS 091.412 (30 August 1950), RG 319, G-3 Operations, March
1950-51, 091.412, Case 1-20, Box No. 154, National Archives.
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Pace's memﬁ--unusually so for correspondence between a Secretary of‘thc'Army
and the Chief of Staff--vividly demonstrates his exasperation with what ﬁe
perceived to be foot-dragging by the Army on ; subjgct that he considered to be
vitally important. Second, it gives us some valuable insights into Pace's per-
sonal philosophy concerning psychological warfare, particularly with respect
to having the necessary permanent organizational framework in place during
peacetime, rather fhan relying on a crisis-imposed response to the problem.
Finally, the memorandum is further evidence of a theme that we have seen
throughout this study--the pressure brought to bear by civilian leaders on aﬂ
Army somewhat reluctant to grapple with activities of an "unconventional" '
nature. |

What Secretary Pace--and his predecessors--were perhaps not as sensitive
to, however, were the genuine difficulties that personnel and fiscal con-
straints posed for Army leaders. After all, most of them were men who had ad-
vanced in a system that gave highest priority to the "conventianal," or ""regu-
lar" units--infantry, armor, and artillery--associated with the combat arms.
Even with those senior officers who displayed interest in psychological and
unconventional warfare capabilities, it should not have been considered un-
natural for them--with the exception of a few like General McClure--to place
these activities in a lower priority when facei with the necessity of making
such cholces.

In any event, the Army Staff--both as a result of Secretary Pace's
prodding and as a result of some other ongoing actions--strugéled in the face
of a deteriorating combat situation in Kores to improve its'psyéhological war-
fare organization. Ironically, on the same day that Pace's blistering memo-

randum was signed, General Bolte, the G-3, reported in a meeting on the Army's
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Gencral»Council that McClure had arrived in Washington to advise and assist in
. preparation of recommendations to the Chief of Staff on several important as-
pects of psychologicsal warfare--to include the possible establishment of a
_special staff division at the Department of the Army, operations in the Far
East Command, and adequatg, preparatory measﬁree in the European Command.1

On the following day, August 31, Ceneral Bélte forwarded a reccmmenda-
tion to the Chie £ of Staff for immediate activation of the Psychological War-
fare Division, Special Staff, stating that this step was necessary because "a
review of present organizational urrangeménts indicates that the Army is not
prepared to meet its Psychologipal Warfare obligations,“ which had greatly in-
creased as a result of’growing cold war tansionsland the Korean Conflict. The

organizational concept and proposed strength of 102 personnel for the new divi-

sion were quickly approved by the Vice Chief 6f Staff on the first of Sep-

tember.z

McClure obviously had a hand in these moves, because during the period
August 28 - September 3 he held conferences with all the Deputy Chiefs of
Stuff, the Vice Chief of Staff, Secretary Pace, the Assistant Secretary of
state for Public Affairs, and members of the Joint Staff. Ar the September 13
meeting of the General Council; General Bolte reported that General McClure

fully supported the G-3's proposal to establish a psychological warfare

' 1Départment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Vashingtnﬁ, D.C.,
Minutes, Meeting of the General Council, Item No. 8, Assistant Chief o>f Staff,
G-3, 30 August 1950, Military History Irstitute, Carlisle Barraucks, PA.

2Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washingtom 25, D.C., Summary
shect for Chief of Staff, Subject: Department of the Army Organization for
Psychological Warfare, 31 August 1950, RG 319, G-3 Operations, March 1950-51,
091.412 Case 41-100, Box No. 157, OPS 091.412 (31 August 1950) S, National
Archives.
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diviszion, and thet approval for such had been obtained. To effect An orderly
transition, initially the Subsidiary Plans Branch of G-3 vouid be expanded to
take care of psychological warfare planning. Later the activity would be
transferred from G-3 to the new division, after final approval had beén given
as to its functions, and after acquisition of sufficient'personnel.l

Creation ~f the Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare

Despite the sense of urgency, creation of the new di;ision did not occur
overnight. First of all, there was the problem of obtaining authorization for
the permanent allocation of the additional personnel needed. A more serious
difficulty was procuring the necessary personnel trained in specialized skills
of psychological warfare. Since there was no btasic course available in peycho-
logical warfare within the Army--indeed, within all the Services--the G-3 re-
quested that a minimum of six office?s attend A thirteen-week course on the
subject proﬁosed by Georgetown Unlversity, and scheduled to begin on October 2.
Admittedly, this was a purely stopgap measure that would not adequately meet
the Army's overall requirement for trained officers.2

There were, in fact, only seven officers on active duty who were quali-
fied in the field of psychological warfare in 1950. One of these, Lieutenant

Colonel John 0. Weaver, was sought by the Chief, Army Field Forces, for as-

signment to the Army General School at Fort Riley, Kansas, to become Chief of

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Washington 25,
D.C., Minutes, Meeting of the General Council, Item No. 3, 13 September 1950,
Military History Institute.

2Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., Summary
Sheet for Chief of Staff, Subjart: .Psychological Warfare Training, 12 Sep-~
tember 1950, from Major General Cherles L. Bolte, G-3, National Archives.
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a projected psychological warfare department. Wesver had served as command-
ing officer of the combat propaganda team of the Fifth Aruy‘inlltaly during
World War II, and was a graduate of the British psychological varfare school
in Cairo. 1In one of the first actions signed by Brigadier General Robert
McClure in his new position of Chief, Psychological Warfare Division (an obvi-
ous choice!),l this request was forwarded to the Assignment Branch of the
Adjutant General and acted upon quickly. Weaver was ordered to report to
Fort Riley by December 1950.1 |

On October 31, General McClure held hi;s first weekly staff meeting with
perionnel of his e;nbryonic division. The minutes from thi;s initial meeting
give us some valuable insights into McClure's philosophy toward psychological
warfare and unconventional warfare. First, he stated that he had "backing
from the top down" for rsychological varfai'e; and the division would be au-
thorized n considerable mber of personnel. But then he i{ssued a warning:
"“"As a general policy, all officers assigned to this work should watch their
step as there is an opinion prevalent among individuals not conversant with -
psychological warfare that anyone connected with ﬁhe function is a 'long-
haired, starry-eyed' individual." Such a pessimiét:ic note at the outset must
have been ﬁisquieting to the assembled office;'a, particularlylt!.wse who were
ambitious. This statement was a commentary on the Army's attitude on psycho-
logical warfare--or at least its attitude as perceived by a "true believer"

like General McClure. Ha hastened to add, however, "I think that there is

lnepartment cf the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., DF to
Special Assignments Branch, Career Management Division, Office of the Adjutant
General, Subject: Personnel for Psychological Warfare Diyision, OCAFFE, 25
October 1950, from Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Chief, Psychological
Warfare Division, G-3, RG 319, G-3 Operations. G3 091.412 ({19 September 1950),
National Archives.
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nothing that is not ninety percent common sense," a rather pragmatic approach,

perhaps, to quell the apprehensions of his new subordinates.1
With respect to unconventional warfare, McClure stated that General Bolta

agreed with him that the function did not pelong in G-3 and should be trans-

ferred to the Psychological Warfare Division. It should be remembered thet at

thias point the Psychological Warfare Division--expanded from the Subsidiary

Plans Branch--h#d not yet formally become a separaté Special Staff division,
and therefore was still under the G-3. In any event, McClure felt that his
new organization should possibly be entitled "psychological warfare," with
three‘subdivisions: psychological warfare, cover and deception, and unconven-
tional varfare.2 We see here evidence of McClure's early feelings about the
marriage of psycholAgical and unconventional warfare, but also his perhaps
natural tendency to place psychological warfare in a relatively higher pri-
ority. This attitude on his part undoubtedly wculd be a factor in the subse-
quent co-location of psychological and unconventional warfare units at Fort
Bragg in 1952, and the selection of the title, Psychological Warfare Center.

Finally, on Jameary 15, 1951, the Office of the Chief of Psychological
Warfare (OCPW) was officially recognized--but not without difficulty. This
was best expressed in a letter by McClure to Major General Daniel Noce, Chief
of Staff, EUCOM, on that same day:

Orders have been issued effective today, separating this Division

from G-3 and setting it up as a Special Staff division. With most
of the stops pulled out it has still taken us four months to get

lDepartmen: o’ the Army, G-3 Cperations, Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum
for Record, Minutes of Psychological Warfare Division Staff Meeting, 31 October
1950, Rg 219, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, Box No. 2, File 020 Staff Meet-
ings, National Archives.
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the administrative re:ponlibilify frfm G-3. Even in time of grave
emergency the Pantagon moves slowly.

A note of exasperation, perhaps, that Seacretary of the Army Pace
have agreed with. Nonetheless, a new organization, the first of its t
, Army Staff history, had been born. Psychological ﬁarfare had evolved

R small section within a branch of G-3 to an office at Special Staff lev
direct access to the Chief of Staff.

By early Februsry McClure {iad briefed the General Counci! on the

tion and function of OCPW and explained the necessity for a rapid orga

At this point his views on the organizatio

of unconventional warfare.

new division were firm--since the division had been recognized and pub

would

ype in
from a

el with

organiza-
nization
n of his
lished

in orders, he wanted to get an amendment authorizing special operations ac-

tivities, and he envisaged three divisions: propaganda, unconventiona

fare, and support.2

1 war-

As stated in the special regulation that later outlined its organization

" and functions, the mission of the Office of the Chief of Psychological

warfare

was to 'formulate and develop psychological and special operaticas plans for

the Army in consonance with established policy and to recommend policies for and

supervise the execution of Department of the Army programs in those fields." To

1Department of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., letter to
Major General Daniel Noce, Chief of Staff, EUCOM, from Brigadier General

McClure, 15 January 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,

Box No. 6, 091.412 Propaganda, National Archives. Geueral Order No. 1

,JDepart-

ment of the Army, 17 January 1951, established the division as of 15 January
1951, General Council Minutes, 24 January 1951, Military History Institfte.

2Depart:ment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, Vashington'
Minutes, Meeting of the General Council, 31 January 1951, Military Hist%ry
Institute; Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological
Weekly Staff Meeting, 1

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject:

p.C.,

|Warfare,

February 1951, RG 319, Army Chief of Special Warfare, Box No. 2, Nation#l

Archives.

|

J

e KA g o it
e P e e vraper r—— ey e e T 3 v



P s aazd L n |

e s

T e fm e e

139

carry out this mission, the office was organized into three major divisions--
Psychological Operations, Requirements, and Special Operations. " Although the
thrust of this organization was on psychological warfare, the words "and special
operations' in the above mission statement and the existence of the Special
Operations Division are highly significant because it was in this division that
plans for creation of the U.S. Army's first formal uncounventional warfare capa-
bility were formulated. Both the Psychological Operations and Special Operations
Divisions were subdivided into branches for plans, oﬁerations, and intelligence
and evaluation, while the Requirement Division was primarily concerned with
mattérs pertaining to oréanizatidn, personnel, trainiﬁg, logistics;.and re-
search requiremenﬁs to support both psychologicsl and special operations activi-
ties.l |

Clearly, the two majof concerns of this unprecedented Arm; Staff office
were psyéhological and unconventional warfare (or "special operations,'" as the

latter was termed at this time). Over the mext sixteen months--a period of

vfrenetic, diverse activity for General McClure and his staff--plans, policies,

and decisions were made in the 0ffice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare
that were instrumental in the Army's decisions to establish the Psychological
Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, to create the 10th Special Forces
Group, the figs:_unit of its type in Army history, and fihally, to co-locate
the two capébilities of psychological and unconventional warfare at this new

center. To fully understand why these decisions were made, we ncw turn to an

lpepartment of the Army, Special Regulations No. 10-250-1, 22 May 1951,
"Organizations and Functions, Department of the Army, Offire of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare, Special Staff," pp. 11-12; U.S. Department of Defense,
Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, January 1 through Jume 30, 1951,

p. 92.
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examination of these two activities in Korea, &s seen from the perspective

of OCPW--and particularly from that of Ganeral McClure.

. OCPW_and Psychological Warfare in Korea
Shortly afﬁer the formal establishment of the OCPW, Secretary of the

Army Pace again entered the fray to give McClure's embryonic program a well-
timed boosg of support. In another of his by now well-known wemorandums to R
the Chief of Staff reference to psychological warfare, Pace referred to the
estsblishment of the OCPW (one can almoét,sense a between-the-lines "and it's
about time!"), then unequivocally presented his Qiews on the subject:

I ar keenly interested in and concérned over the successful de-

velopment and progress of the psychological warfare program. Its

vital importance to naticnal security and defense in the present

emergency must be fully :ecognifed by all responsible commanders
and staffs throughout the Army.

McClure could not have asked for a better entrée in the struggle for
recognition and infiuence ch@: any new organization invariabl& experiences
in a bureaucracy, particularly one that is "different." But the Secretary
went even fﬁrther--he also put in‘a plug for the special opérationa part of
McClure's office. Referring again to OCPW's organizaﬁion, he stressed thgt
theater commanders should use it as a model to put their own staffs on a

sound basis:

Such a basis should envisage the supervision of a combination of .
propaganda and unconventional warfare activities [emphasis added)

by staff organizations that will provide for effective integration

of those activities in such a way as to insure full support of . .

1Departmen: of the Army, Office of the Secretary cf the Army, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, Subject: Importance of Army-wide
Support of the Psychologicel Warfare Program, from Secretary Pace, 2 February
1951, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War, Decimal File 1951-34, 384-385, Box No. 23,
filed with Psy War 385 (2 Fevruary 1951), National Axchives.
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combat operatioTs now being conducted or contewvlated and planned
for the future. : :

Since Pace heretofore ﬂad not mentioned unconventional warfare in his
prodding of the Chief of Staff, and since he referenced in this same memoran-
dum a recent discussion with the Chief of Psychological Warfare and members
of the Army Policy Council, one could reasonably conclude that the Secre-
tary's apparent endorsement of ccmbining psychological and unconyegtional war-
fare planning functions was ar least partiai}y influenced by General McClure's
views on this concept. At any rate, the philosophy expressed by Pace's memo-
randum in this regard is significant, for McClure carried it forward in his
relationshipg with both Far East and Euéopean theater commands and his at-
tempts to influence their staff organizations, and with Headquarters, Army
Field Forces in thg United States--culminating in the c&-location of psycho-
logical ‘and unconvéntional warfare schooling and capabilities under the Psycho-
logical Warfare Center, established at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, in May
1952. |

The '"present emergency' that Secretary Pace referred to, of course, was
‘the war in Korea, abetted by heightening cold war tensions with the Chinese
People's Republic and the Soviet Union. But he believed that the Korean situ-
ation offered an."eséecial opportunity for highiy profitable explcitation"
for psycﬁological warfare.ZI Indeed, a key feature of the period under dis-
cussion was the intense personal interest in the psycho’ gical warfare aspects
of thé conflict shown by the Secretary--an interest that was of great assist-
ance to General McClure.

Examples of the Secretary's preoccupation with the subject are to be
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found in his numerous conQorantiohl with General McClure and frequent com-
munications with the Commander-in-Chisf, Fer East Command, General Matthew B.
Ridgeway. In early May 1951, Pace called McClure into his.office, re:ﬂetate&
his "keen interest" in ésychologicai warfare, and expressed his view that
“quality rather than quantity" should be the measure of success in utiliza-
tion of this tool. He told HcClure}that he tad discussed psychological war-
fare with General Ridgeway and passed on his desire that an all-out effort be
made in :helfield, Offéring to help McClure with his attempts to get the Air .
Force to furnish a special squadron of aircraft for psychological and uncon-
ventional warfare purposes, Pace concluded the conference by ask;ng the
General to xee; him informed of activities in the field and to seek his as-
sistance 1if any problem developed.1 Later in the same month, the Secretary
called McClure t¢ inquire whether the Army was prepared for psfchological war-
fﬁre activities "should the military success of UN forces rasult in routing of
the Reds." He also wanted to know 1f McClure was satisfied with the Far East
Command's performance.in psychological warfare, and restated his interest in
quality rather than quantity in their production of leaflets and radio bfoad-
castsﬂz By the end of May, Pace was convinced that the time was ripe for the

maximum use of psychological warfare in Korea, and conveyed his "great personal

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Conversation with the
Secretary of the Army, 10 May 1951, by Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, .
Chief of Psychological Warfare, RG 319, Army Chief of Special Warfare, National
Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum fo- Record, Subject: Telephone Conversation
with Mr. Pace, Sec/Army, 26 May 1951, Brigadier General Robert A. McClure,
Chief of Psychological Warfare, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, National
Archives.
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interest in the matter" to General Ridgeﬁ Y.
.The Far’ggst_Commandef*i—repi; E;AP ce gives u; an excellent snapshot
of psycholegical warfare activities in Korea at this point. Ridgeway stated
his plan to materially expand the psychological warfare effort in support of
military operations, and indicated that current leaflet operations gave pri-
ority to tactical leaflets, "whose themes can be varied on short notice to
adjust pzropaganda emphasis to fit different battle situations." A number of
broad themes were beinz used for these tacFical operations, to include good
1

treatment of prisoners, United Nations Hat;!riel superiority, and mounting
:

enemy casualty figures. Strategic propagaﬁda efforts included news sheets,

troop leaflets designed to depress morale and increase susceptibility to later

tactical propaganda, and civilian leafletsito arouse anti-Chinese and anti-
Soviet feeiing. Plans were under way to double the weekly leaflet effort of

approximately 13 million leaflets. Radio groadcasts, totalling 13 hours

daily in the Korean language, would be augmented by short-wave broadcasts in .
i .

Chinese to reach Chinese troops in Korea, +s well as Chinese civilians and

|
troops in Manchuria. While it was too eariy to determine how large a factor

psychological warfare had been in the recent heavy increase in the number of

i

enemy prisoners taken, "preliminary interr&gationﬁ indicate considerable ef-

fectiveness, both by leaflets and by 1ouds§eakers." Ridgeway concluded by
|

stating his belief that regular psychologiéal warfare guidance from Washington

|
was of "considerablz importance," since acéivitiea were "an intzgral part of
1
i
| |
1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Message DA 92760, 31 May 1951, frem Chief of Staff, USA,
to CINCFE; filed with ?sy War 091.412 TS (13 June 1951), Psychological War-

fare Far East Command, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, Box
No. 6, National Archives. |
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the worldwide US effort in this field and should be clolel& geared to activi-
ties in other. areas, especially in the Far East."l |

This latter point by Ridgeway was alertly seized upon by Pace. During
meetings with members of the Army Staff, he fiequéntly stressed his endorse-
ment of paychological warfare and urged them to give it their full support.
He believed that not enough effort was boiﬁg put into it; and considered it
":ﬁe cheapest form of warfare." He emphasized that psychological warfare had
to be conducted within the framework of national policy, and ‘hat the situa-
tion during negotiations in Korea illustrated this point. Explaining that he
felt a responsibility to "do something" to ensure that necessary high-level
govermment policy viaws on the subject were prepared and properly coordinated
with field psychological warfare, he directed that General McClure prepare a
memorandum stating "what he as Secretary of the Army should do" in this mat-

ter.z

General Ridgeway followed up his desire for "more positive and definitive
policy guidance" for psychological warfare in a message to Yace in August 1951.
He also asked for help in providing & few qualified personnel for a psycho-
logical warfare pianning groub in FECOM, adding an interesting note concerning
the primary qualities that he desired in those pérsonnel: "1 personally rate

integrity and intellectual capacity.éb&e experience, for the latter without

' IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Message C 64846, 13 June 1951, from CINCFE to SECARMY;
filed with Psy War 091.412 TS (16 June 1951), Psychological Warfare Far East
Command, RG 319. Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, Box No. 6, National
Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: ORO Briefing for Secre-

tary of the Army Pace, 23 July 1951, Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Chief

of Psychological Warfare, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, National
Archives.
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both of the former is a liability, not an agset."l

"~ Pace's "Personal for Ridgeway" repl& aé#in demonstr#ted his interest in
this rather specialized field:. "Pgychological warfare can and must become
one of our most effective weapons in combatting communism. I am anxious to’
take whatever steps I can to achieve this end." Paée indicated that the re-
cent establishment of the Paychological Strategy Board (PSB), headed by
Gordon Gray, should be able to provide the national level policy guidance
needed, and that "every effort is being exerted to make the board fully opera-
tional at the earliest possible date."? As directed by President Truman, the
PSB was created to pfovide more effective planning of psychclogical operations
within the framework of approved national policies, and to coordinate the
psychological operations of .gll govermmental departments and agencies.

v The Secretary's attempts to influence the situstion in Korea went beyond
these communications with FECOM. He sent a copy of Ridgeway's cable to Gordon
Gray, togethe? with his reply. Additionally, McClure forwarded copies of the
same message to the JCS, urging them to emphasize to the Psychological Strategy
Board that General Ridgeway's request for high-level policy guidance be in-

cluded "among the foremost of the Board's priority operational matters."3

1Department‘ of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
"Washington 25, D.C., unnumbered cable from General Ridgeway to Secretary Pace,
17 August 1951, filed with Psy War 091.412 FECOM TS (17 September-1951), RG
319 Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychcological Warfare,
Washington, D.C., Message DA 81176, 11 September 1951, from Secretary Pace to
Ridgeway; filed with Psy War 091.412 PECOM TS (17 September 1951), RG 319
Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.

‘ 3Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfare,
Washirgton 25, D.C., Memorandum for Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division,

JCS, Subject: Psychological Warfare Policy Guidance for FECOM Pua War
091.412 FEC'M TS (17 September 1951), RG 319 Army-Chief of Special Warfare,
1951-54, National Archives.
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Unquestionably, Secretary Pace's intense 1n£crest in the Korcan situa-
tion, and in particular his preoccupation with pnychological warfare, sig-
nificantly impacted upon the attitudes and decision of key decision-makers
in the Far East Command. Moreover, his enthusiasm for the subject must have
certainly been an aid to General McClure in his endeavors to carve out a
niche for the OCPW within the Washington bureaucracy. MeClure was to ﬁake
valuable ua; of the Secretary's sponsorship of psychological warfare, par-
ticulnrlf in hip relations with the Far East Command. -

General McClure's attitude toward the Far East Coomand's conduct of
psychological warfare activities was mixed. On the one hand, he often ex-
pressed satisfaction with FECOM's progress in this ar?u, was publicly ;ompli—
mentary of its efforts, and enthusiastically attempted to give it assistance.
On the other hand, he was privately critical of psychological warfare opera-
tions in the Far East, and felt that the Command there was not willing to ac-
cept the'help offered. Undeterred, he intended "to put'presaure on them to

let us help them."l

‘ McClure's primary concern was with the Far East Command's organization |
for psychologicai warfare. Initially, the responsibility for psychological
warfare resided in the G-2 D{vision.of Headquarters, FECOM. Reflecting his
oﬁn World War II experience in establishing the PQD/SHAEF and, more recently,
with the OCPW, McClure believed that a special staff division combining both
. psychological and unconventional warfare functions would enhance its stature ' .

and facilitate operations. Thua, he urged in letters, reports, and visits

lnepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of ?uychological Warfkre,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum of Weekly Staff Meetings, 8 March 1951, RG
319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 020 Staff Meetings, Box No. 2, National
Archives. .




- that this atep be taken. He also recomiended that the lst Radio Broadcasting

and Leaflet (KB&L) Group become the theater operating agency for psychological

warfare when it arrived from the United States later in 1951.1 At this pofnt,

in eérly 1951, the only U.S. psychological warfare units tbat the Department of
the Army had been able to provide to FECOM wae the Tactical Information Detach-
ment, a small unit of a little over twenty personnel.

When the North Koreans attacked South Korea in June 1950, the Tactical
Information Detachment--organized at Fort Riley, Kansas, in 1947--was the only
operational psychological warfzre troop unit in the U.S. Army. Sent to Korea
in the fall of 1950, it was reorganized as the 1st Loudspeaker and Leaflet Com-
pany, and served ag Fighth Army's tactical Propaganda unit throughout the
conflict,? Tactical Propaganda, sometimes called combat propaganda, was di-
rected at a specific auiience in the forward battle areas and in support of
localized operations.3 Mobile loudspeakers mounted on vehicles and aircraft be-
came a primary means of conducting tactical Propaganda in Korea. One note-
worthy example was the uge of & C-47 aircraft-mounted loudspeaker that in 1951

cirnled overhead 1,800 Chinese Communist troops and induced them to surrender.4

1Department of the Aray, Office of the Chief of Fsychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Informal Report as a Result of Visit of Chief, Psycho-~
logical Warfare Division, DA, 24 april 1951, Rrg 319, Army-Chief of Special War-
fare, Psy War 319.) TS (24 April 1951), Box No. 7, National Archives,

2Lieutenant Ernest Conine, '""New Horizons in Psychologiéal Warfare "
Information Digest (December 1952), p. 22; letter, Colonel Hays, dated 5 May

1969; and Linebarger, Psychological Warfare, pp. 301, 303.

3Psychologica1 Warfare Divicion, "Operation in Western Eﬁrope," p. 13;
Propaganda Branch. "Syllabug," P. 2, Lingbarger, Psychological Warfare, p. 45,

AU.S. Department of De fense, Semisrnual Report ofvthe Secretary of De-
fense, January 1 through June 30, 1951, p. 92,
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It should be remembered that as early as 1947, while there was no real mili-
tary paychological organization in being, a small planning c;aff--a Psycho-
logical Warfare Section (PWS)--had been created in the General Headquarters

. (GHQ) of the Far East Command. Although the PWS had absolutely no field
operating units, with hasty augmentation it did begin using leaflets aqd radio
two days after the invasion. |

Oﬁyiously, the PWS could not long or efficiently‘support full-scale

strategic operations, so the lst Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet (RB&L) Group T,
was organized at Fort Riley? Kansas, and shipped to Kores in July 1951. The

} lsthB&L Group was specifically designed to conduct strateéic propaganda in
direct support of military operations.l Strategic propaganda was intended to
further long-term sfrétegic aims, and was directed at enemy forces, popula-
tions, or enemy-oqcupied'areas.2 To accomplish these tasks the iat RB&L
Group had the'quipment and capability té produce newspapers, leaflets, and
augment or.replace other means of broadcasting radio propaganda. The Group
supervised a radio station n;twork known as the Voice of the United Nations,
and often produced more than twenty million leaflets per week, dissemina:éd
as propaganda by aircraft or by specially designed artillery shells..3 Ex-
.ample themes for the leaflets were inducements for enemy soldiers to surren-
der, and those intended to bolster Koresn civilian morale by proclaiming
United Nations support.

Although the RB&L Group was a concept accelevated to meet the require-

lLinebarger, Psychological Warfare, pp. 301-302, 304.

2Ibid., p. 45; Psychological Warfare Division, "Operations in Western
Europe," p. 13; Propagands Branch, '"Syllabus," p. 2.

3Linebarger, Psychological Warfare, pp. 301-302, 304, 306-307.
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ments of the Korein Conflict (plans were initiated by G-3, Department of the
Army, in early 1950), it perforﬁed functions simiiar to those deemed neces-
sary to the conduct of psychological warfare in Wovld War II. And in its
Mobile Radio Broadcasting (MRB) Company, a direct ancestral linkage could be
shown with the mobile radio broadcasting companies formed under PWD/SHAEF to
conduct propaganda operations in North Africa and the European Theater during
1944-45. 1In point of fact, the MRB companies were the basic'units organized
to prosecute tactical psychological warfare during World War II, although it
later became established that radio was essentially ‘a strategic weapon and
had no place in a purely tactical psychological unit.1 Both the strategic
propaganda concept embodied in the RB&L Group and the tactical propaganda ide;
expressed by the Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company were to figure prominently
in the psychological warfare capability subsequently formed as part of the
Pgychological Warfare Center in 1952.

By April 1952, when the military situation had stalemated generally
along the 38th parallel, three different types of psychological warfare were
under way on the KoreanvPeninsula. "Strategic" psychological warfare was car-
ried out by the Psychological Warfare Section, GHQ FECOM, located in Tokyo,
having made the transition to a special staff section, as recommended by
McClure. It was assisted in this endeavor by the lst KB¢L Group, the head-
qﬁarters of which was also located in Tokyo. Leaflet operations were confined

to North Korea less a 40-mile zone directly north of the military lines.

1Psychological Warfare Division, "Operations in Western Europe," p.
19; McClure, "Trends in Psychological Warfare," p. 10; Daugherty and Janowitz,
A Psychological Warfare Casebook, p. 132; The Intelligence School, Fort
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Riley, Kansas, "Tactical Psychological Warfare; The Combat Psychological War-
rfare Detachment," October 1946, p. 1.
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Radio operations covered North and South Korea as well as parts of Manchuria
and China. "Tactical" psychological warfare was directed by the Psysho-
logical Warfare Division, G-3, of HQ Eighth Army, eventually located in Secul.
Assisted by the lst L&L Company, this division directed leaflet and. loud-
speaker operations within 40 miles of the military line of contact. 'Con-
solidation" propaganda was carried out by the State Department's U.S. Informa-
tion Service, based in Pusan. Its printed and visual media operations were
confined to that part of Korsaa under the civil administration of the ROK
governmeht. Radio operations in this area were under the control of field
teams of the lst RB&L Group's Mobile Radio Broadcasting Campany.1

To return to General McClure's views with respect to psychological war-
fare activities in Kores, another concern was what he considered to be the
failure to use Korea as a profitable testing ground or laboratory. He be-
1ieved that the campaign there provided great opportunities for both experi-
mentation and testing of methods and equipment, but expressed to the Chief
of Staff in August 1951 his disappointment in the results to that point. As
an example of what he had in mind, McClure suggested that noise devices for

spreading of terror could be used with helicopters.2

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief, Psychological Operations Divi-
~sion, Subject: Report on Field Trip to HQ, FECOM and Yorea, Captain James J.
Kelleher, Jr., Operations Branch, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare,
SECRET Decimal Files, 1951-54, 333-334, Psy War 335 (22 April 1952), Box No.
14, National Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Briefing of the Chief
of Staff on Letter frowm General Doyle Hickey, Chief of Staff, FRCOM, and
FECOM Interim Report on Comprehensive Psychological Warfare Plans, 7 August
1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 1,
Psy War 020 C/staff TS (9 August 1951), National Archives.
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General McClure was particularly critical of the air support for psycho-
logical warfara in Korea, and utilized every tool at his disposal in an attempt:
to improve the situation. I3 a "Dear Charles" letter to tha G-2, GHQ FECOM,
Major General Charlas A. Willoughby, he unveiled hig concerns:

I only wish that waircraft were assigned for the tactical leafletting
and strategic leafietting so that specific targets and timing could -
be given with an assurance that they would be hit. The New York
Times Magazine Section two weeks ago carried a photograph of the in-
terior of a C-47, showing & couple of harassed soldiers attempting

to throw out handfuls of loose leaflets which apparently were blowing
all over the interior.

Demonstrating his own exrerience in World War II, MeClure continued:

I feel that the Air For~es have fallen down badly on us in not using,
at the beginning of this trouble, the techniques that we wouhg up with
in 1945, such as: speciai leaflet squadrons, fibre casings for leaf-
let bombs (of which there are 80,000 here in the Arsenal), regular
operations plans and orders, printing and delivery on call, etec. We
are still putting pressures on back here but can do very little un-
less ¥EC makes this type of operaticn a military requirement.!l
During his visit to FECOM in April 1951, McClure again presented his
views on the sub ject of air support, stating that "unless aircraft demands are
L 3 ' .
made operations requirements, the airdrops wili continue on a catch-as-catch-
can basis." The C-47, he felt, was inappropriate for leaflet drops, thus
"Front line support suffers for lack of delivery by fighter bomber." He
recommended that a special squadron be organized for Esychological and uncon-

ventional warfare purboses.2

1Department of the Army, 0Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter to Major General Charles L. Willoughby, Assistant
Chief of Staff, G-2, GHQ, Far East Command, from Brigadier General McClure,
10 March 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal Files,
1951-54, Psy War 091.412 (10 March 1951), Box No. 6, National Archives.

2Departuant of the Army, Office of the Chief or Payzhological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Informal Report as a Result of Vigis of Chief, Psycho-
logical Warfare Division, DA, 24 April 1951, RG 31%, Amy-Chief of Special
Warfare, Psy War 319.1 TS (24 April 1951), Box No. 7, National Archives.
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Hgving outlined his basic themes, McClure hammered away at them with’
every opportunity. He told the U.S. Air Force Director of Operations in May
that "we were using 1918 methods of dropping leaflets over front line troops
and that it was both inefficient an&'expensive," and requested that the special
air wings being organized to support CIA activities in Korea be ntilized fov
payehologicul warfara. In June he fired off a memorandum to the JCS recom-
wending that diséussions be initiated between the Sérvices in order to achieve
maximum utilization of all tactical aircraft for the support of psychological
wvarfare. He forcefully expressed his views to both the Chief of Staff and the
Secretary of the Army, both of whom attempted to influence the situation in
discussions and correspondence with their counterparts in the Air Force.1

Writing to the Chief of Staff, Far East Command, on "the question of air
support for psychological warfare operations," McClure charged that such sup-

port in aciual practice was worked out locally, with the theater commander un-

able to obtain a specific allocation of aircraft. Observing that the "un-
. .

‘desirability of such a haphazard arrangement was apparent in the European

theater during World War II and is in great measure bornme out by what I saw

lnapartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Conference with General
Edwards, Director of Operations, USAF, 10 May 1951, Psy War 337 (10 May 1951);
Memorandum for the Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division, JCS, Subject: Par-
ticipation by the Tactical Alr Forces of the Services in Psychological War-
fare, 14 June 1951, Psy War 360 (14 June 1951); Memorandum for Record, Sub-
ject: Briefing of the Chief of Staff on letter from General Doyle Hickey,
Chief of Staff, FECOM, and FECOM Interim Report on Comprehensive Psychological
Warfare Plans, 7 August 1951, Psy War 020 C/Staff TS (9 August 1951); Memo-
randum for the Secretary oi the Alr Force, Subject: Equipment f{or Psycho-
logical Operations in Korea, 9 Cune 1951, from Rcoert A. Lovett, Assistant
Secretsry of the Army, OSA 400 Korea; Memorandum for: General McClure, Sub-
ject: Utiliration of Aircraft in the Conduct of Psychological Warfare, 24 July
1951, by Colonel Frederick S. Haydon, Chief, Plans Branch, Psy War 373 S (24
July 1951); RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.
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. and covered in my report to Gereral Ridgeway during my recent inspection of

psychological warfare operations in <orea," McClure boldly reiter-ated his pro-
posal: "The solution we arrived at in Europe, and which I firmly believe 1is
the remedy now, was to Place certain spacified aircraft under the operational
control of the Paychologi;al Warfare Staff of the Seuntfor Cormander." But even
before this step, such support "should be determined‘to be an operational re-
quirement, and this detsrmination should be made nbw, once and for all." Tuis
was rather forcefulilanguage to be used in addressing a three-star general,

and smacked of telling the Theatar Commander how to do his job. Perhaps the

'knowledge that he had the supﬁort of the Secretary of the Army gave McClure a

measure of confidence in these matters. At any rate, the point that he was
trying f.c make, McClure believed, was basic to the whoie question--psycho-
logical warfare must be recognized as important by the Theater Commander. Hav-
ing once established this premise,.it was "simply 8 question of the necessity
for tﬁe theater staff to control its operational tools in order to fulfill its
mission efficiently and effectively."1 ) |

" This was‘vintage MeClure. His campaign to improve the air support for
psychological warfare in Korea ig illugtrative of the strategies and techniques
employed by this articulate, energetic "true believer" invhis attempts t'o influ-
ence events in the theater commands.

Still another example of Zeneral McClure's technique was his reactibn fo

"Operatjon Killer," a phrase used by HQ FECOM in its press releases to describe

lnepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter to Lieutenant General Doyle O. Hickey, Chief of
Staff, Far Rast Command, 13 July 1951, from Brigadier General Robert A, McClure,
RG 319, Army Staff, Psy War Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 360-370.64, Box No. 19,
Psy War 369 (i3 July 1951), National Archives.
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operations against the North Korean and Chinese forces. The following pas~

sage in a letter written to Major Ceneral Willoughby is again illustrative

of McClure's approach:

I Lave personally been disturbed by the comparatively few Chinese
prisoners we are taking, either by surrender or by capture. I re-
alize that they ace not fighting as the Chinese did in their civil
wars in the three-year period that I sat slong the Shankaiwan Rail-
way Line. On the other hand, for two thousand years the Chinese

have been induced to change sides, even to that of the Japanese, by
considerations of personal gain or creature cemforts. Is it possible
that the "Operation Killer" and the "Hunter Killer Teams" have been

- g0 widely publicized to Chinese forces that they do not believe

that they would be allowed to surrender? The wide publicity and .
constant repetition of the “killer" intent of our operations and

the gloating of the press, and apparently even the individuals in

the Battle Area, ovexr the numbers killed versus the numbers cap-

tured, has led to a good deal of unfavorable international reac-

. tions.

bat

Demonstrating that he did indeed understand the perspective of the com-

soldier, McClure added:

I fully recognize that our troops must adopt a tough, hard-boiled
killer attitude if they are going to not only survive, but to win
these battles. I wonder, however, if that indoctrination, which,
1 repeat, is very necessary, needs to be widely publicized in the
press and broadcast to our enemies.

Willoughby's response to McClure acknowledged that the “unfavorable

psychological effects caused by recent publicity of such terms as 'Operation

Killer' has been recugnized here, and you will note that Eighth Army news

releases have avoided such phraseology." His reply also indicated acceptance

of several other McClure suggestions on propaganda themes and techniques.2

lnapartmcnt of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washingtor 25, [.C., letter to Major General Charles A. Willoughby, Assistant
Chief of Staff, -2, General Headquarters, Far East Command, from Brigadier
General McClure, 12 March 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Varfare, 1951~
54, '

Box No. 6, Psy War 091.412 (10 March 1951), National Archives.

zbepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfars,




155

Thus, through personal and official correspondence discussions with key pe:-
sonnel, adroit use of his relationship with the Secretary of the Army, and
visits to the Far East Command--both by himself and members of his staff--
McClure kept his finger on the Pulse of eventa in Korea at the same time thar
he struggled to staff the OCPW and to establish a niche for his new organiza-
tion within the Pertagon bureaucracy. »
These efforts by OCPW to help were not always appreciated by HQ FECOM.

As in example, ir January 1952 General Hickey wrote to McClure questioning a
UP story entitled 'Psy War Accounts for Third of POW's." Hickéy felt that the
story was an exaggeration, stating: |

While psychological warfare has unquestionaﬂly been one factor in

lowering the combat effectiveness of enemy soldiers and in influenc-

ing many of them to desevt, it seems evident that in almost all cases

the action of our ground trcops, supported by other combat arms, re-
mains the strongest and most direct reason for the capture of prisoners.

1
In this instance, McClure demonstrated congiderable tact in his reépénse,
telling Hickey, "I share fully your concern over the tendency to overplay the
results of psychological warfare operations as evidenced in the Uﬁited Press
dispatch which you brought to my attention in your letter of 13 January."
Never losing an opportunity to sell his wares, however, thé General further

elaborated:

On the whole, I believe that we have been successful in our de-
termined effort to keep psychological warfare in a proper context

Washington 23, D.C., Letter to Brigadier General McClure from Major General
Willougnby, 24 March 1951, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, 1951-54,
091.412 - 091.714, Box No. 8, Psy War 091.412 (24 March 1951), National
Archives.

» lDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Letter from Lieutenant General Doyle C. Hickey, Chief of
Staff, GHQ, Far East Command, 13 January 1952, to Brigadier General Rnbert A.
HeClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Admin Office, Psychological Warfare, 1951-54,
Box No. 1, Psy War 000.7 (13 January 1952), National Archives.
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within the "family of weapons." My views on this point are included
in the Secretary's report which states: '"Psychological wariare has
been. firmly recognized as an integral member of our family of weapons. ' }
While we realize fully that this mode of operation is not decisive by
itself, it is also certain that, in combinstion with the coaventional ;
combat weapons, psychflogical warfare will contribute materially to ‘
the winning of wars."

The report that McClure referred to was the Secretary of the Army'g semi-
annual report, included in the Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense--
illustrating again the similarity of views between Secvetary Iace and the
Chief, OCPW, on the subject of psychological warfare. This exchange of lnet- ' .
ters, however, is also illustrative of the tendency of conventional commanders
to be sensitive to actions that appear to downgrade the "primary‘:ole of the
combat role of the combat troops in the field," as Hickey expreased it, and
thus to consider psychological warfare as strictly an ancillary, suppeorting ac- .
tivity. As an i~ ntry officer, McClure recognized this. tendency, and his |
reply to Genera. nickey reflects an attempt both to placate the conventional
commander's view--to take a balanced position, that is--but also to insure
that "psywar" received the recognition that he felt it deserved. McClure
walked this particular tightrope often.

Other criticisms by the Psywar Section, Far East Command, of the support
received from the United States included a serious shortage of persénnel with
psychological warfare training or experience, particularly during the fir;;
eighteen to twenty-four months of the war; lack of firm, prompt high-level

policy guidance and operational directives; the limitatiums of current printing,

1Departmer.r. of the Army, Office  of the Chief of Pasychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Letter from Brigadier General McClure to Lieutensnt
General Hickey, 28 January 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Admin Office, Psycho-
logical Warfare, 1951-54, Box No. 1, Psy War 000.7 (13 January 1952), Nationai
Archives.
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loudspeaker and disaeﬁination equipment; a serious shortage of linguists; and
& lack of understanding of psychological warfare capabilities by commanders
and troops at all echelons, which FECOM attributed to an apparently ineffec-
tive ori?ntation program in the United States. This latter problem area was
finally overcome, according to a FECOM report, through high-level emphasis and
orientation by the Psywar Section within the theater; at the end of the
conflict "all division and Corps commanders were enthusiastic supporters of
psywar, and demanding psywar support beyohd ability of psywar agencies to
produce."1
Notwithstanding these differences of perspectives between the Far East
Command and OCPW, it is apparent that General McClure and his staff genuinely
strove both to assist FECOM and to influence the organization and conduct of
psychological warfare in Korea. In large measure, these efforts were success-
ful--due principally to the personal interest and sponsorship of Secretary
‘Pace, to the provision of psychological warfare personnel and units by OCPW,
ard to the energetic, dedicated leadership of Ceneral McClure. Unconventional

warfare activity in Korea, however, was another story.

OCPW_and Unconventional Warfare in Korea

General McClure's attitude toward the Far East Command's conduct of un-
conventional warfare operations was similar to his views on its psychological
warfare effort, and perhaps even more éritical. His criticisms focused on two

broad areas: overall organization and planning for unconventional warfare by

lnepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Waghington 25, D.C., AFFE Cable No. EX 22958 to DEPTAR Wash, DC for Psy War,
0904255ep 53, R3 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal Files,
1951-54, 333-334, Box No. 14, Psy War 334 § (9 September 1953), National
Archives.
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FECOM, and CIA involvement.

When the Korean War started, even the minimal psywar organization that
existed in FECOM was more than that for unconventional warfare. Operations
were initiated in the winter of 1950 by the G-3, Eighth Army, when it appeared
that the potential existed for the use of disaffected North Korean civilian
personnel in behind-the-lines activities. Officers and enlisted personnel--
many of them with no previous experignce in unconventional warfare--were re-
cruited from within the theater to train and direct these native personnel ﬁ:
guerrilla-cype activities. To control these operations, the G-3 Miscellaneous
Group, Eighth Army, wus initially formed, later redesignated the Miscellaneous
Grouﬁ, 8086th Army Unit, then finally called the Far East Command Liaison De-
tachment (Korea), 8240th Army unit. Aci:é)rding to its TD, the mission of the

8086th was:

a. To develop and direct partisan warfare by trlaining in
sabotage indigenous groups and individvals both within Allied

lines and behind enemy lines.
" b. Supply partisan groups and agents operating behind enemy
iines by means of water and air transportation.*
Although tactical conditions dictated that initially more emphasié be
placed on operations as opposed to training, by early 1952 the 8240th had
three control organizations for guerrilla operations known as LEOPARD, WOLF-

PACK, and KIRKLAND; air support--C-46s and C-47s--was provided by BAKER Sec-

tion. All of the control organizations were based on the islands off the east

IHeadquarters, Eighth U.S. Army Korea, Table of Distribution Number
80-8086, Miscellaneous Group, 8086th Army Unit, undated, RG 319, Army-Chief
of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal Files, 1951-54, 400.112 to 413.52, Box
No. 26, Psy War 400.34 (S) (1951), Mational Archives; Interview with Robert
Bodroghy, Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College Carlisle Bar-
racks, PA, 15 May 1979. As a young Army officer, Bodroghy was a member of
the LEOPARD organization.
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and west coasts of the Korean Peninsulga. While their strengths Qnried, by
late 1952, for example, LEOPARD reported 5,500 combat effectives and WOLFPACK,
6,800. The forces of these organizatioﬁs operated as groups from centers
within North Korea while others conducted tactical raids, ambushes, and
amphibious operations from the UN-held offshore islands. While U.S. person-
nel often accompanied the tactical operations, rarely were they assigned in-
definitely to the guerrilla forces located within mainland North Korea. As
an exampls of th.ir hit-and-run activity, the Far East Command reportéd a
total of 63 raids and 25 patrols launched against Communist forces during

the period November 15-21, 1952, resulting in 1,382 enemy casualties--al-
though as was ofteﬁ the case in these type operations, the casualty figures
may have been inflated.1

WOLFPACK provides an excellent example of the manner in which these

unconventional warfare organizationg evolved and operated. Established in
March 1952, using the standard battaljon organization as i guide, the initial
force had an aggregate strength of 4,000 Nortthoreans. At the beginning, the
U.S. personnel consisted of four officers--the commander, one other in WOLF-
PACK headquarters, and two in subordinate units--and three enlisted men, two
of whom were communications ;pecialistg. Combat operations wera required con-

currently with the process of organizing, equipping, and tfaining. Initially;

lInterview with Robert Bodroghy; Psy War 091 Rorea (31 December 1952),
Weekly Summary from Korea of items of Operational Interest for Period 16-22
December 1952, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal Files,
1951-54, 091-091.412, Box No. 7, National Archives; HQ Far East Command,
Liaison Detachment (Korea), 8240vh Army Unit, Guerrilla Section, Guerrilla
Operations Outline, 1952, to Ccmmanders of LEOPARD, WOLFPACK, XIRKLAND, end
BAKER Section, 11 April 1952, by LTC Jay D. Vanderpool, 0IC Guerrilla Divi-
slon, filed with Staff vigit of Colonel Bradford Butler, Jr., March 1953,

RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives.
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six battalion-type units were organized, each with a separate island operating
base, and by Jure 1952 two more units had been created. By December 1952 the
WOLFPACX staff coﬁlisted, in U.S. personnel, of a commander, S3, 32, two en~ | ;
1isted radio operators, one operations NCO, and one intelligence NCO. The S3
and 82 were lieutenants without previous unconventional warfare or special
operations eipe:iince. Only three of the eight subordinate units vere'comf'
manded by U.S. officers (captains), the others by North Koreans. The captain
generally functioned as a commander of a battalicn-size group. A total of two
enlisted men served in thgae subordinate units, as general assistants and, on
occasion, as deputies to the captains to whom they were assigned.l
The operations conducted by WOLFPACK units were generally divided into

three categories: coastal, intermediate, and interior. " Coastal-type cpera-
‘tions were plannea on a §onv§ntional'basis with forces of up to 800 wmen, often
involved the use of air and naval fire support,.and had a; their primary objec-
tive the killing and capture of persomnel. Intermediate operations took place
further inland, were executed by groups of five to ten men over a period cf
three to five days, and 3e_nerally directed against pinpoint targets Isuch as

gun positions, wire lines, and targets vulnerable to sniping and demoiitions.
Interior operations were representative of the more classic guerrilla wariare
op;rations in that a small element made -an iﬁitial reconnaissance, followed by
a larger increment, then recruiting in the operational area #ud infiltration cf

the final increment. Planning usually called for these forces to be ,'

lnapartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Notes on WOLFPACK,
Source: Major R. M. Ripley, Series No. 037760, Former Commanding Officer, by
Colonel Bradford Butler, Jr., Chief, Special Forces Operations and Training
Branch, Special Forces Division, 29 December 1952, RG 319, Army-Chief of ‘
Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives; interview with Rocbert Bodroghy.
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' infiltrated in the spring and to rewain until November of the same year.l
b

o, i |
£ In 1953, cadre rrom WOLFPACK and the other organizations subordinate to 5
the Far East Command Liaison Detachment (8240th Army Unit) were utilizad to
form what was called the United Nations Partisan Forces in Korea (UNPFK), con-
elgring of five Partisan Infantry Regiments and one Partisan Airborne Infantry
Ragiment. It was planned that this "first United Nations Partisan Division”
wnzld 12uch a strength of 20,000 personnel by March 1953. Guideliines to the
. Regir:ntal Commanders by the 8240th inrcluded the following advice:
Initiative and aggressiveness tempered by calm judgment will be en-
couraged. Avoid trying to win che +ar by yourself; pace the attack
in accordance with your advantage: when the advantage has passed,
get away to fight another day. i and run; these are the guer-

rilla's tactics. The lanning of such an operation should include
an escape route and railying point. Suketitute speed and surprise

for =mass,

Although this was classic, Mao Tse-tung type advice for the conduct of
guerrilla warfare, as the guérrilla organization became largef and more con-
ventional, according to one participant, the affectiveness of its operations
decreased correspondingly.3 |

To oversee these unconventional warfare operations in Korea, Headquarters,
FECOM 1in Tokys established the Far East Ccmmand Liaison Group (FEC/LG), under
the operational control of the G=-2. T&g‘CIA’a operations, on the other hand,

. were controlled by the Documents Research Division, a part of the Special |

i1hid.

zﬂmndquarters, Fer East Command Liaison Detachment (Rorea), 8240th Army
unit, Gur.rilla Operations Outline 1953, by LTC Jay D. Vanderpool, 0IC Guer-
rilla Divis'on, 22 January 1953, filed with Staff Visit of Colonel Bradford

Butler, ..., March 1953, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
Mationa' srobivos.

“Interview with Robert Bodroghy.
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Staff, Headquarters, PECOM, and headed by a CIA representative. Within

Korea, CIA operations--both those of the 0SO and OPC--were coatrolled by the

Joint Advisory Commission Korea (JACK), the head of which was a military of-

ficer assigned to the CIA. Activitiles of the CIA ran the gamut of both co-

vert intelligence and unconventional warfare and included the placing of
agenti for intelligence and to assist downed pilots in eccaﬁe and evasion,
sabotage, small-boat patrolling on both the east and west cossts for tactical
information, the organizaﬁion of stay-behind indigenous forces in certain
areas, shallow penetration patrolling‘to augment cngat patrolling and to gain
infotmntion'fot large tactical commanders, and some guerrilla sarfare. As
one might have expected, the variety of unconventional warfare activities en-
gaged in by both the CIA and the Services resulted in some conflicting and
overlapping interesta.l o

In an attempt to eliminate thia conflict, an organization for Covert,
Clandestine and Related Activities in Korea (CCRAK) was activate&.in December
1951. 1Its purpose was to centralize direction of all services and CIA uncon-
ventional varfare operations at Headquarterg, FECOM, by combining them in one
organization to stport U.S. forces in Koreé. The CCRAK wss put under the ]
direct command of the COmmnnder-1n§Chief Far East, but qogtiuued under the

staff supervision of G-2. The Deputy Chief, CCRAK, was an individual desig- .

lﬂeadquarters, Far East Command, Letter from Major General Willoughby
to Major General Bolte, Subject: Covert Intelligence Activities, Korea, 12
January 1951, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal
Files, Box No. 5, 091 Korea, National Archives; Joint Subsidiary Plans Divi-
sion, JCS, Washingtou 25, D.C., Memorandum for Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans
Division, Subject: Report on Trip to FECOM, 26 November - 17 December 1951,
by Colonel W. H. S. Wright, RG 319, Army-Chief >f Special Warfare, 1951-54,
TS Decimal Files, 323.3-333, Box No. 9, Psy War 333 TS (20 December 1951),
National Archives.
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nated by the Chief, Documents Research Section (CIA). Colonel Archibald
Stuart, U.S. Army, was installed as the Chief, CCRAK, and soon promoted to.
brigadier general. Essentially, the unconventional warfare organizational
framework of the services and the CIA in Korea remained unchanged, however,
with continuing examples of lack of coordination among their activities.l

It was this apparent lack of coordination of unconventilonal warfare ac-

tivities and relative autonomy enjoyed by the CIA that most concerned General

McClure. 1In early 1951 he had already commented on the "unusual organiza-
tion' that FECOM had established, "whereby responsibility for covert opera-
tions and special operations behind the lines is placed in the office of the

AC of S, G-2, in addition to its intelligence regponsibility." He thought

that such operations should be the responsibility of G-3, or, even better, of

a special staff division for both psychological warfare and special opera-

tions.z As we have seen, the Chief, OCPW, had recommended to the FECOM that
such a division be established--and it was, in June 1951, but apparently the
new division’s responsibilities for special operations existed in name only,

and in reality resided within the G-2. Calling the G-3's attention to the ap-

' parent contraventlon by FECOM of its own general order which established a

Special Operations Section within the Psychological Warfare Division, McClure
recommended that a cable be dispatched to CINCFE requesting clarification of

theater command and staff organization for planning and conduct of overt and

1Ibid.; interview with Robert Bodroghy.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: The Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2,
Subject: Reports on Special Operations in Korea, 15 March 1951, by Brigadier
General Robert A. McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War, Admin Office,
Records Branch, 1951-54, 091, Box No. 6, Psy War 091 Korea (15 March 1951),
National Archives.




covert unconventional warfare and psychological warfare and the
of CIA/OPC to that organization.l

fhﬂ recormendation was returned to OCPW without action a
later with the comment, '"[W]hen the psychological warfare organ
YECOM has been established on a firm basis, it is considered th
tives from your office should go to the FPar East Command to dis
logical warfare activities." While this response from G-3 may
attempt to keep an overzealous OCPW from appearing to question
tives of a theater commander, it was also indicative of deeper
tween McClura's office and those of the principal staff agencie
These tensions were the result of many

larly the G-2 and G-3.

include the inevitable personality conflicts that often develop

tweer: McClure and the G-2, Mﬁjdr General Belling, part of which
jurisdictional differences over the staff responsibility for es
sion.
ficers that the relatively new fields of psychological and unco

fare were "incidental activities" that demanded a larger share

Perhaps the mrjor factor, however, was the belief of man
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lnepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to: ACofS, G-3, Subject:
for Covert Operations and Clandestine Intelligence, 3 August 19
dier General McClure, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, TS
1951-54, Box No. 2, Psy War 040 CIA TS (20 July 1951), National

CINCFE Organization

51, from Briga-
! Decimal Files,
gArchiveu.

2Ibid.; response from G-3 was dated 2 October 1951; alaoJ interview with
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Undeterred by the G-3 rebuff, McClure tried other tactics to emphasize
his point on staff organization. Writing to the Chief of Staff, FECOM, in
October 1951, he observed:

" I understand that in the setup of your new Psywar Division you have
not yet reached a firm decision on the placing of the special opera-
tions and particularly guerrilla warfare and similar type activities.
1 strongly reiterate wy comment to you on my visit to your Headquar-

_ters in April, that Psywar and Special Operations tre so interrelated
that they should be under the same Staff Division.

With perhaps some exaggeration, he added: 'We have found the organi-
zation here gt the Department of the Army. level to be working splendidly and
in complete harmony with other Staff Division, both General and Special."

McClure's principal concern about placing special operations under G-2
was that it might therefore become relegated to a lesser priority, thus:

While Special Operations has. some aspects of intelligence gathering,
that is by no means its principal mission, and if it remains under
G~2 risks being subordinated to the intelligence field. All our
planning here contemplates the separation of the intelligence field
from the Special Operations field . . . . I feel very strongly that
the Special Operations is as it states an operation more appropri-
ately monitored by G-3 than G-2.

The recommendation had little effect, so, several months later, McClure
decided to try another tack. He prepared a cosprehensive analysis of the Far
East Command's organization for psychological and special operations for
General Mark Clark, who had replaced General Ridgeway as Commander-in-Chief .

Far»E#st in April 1952. Reviewing his recommendation to Ridgeway in April

Colonel (Retired) John B. B. Trussell, 7 May 1979; a review of the OCFW,
G-2 and G-3 files reveals numerous instances of policy differences.

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Letter to Lieutenant General Doyle 0. Hickey, Chief of
Staff, ('Q, Far East Command, 25 October 1¢51, from Brigadier General McClure,
RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, 091.412 Far East, National
Archives.
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1951 to establish an organization to handle psychological and special opera-
tions and the subsequent FECOM general order in June 1951 to establisch such
an office, McClure observed: :
While I have no desire to prescribe or unduly influence the organiza-
tion which should be adopted by any Theater Commander, I would like

to point out the fact that Psychological Warfare Section, GHQ FECOM

has to date assumed only those functions pertaining to Psychological

Warfare. Special Operations has remained under the Assistant Chief
- of Staff, G-2, -

As a result of a JCS message in August 1951, CIA and Covert Operations
in Korea had been placed under CINFE. The activation of CCRAK was an attempt
to bring all behind-the-line operations under a single command agency, but it
remained under the general staff supervision of G-2, FEC, as McClure reminded
Clark. Additionally--and this was a particularly crucial point with the
Chief, OCPW--CIA, FEC insisted that CIA Korea (JACKj be maintained as an in-
tegral organization and remain under the control of CIA, Far East.

Besed on frequent field trips to FECCM by members of his office and
their background expérience, plus a comprehensive debriefing of a former mem-
ber of CCRAK, McClure offered the following conclusions in his analysis for
Clark:

a. G2, FEC, General Staff supervision of CCRAK and all behind- .
the-line operations has resulted in emphasis on intelligence, rather
than adequate developing indigenous forces (guerrilla) in North Korea
and in support of Eighth Army.

‘ b. To obtain a balance of ¢2-3 interest, this office 1s of the
‘opinion that Special Operations functions should be placed in the
Psychological Warfare Section, FEC.

c¢. In order to eliminate duplicaticn of personnel, equipment,
and facilities, and to insure efficient coordinated operations, CIA,

1Departmenc*of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Meworandum for General Clark, Subject: Psychological War-
fare Matters, 2 May 1952, by Brigadier General McClure, RG 319, Army-Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 6, Pav War 091.412 TS,
National. Archives.
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Koresa, should be integrated into a Joint task force organization
(Army, Navy, Air, and CIA) under the command of CINCFE.

d. The organiz.tional integrity policy advocated by CIA is
a basic factor adversely affecting Special Forces operations in
Korea.

e. Highly qualified personnel for key positions in Special
Operations furnished in accordanze with a special FEC requisition
are not fully utilized in this field.l
'These conciusions and their supporting discussion vividly depict tha
extent of OCPW's disapproval with the sutonomous CIA role in Korea. While
all behind-the-line operations were ostensibly under the control of CINCFE,

in reality, McClure argued, a dual chain of command existed. The Commander

‘of CCRAK took his orders from CINCFE; the Deputy Chief, CCRAK received nis

marching orders from Documents Research Division (CIA Far East), who in turn
received their guidance from CIA Headquarters in Washington. At the.operg-
tional level, this meant that JACK (C14A, Kore;).did not carry oﬁt missions in
support éf Eighfh Army without authority from CIA, Far East. Cooperation on
the coordination of those unconvent:ionai warfare operationsv Tun by CCRAK and
Eighth Army was too dependent on the.personalities of key individuals, he
felt. Ironically, the CIA in Korea depended heavily on the utilization of
military perscnnel integrated into their organization, and often engaged 1in
activities similar to those conducted by Eighth Army--but without proper over-
all coordination. All in all, McCluré argued, CIA's insistence on organiza-
tional integrity résulted in an allegedly Joint Cammand-fCCRAK-ithat had no
authority to exercise command Jurisdiction over CIA personnel and efforts,

in unnecessary duplication of personnel and activities, and in multiple chan-
nels that comp}icated the coordination and integration of operations. To-‘

gether with the lack of overall formal planning amd training for unconven-

Irpig.
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tional warfare by CCRAK or any other agency, and the emphasis placed on in-
telligence &s 6pposed to guerrilla warfare, this added up to a situation
wherein the potential for behind-the-lines opefacions was far from being re-
alized, Mbciure and hié staff believed.1 As we shall see, chese differences
with the CIA were the harbinger of similar frustrations encountered by OCPW

in its efforts to create Special Forces and to plan for their employment in

Europe, and is a major theme in the evolution of the Army's attempt to cre-

ate its own special warfare capsbility.

Shortly after his memorandum to Gereral Clark, McClure reiterated his
views to the G-3: "I believe that the unconventionsl warfare organization
for Rorea, including CIA/OPC participation therein reflects fundamental and
serious defects, specifically for the conduct of ggerrilla warfare." These
latter activities were criticized as "essentially minor iﬁ consequence and
sporadic in nature and FECOM lacked "an overall, integrated program of
Special Forces operations in Korea." it is interesting to note that OCFW
began to use the term "Special Forces Operations" as differentiated from
"special operations,”" to describe U.S. Army participation in guerrilla war-
fare activities. '"Special Operations," through long usage in the Army and as
gutlinad in "Field Service Regulations" (FM 100-5), related to "night com=
bat," '"jungle operatioms," "joing amphibious operatioﬁs," and similar activi- .

ties.2

l1bid.

2Departmem: of the Army, Office of the Chief of.Psychological Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Subject:
Revised Discussion of Queries Concerning Guerrilla Warfare, 23 May 1952, by
3rigadier Genmeral McCluxe, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS
Decimal Files, Box No. 15, Pay War 370.64 TS (23 May 1952), National Archives;
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Actually, few Special Forces personnel were used for unconventional wat-
fare operations in Korea. | The 10th Special Forces Group was not officially
created untll May 1952, at which time it began training and continued re- 5
eruiting efforts for pars%nnel. Although Headquarters FECOM was urged by |
OCPW in November 1952 anc January 1953 to requisition Special Forces staff
personncl and detachments, this was not accomplished until early 1953, result-
1ng'in the deployment of fifty-five officers and nine enlisted men from the
10th Special Forces Croup during March, April, and May of that year. Some of
these perspnnel were disillusioned with their assigmments, believing that
their Special Forces and airborne training had not been properly utilized.

More importantly, Lowever, there were no Special Forces operational detach-
ments, as oppoced to individuals, requested and employed by the Far East Com-

mand. One would have thoéght that this could have provided an excellent op-

portunity to both utilize and test the uncomventional warfare doctrine and or-
ganizationa being develop%d in the United States. Obviously Ceneral McClure
thought so, because he co%plained on numercus occasions of the difficulty en-
countered by OCPW in getting experience data from FECOM and in having them

conduct "laboratory" tests of guerrilla operafions.1

|
I
{
{
|
|

Memorandum for Colonel D.:V. Johnson, Assistant Chief, Plans Division, ACofS,
G-3, Subject: Responsibilities of the Services and the Joint Cbiefs of Staff
for Uncorventional Warfare, from Brigadier General McClure, TS Decimal Flles,
Box No. 15, Psy War 370. 6& TS {26 October 1951), National Archives.

“Hendquarters, 10th‘Spe”ia1 Forces Group Airborue, Fort Bragg, NC, let-
ter to Cormanding Officer, Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, NC, Sub-
ject: Situatlon of Special Forces Officers in FECOM, 19 May 1953, by Colonel
Aaron Bark, Commanding Officer, filed with Psy War 220.3 (14 May 1953) RG
319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National Archives; Department of
the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Washingtou 25, D.C.,
letter to Major General Riley F. Ennis, Assistant Chief of Steff, G-2, GHQ,
FECOM, from Colonel William J. Blythe, Chief, Special Forces Division, 24
Yovember 1952, RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National

|
|
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Although McClure co'ntinu.d throughout his tenure as d;igf, OCPW, to
have reservations about the Far East Command's organization and conduct of un-
conven:ional warfuje. not everyone shared his views. A staff visit to FECOM
by a member of the Joint Sublifliary Plans Division in late 1951 confirmed the
fact that the organizstion for tha "“covert" .l.lpcctl of unconventional warfare
did not follow the gensaral lines of command and staff ru‘pomibili:y estad-

lished by OCPW, but also resulted in the observatica that there wac little

i{nclination to do so:

There is nowhere within FEC a desire to organize covert activities
unrder a Psychological Warfare Section as in D/A [Depertment of the
asay). The organization is suitable to the personalities and opera-
r+ons within the theater. 1t is sound, workable, and has the un-
sualified backing of both the military and CIA personnel concerned,
from top to bottom. Officers within the theater are of the opinion,
and rightly so, that thas theater should be free to rolve its organiza-
tional problems in its own way; that what may reem ideal organiza-
tionally to far-off Washington is noi necessarily the best solution
to those more nearly under the guns.

The tone of this report indicates that there waz some sympathy by JCS
with FECOM's posture on this matter. Furthermore, as we have seen, both the
Department of the Army G-2 end G-3 from time to time resisted OCPW's attempts

to influence FECOM's organization and conduct of unconventional warfare. The

Archives; Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Message DA 9277G9 to

CINCFE, 2 January 1953, RG 319, Army-Chietf of Special Warfare, TS Dacinmal

Files, 1951-54, Box No. 15, Pay War 370.64 TS (13 December 1932), National

Archives; Cifice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Memora~dum for Record,

Subject: Conversation with General Taylor reference Special Forces Operations L.
in the Fer East Command, RG 319, Army-Ckief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS

Decimal Files, Box No. 319 Psy War 337 TS (26 December 1952, National

Archives; interview with Robert Bodroghy.

Lrhe Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division, Washington
25, D.C., Memorandum for Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans Nivision, Subject: Re-
port on Trip to FECUM, 26 Novembar - 17 December 1951, by Colonel W. H. S.
Wright, U.S. Army, 20 December 1951, filed with Psy War 333 TS (20 Dacember
1951), RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files.
322.3-333, Box No. 9, Rational Archives. '
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records of this period reveal a number of instances where the G-3 in particu-

lar attempted to stop or "tone down" OCPW's initiatives ard proposed cables.
In early 1953, for example, G-3 nonconcurred in a cable to FECOM that fe-
quested information concerning the status and role of "partisan forces." 0b-
serving tartly that "considering the number of G-2 and PSYWAR officers who
have visited FECOM within the past few mo::;hs for the purpose of examining
CCRAK organization and activities, there ;ﬁould be no dearth of information on
the aubjec; in DA," the G-3 response went on to conciude: "While the os-
;ensible purpose of the proposed cable is to obtain information, the overall
effect tends t~4ar&a veiled suspicion chat CINCFE is on the ‘wrong track.'n!
This was, of course, exactly what MeClure's office suspected, but their
efforts to get FECOM to recognize the errors of its ways in unconventional ‘
war€are generally came to naught. Although the Army Chief of Staff,'General
Collins, shared some of McClure's concerns reference lack of a fully in-
tegrated joint staff in Korea for unconventional wvarfare, the Far Fast Com~
mander, General Clark, insisted that the CIA's organfzational integrity under
CCRAK be maintained. And while Clark also instiucted his staff to establish
closer liaison with OCPW, this did not reiult in any significant organiza-

tional changes by FECOM in their handling of uncomventional waxfare.2

IDapartnent of the Army, Offica of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Disposition Form to G-1, G-2, G-3, Subject: The Status
and Role of "Partisan Forces," 18 February 1953, from Brigadier General McClure
vith G-3 response, 20 Fsbruary 1953, by Major General C. D. Eddleman, RG 319,
Army-Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 3£3.7-385, Box No.
20, Psy War 384 FE TS (18 February 1953), liational Archives.

ZDepnrtment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Staff, washington 25,
D.C., Letter 1... "~nzral Collins t»n Genaral Clark, 19 Fabruary 1953, filed
with Psy War 370.64 TS (19 Pebruary 1953), RG 319, Army-Chief of Special Wwar -
fare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64, Box No. i5; Headquarters, Fir
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‘For all practical purposes, the Far East Command--and the CIA--went their own

way, relatively uninfluenced in this activity by General McClure and his

staff.

. With the impetus of the Korean War, the Army moved in late 1950 to cre-.
ata'an unprecedented staff organiz.xation--the Office of the uxief.of Psycho-
logicnl‘ilarfl:e. The personal interest in psycholbgiul warfare, and per-
sistent pressure that Secretary of the Army Pac§ brought to bear on senior
Army officers, both befc;re and after the outbreak of war, were key factors in
this step. With Pace's support, Brigadier Gene;'al McClure created a staff
under which were placed the responsibilities for both paycholoé:.cal and: u:;-
conventional warfare. %hile in the process of staffing and ox;ganizing this

office, McClure energetically turned to thas emergency ia Korea in &t atterpt
.t:o both assist and influence the Far East Command'e orgauization snd coadu.t
of psycholrgical. and unconventicna® v:‘:f;re-u apabilitiss that the Ay had
neglected during the interwar years;. Ne was r:lacively successiuil iz tha
first enﬁcavor, less so ir the latter. The conf lct in Kores, tawewes, 18
only one part of the story in our nuast Lo determire why the wwy decs w1 to
astablish the Psychological Warfare cem.:: ard tc create the 10th Speclal |
T'orces Group. "ro complete the plcture, wa mss nevt exenim: the events taax

were also taxing pimce both in the United %!ates and in Eurcpe.

. ST————— . NI | W - W—

East Commind, Uffice of the Commander-in-Chief, letter frow General Clark to
General Collins, 12 March 1953, filed with Psy War 370.64 T3 (9 April 1553),
RG 319, Army-Chief of ipecial Wa:fare, TS Decimal FPiles, 1951-54, 370.2-
370.64, Bex No. 15, ¥ational Archives.




CHAPTER VII
THE ROAD TO FORT BRAGG

Spurred by the war in Korea and the persistent pressure of Secretary of
the Army Frank Pacz, creation of the‘Office of the Chief of Psychological Waf—
fare took place in early 1951--a key link in the chain of events leading to
establishment of the ’sychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North Caro-
lina. Under the leacersh’yp of Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, the OCPW
initiated plana that vesulted in authofization for this unpreceden:ea center
and for act{vation of an 2qually unprecedented coucept snd organization--
Special Forcea., To cct-late cur examination of hcw and why this occurred--
that is, to urderstand the origins of a “special! warfare" capability for the
Army--we must look be,~nd the mere sovious s%imilus of the Yoresn emergency zo

the evercs zgiing pls-e “oth in Eurvpe znd ‘n the United S:ates.

Eoyear in lurope
While the eo:flict 27 Faras 2971 lly ocrunia a ma’or shave of the

oCPY s attention, McClus» ronw:d soor 1fter arriral in Weshington thst his ac-
quaintances in the European theater wouid bde r.:mind.ng him cf their require-
ments. In December 1959 the Chief of Staff of Hesdgquarters, Burnpzan Command,
sent him a '"Dear Bob'" letter:

I was sorry to hear that you lost your aice bi.let on the West Ccest,

but feel that the Army will benefit materfally from your assignment

as head of the new Psychological Warfare Division in the Department.

Certainly, we have no other officer who has the brnad experience wtch
you have had in that field.l

lﬂeadquarters, European Cowmand, letter from Major General Danisl Noce,
[173]
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After this introductory compliment, General Noce got down to business,

stating that their difficulty in obtaining qualified officers for psycho-

logical warfare and special operations had substantially slowed progress in

planning for these activities. He outlined his requirements for trained of-

§icers in both fields, indicating that these needs had been discussed recently

with Lieutenant Colonel J. R. Deane, Jr., whom McClure had sent to Europe on

a liaison trip. Interestingly, in a comment that reflects some of McClure's

organizhfioual philosophy, Noce added:

anization of your division works in quite well with the
re and unconventional warfare organization
lished in this headquerters, since we nave
branch of our OPOT (G-3)

The org
psychological warfa
which we have estab
placed both of these activities in one

Division.
‘McClure's reply reflected his frustration in attempting to restore

specialized skillé neglected in the immediate post-World War II period:

I fuvlly appreciate your difficulty in obtaining qualified officers
for psychological warfare and unconventional warfare activities.
We are encountering the same difficulties here. 1 am greatly em-
barrassed that we have been unable so far to furnish you the two
officers for psychological warfare planning which you requested in

a radio message some time ago.

This is precisely the condition that McClure and a few other farsighted

individuals had sought to avoid when just a few years'ptevioué they had la-

mentcd the dispersion of people with World War II experience, and warned about

er General Robert A. McClure, 13 December 1950, RG
1 Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 6, Psy
r 1950, 15 January 1951), Natiomal Archives.

Chief of Staff, to Brigadi
319 Army - Chief of Specia
War 091.412 *S (13 Decembe

1Departxent of the Army, G-3 Operations, Washington 25, D.C., letter
t¢ Major Geaerzl Daniel Noce, Chief of Staff, EUCOM, from Brigadier General
MeClura, 15 Jeruary 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare 1951-54, TS
Decimal Ffles, Box No. 6, Psy War 091.412 TS (13 December 1950, 15 January

1951). Na“ional Archives.
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attention being paid to maintaining psychologicql warfare capa-

the lack of

bility. Now their prophecies were being fulfilled. As one of the few senior

officers who grasped the complexities and possibilities of this spacialized
field, McClure struggled to redress the shortage of trained pe-sonnel situa-

tion in both the U.S. and the overseas theaters and also to maximize his per-

sonal experience to improve the situation.

Unable to immediately provide the planners that General Noce needed,

McClure offered to do "some little work here along that line as suggestions

for you." 1In this same letter, McClure again discussed the valuable con-

tribution made by civilians in psychological warfare, mentioning specifically

the forthcoming visit to Lurope of Mr. C. D. Jackson, his former Deputy

throughout World Wuar II. He also provided a lengthy illustration of what he

called the "practical side of back-stopping" psychological warfare operations,

emphasizing:

It 18 for this reason of thinking the problem through from the leaf-
lets in the enemy goldier or civilian hands back to the tree from
which the pulp ig produced, that a man with Jackson's experience will
be essential. God <orbid that you go through the growing pains,
trial and error, ard frustrat{ons that we did in World War II until

we finally reached maturity. I can assure you that we will give you
&1l the helo possisle back here.

And help ke did. McClure sent General Noce a considerable amount of

guidence materials for psychological warfare planning, to inclu&e training

cicculars, programs, schndules, a draft National Psychological Warfare Plan

for “~nerai War, tha Stute Department's "Russian Plan,” and cstimates of

logistical require:mnts for paychological warfare plnnning.l Increased

1Dapartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter from Brigadier Genaral McClure to Major Gancral
Noce, 12 June 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Specisl Warfare 1951-54, TS Dacimal
~Files, Box No. §, Psy War 091.412 (TS (12 June 1951), National Archives.
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efforts were made to provide the officers EUCOM needed, and oy October a small
Psywar Section had been formed in the Speciel Plans Branch of Headquarters,
EUCOM. The 30lst Radio Broadca;ting and Leaflet Group, a New York City re-~
serve unit, was recalled to active duty, sent to Fort Riley, Kansas, for
training, and shipped to Europe in November, together with the 5th Loudspeaker
and Leaflet Company.1

The decision to ship the 30lst to Europe was itself fraught with contro-
versy and indicative of the competing requirements that OCPW faced during
this hectic period. General Willoughby felt that assignment of the 301st to
the Far East Command would be the most practical solution to their urgent |
needs, and McClure initially agreed with this assessment. THe was forced to
backtrack, however, because of a decision by G-3 to honor the corresponding
and prior need expressed by the European theater. Thus the 1lst Radio Broad-
casting and Leaflet Group, & prototype unit stationed at Fort Riley, Kansas,

was instead shipped to FECUM.2

l11bid., Headquarters, European Command, letter from LIC R. G. Ciccolella,
Chief, Psy War Sectionm, Special Plans Braach, Operations, Plans, Organization
and Training Division, to Brigadier General McClure, 15 October 1951, Psy War
337; letter from LTC Ciccolella to McClure, 14 November 1951, RG 319 (Army
staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal Pile (C), 1951-34, 385.2-
40C, Box No. 24, Psy War 400 (14 November 1951) S, National Archives; Depart- ’
ment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Washingtnn 25,
D.C., Progress Report - 1 April 1951, RG 319 - Chief of Special Warfare,
1951-54, Psy War 319.1, National Archives.

zDepartmant of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter from Brigadier General McClure to Major General
Charles A. Willoughby, G-2, General Headquarters, Far East Command, 10 March
1951, RG 319 ‘Army staff), Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54; Psy War 091.412,
National Avchives; also Psy War 322 (19 February 1951), Request for Increase
in Authorized Strength of Psy War Units, Psy War 322 (28 February 1951)
RB&L Gronp for FECOt, and Psy War 322 (5 March 1951) Reduced strength RB&L
Group for EUCOM, RG 319 (Army Staff) Psy War Admin Office Records Branch
Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 322-326, Box No. 13, National Archives.
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The Acting Chief, JSPD, agrend to await OCrw'sg submission of gn outline plan
for overt Psychological attack againgt Soviet and Satellite forces prior to'
taking further action, a plan that would confine itself to military psycho-

logical vulnerabilities. The Army was in & posture to make thig contribution

* becausge McClure had Previously alerted his staff to Prepare a draft plan, "EEI,

He was to have Some competition on this latter 8core, and OCPW's running
feud with the Air Force wag indicative of. the interservice rivalry that marked

these years. While attending a joint EUCOM- USAFE (U.S. Alr Force

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum ror Record, Subject: Meeting called by
Colonel Hopking, JSPD, by LTC Richard Hirsch, Intelligence and Evaluation
Branch, 2 August 1951, Rrg 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare 1951-54, Ts
Decimal Files, Box No. 6, Psy War 091.412, Kational Archives,
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Eurdpe, McClure noted somewhat peevishly thet while both the Army and Air
Porce had exhibits &t the conference illustrating psychological warfare ob-
jectives; techniques, and historical examples, the Air Force exhilbit "was an
elaborate and expensive one" which had been on tour in the United States and
would visit portions of Europe. Moreover, in his eyes the exhibit was mis-
leading:

It is unfortunate that the air exhibit fails to indicate any joint
participation by other services in the field of Psychological War-
fare. A false impression is given that the Air Forcs is unilaterally
conducting Psychological Warfare even in Korea today. Korean leaf-
lets used in the exhibit and sample ones given to the audience leave
the impression that the Air Force determines the content, prints the
leaflet, selects the target, and then makes distribution. Quite the
contrary, no leaflet has been designed or printed by the Air Force

in the Far East command to Jdate. It 1s an Army opera:iion except for
airlift distribution. This is the same practice as World War II.

We have seen that McClure was critical of Air Force support of Army
psychological warfare operations in Korea, but this statement revealis an even
deeper concern--that the Air Force, in its organizitién and activities, was
"going into Psywar in a big way, disturbingly so in some respects,”" as he re-
marked to his staff.z Apparently the Air Force felt that they had claim to a
strategic role in psychological warfare beyond that of simply providing the

airplanes for leaflet distributiou. Not illogically, they argued that in

IDepnrt:ment of the Army, Cffice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memo for Record, Staff Meeting, 6 December 1951, KG 319
Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2, Psy War 020
Staff Meetings . National Archives; Memorandum for: Chief of Staff, U.S. Army,
Subject.: Paychological Warfare Conference EUCOM, 27-28 November 1951, by
Brigadier General McClurs, 6 Deczmber 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special War-
fare, Psy War 334S (6 December 1951), National Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Fsychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memo for Record, Weekly Szaff Meeting, 8 March 1751, RG
319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-534, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2,
Pgy War 020 Staff Meetings, National Archives.
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addition to providing the airlift through thgir special Aerial Resupply and
Communication (ARC) Wings, they should also be able to compouse and priat leaf-
letn.l In their staff organization, research pProjects and training plans, the
Air Force embarked upon a psycholcgical warfare program that resulted in what
one disinterested Navy observer characterizgd as '"the clash of two growing
organizations, A.my and Air Force Psychological Warfare."? McClure, on the
other hand; believed that the Air Force plans, if implemented, would "result
in extravagant duplication of the minimal numbers of personnel and items of
equipment envisaged for Army propaganda operations."3 McClﬁre's suspicions
of these Air FPorce intrusions into what he considered to be Army terrain ;oﬁ-
tinued unabated and were intensified by.disagreemengs over responsibilities
for unconventional wqrfare. Our investigation of this latter topic will come
later; now we must turn ta the important activities in psycholoéical warfare

taking place in the United States.

Mnterview with Colonel John B. B. Trussell, U.S. Army (Retired), at
Carlisle Barracks, PA, 7 May 1979. Colonel Trussell, as a Lieutenant Colonel,
was a staff officer in the OCPW during the early 1950's.

2pepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum from Captain Hahn, USN, to Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations, Subject: Air Force Views Relating to Retardatfon (of Soviet
Advances), 20 October 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
TS Decimal Files, Box No. 16, Psy War 381, National Archives; see also Psy ,
War 350.001 TS (7 January 1952), Subject: Psychological Warfare Presentation
for PSB, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 13, and Psy War 385 TS (29
August 1951), Subject: Appraisal of Capabilities of Psychological Operations
in Department of Defense, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 20, National Archives.

3Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject:
Psychological Warfare Conference, EUCOM, 27-28 November 1951, by Brigadier
General McClure, 6 December 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare,
Psy War 334 S (6 December 1951), National Archives.
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Peychological Warfare Activities in the United States

The requirements of the theater commands, both in Euroée and the Far
East, and the concurzent necesuit& to develop a training program and supporting
structure for psychological warfare in the United States, placed heavy demands
upon McClure's office. The immediate need for a qualified Psychological War-
fare Officer in each Army Haadquc?ters was met by sending selected personnel
to a 17-week course at Georgetown University, but this stopgap measure only

scratched the surface. A letter from one of McClure's staff to the harried

.commander of the lst Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group, being readied at

Fort Riley, Kansas, for deployment to the Far East, vividly depicts the situ-

ation:

In order that you will be better able to appreciate the personnel
problems facing us here, I would like to give you a little indica-
tion of our immediate requirements for officers. We must find 38
officers for your Group, 24 officers for a student body for the

first uni:z officers' course in the Psychological Warfare School, 14
officers for the Staff and Faculty of the Psychological Warfare
School, 5 officers for the 1lst Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company, 8
officers for the 5th Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company, which is to

be activated in the near future, and &pproximately 20 additional
officers for this office. That totals 109 officers needed in the
immediate future and there are additional miscellaneous slots to be
filled. To meet this requirement, we have so far requested approx-
imately 100 officers. We are finding that we get only fifty percent
of those we request. Those now being requested will not be avail-
able at the earliest until late April or May. However, we hope to
have enough available by mid-April to provide a minimum staff for the
units at Riley, a minimum staff for the School, and a small student
body for the first unit officers’' course.

As we saw earlier, plans to establish the Psychological Warfare Depart-

ment as a part of the Army Guneral School at Fort Riley began in the winter .

1Departmnnt of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., letter from Major Kennath B. Stark to LTC Homer E.
Shields, 12 March 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
National Archives.
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of 1950 when Ceneral McClure forwarded a request from the Chief, Army Field
Forces, to have Lieutenant Colonel John 0. Weaver assigned ¢s its first
Chief. Weaver finally acquired enough of a faculty tg establish "the world's
first formal school of military propaganda" in the spring of 1951. The pur-
pose of his initial endeavor, the Psychological Warfare Officer Coufse, was

to train selected officers for assignment to psychological warfare

staff and operational unitsg; to develop in officers an understand-

ing of the nature and employment of propaganda in combat and to

make them knowledgeable of the organization's methods and techniques

for the tactical conduct of propaganda in the field.l
Designed to provide a general introquction to psychological warfare, stra-
tegic intelligence, foreign army organization, 1ntelligénce, and'psycho-
logical operations, courses for officers ranged fromvsix to seven weeks in
duration. Pour officer and two noncommissioned officer clasaeg were gradu-
ated between June 1951 and April 1952, for a total‘of 334 students. This
included representatives from the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force, as well
as Allied students from Canada, Great Britain, Denmark, Belgium, France, and
Italy.? |
By April 1951, OCPW had requested the activation of five'paychological

warfare units: the 1st Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company  (the old Tactical

lLinebarger, Psvchological Warfare, p. 304; letter, Colonel Otis Hayes,
May 5, 1939, to Office of Information, John F. Kennedy Center for Special
Warfare, Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas,
"Program of Instruction for Psychological Warfare Unit Officer,” January
1951, p. 1. USAJFKCENMA Archives.

zArmy General School, Fort Riley, Kansas, "Program of Instruction for
Paychological Warfare Officer Course," August 1951, p. 12; letter, Colonel
Hayes, May 5, 1969, to Office of Information. Colonel Hayes was recalled to
active duty in 1951 to be the Psychological Warfare Division's Deputy at Fort

NC, in 1952, he became the first Director of the Psychological Operations De-
partment (in the Psychological Warfare School) and remained in that position
for eighteen months.
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Information Detachment) with the Eighth Army in Korea; the 2d Loudspeaker and
Leaflet Company at Fort Riley as a prototype unit; the 5th Loudspeaker anc
Leaflet Company at Fort Riley but scheduled for shipment to Europe; the'lst
Radto Broadcasting and Leaflet Group at Fort Riley originally as a prototype
unit but scheduled for shipment to the Far East commandj ani the 301st (Re-
serve) Radio Broadcasting Group, which was to be stationed at Fort Riley for
training in May, then shipped to Europe. Additionally, organizational con-
cepts and functions for these¢ troop units, as well as for the OCPW and a
Psychological Warfare Division, Special Staff, for theater command use were
developed. A directive was sent to Army Field Forcei to establish training
programs for the general indoctrination of all military personnel in psycho-
logical warfare, and tn prepare detailed programs for both active ‘and Reserve
psywar uvits. In accordance with this diréctive,Aall Army schools were re-
quested to include general indoctrinttion instruction in psychological warfare
in their curriculum. And by the end of May, McClure began sending out the
first of a series of informational letters designed to maintain a close con-
tact between OCPW and Psychological Warfare officers in the Army Headquarters.
To conduct nonmateriel research in support of the burgeoning psyche-
logical Qarfaxe effort, the Army relied almost exclusively upon a civilian
agency, the Operations Research Office (ORO), operated under contract by the
Johns Hopkins University. Examples of the type studies done by ORO were a

three-volume basic reference work fcr psychological warfare, specific country-

1Dapartment of the Army, Cffice vf the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Progress Report, Personnel and Training Divisionm, 1 April
1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, Psy War 319.1, National
Archives; Offi.e of the Chief of Peychological Warfare, letter to LTC John ¥.
white, G-3 Sectiorn, Headquirters, First Army, Governor's Island, New York,
from General McClure, 24 May 1951, Psy War 320.2, National Archives.

1
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oriented manuals for the use of psychological warfare operators, an analysis

and grouping of sample leaflets from World War II and Korea to develop

clavsification schemes, and a considerable amount of fieid operations xe- .. __ _ _ __

search .done in Korea. McClure's staff was not entirely satisfied with ORO's
work, claiming that their projects were "tco general in concept" and not
easily utilized by the Army's psychological operators. And Johns Hopkins also
began to have misgivings about the contract, believing that it could not
properly perform the development research (as opposed to operations research)
required by OCPW in support of psychological warfare. BEventually the Human
Resources Research Office (HUMRRO) was formed to supplant ORO and undeitake a
general program in psychological research for the Army.l

McClure was particularly interested in improving the development and pro-
: curtwent of suitable materiel for the conduct of psychological warfare. He
felt that "as a result of the 1945-49 hiatus in psychological warfare and
special operatioras planning," the military "entered the Korear conflict with
little more than obsolete pieces of World War II equipment." Examples of some
of tha type equipment pit under development were a mobiie reproduction unit
for propaganda leaflets, a newly designed lightweight porfable loudspeaker for

use in front-iine operations, and a completely equipped mobile 5,000-watt

1Department of the Army, Cpaerations Resaarch Office, Washington 25,
D.C., letter from Ellis A. Johnson, Director, to Brigsdier General Robert A.
HeClure, Subject: Research fur Psychological Warfare, 8 May 1951, Psy War
400.112; Cffice of tha Caief of Paychologicel Warfare, Memorandum for: Chief,
Psychological Warfare, Subject: Non-materiel Research Program, 7 February
1951, from LIC Jevome G. Sacks, Research Braunch, filed with Pasy War 400.112
(29 February 1951); Offica of the Secretary of the Army, Memorandum for the
Secretary of Defense, Subject: Apprzisal of Capabilities of Psychological
Operations in Department of Defense, from Secretary Prank Pace, Jr., 21 Sep-
tember 1951, RG 319 Army - Chiaf of Special Warfarse, TS Decimal Files, Box
No. 20, Psy War 385 TS, Natiomal Archives,
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radio droadcasting -tation.l

And if this myriad of competing requirements was not enough to keep it
busy;, the OCPW was soon faced with the possibility of a reduction in its
civilian and military peraonnsl strength--a threat that they avoided by invok-
ing t‘bo‘ptwiou'lly announéea’ views of Secrecary of the Army Paca with respect
to sdppott of the Army's pgychoiogical warfare program. McClure had a diffi-
cult enough time as it was obtaining “be qualified peop1¥ that he needed for
the specialized akiils of psychological warfare and special operations.

Coupled with the fact that many officers were reluctant to decome involved
in an activisy considered to be "out of the mainstream,"” he often had to "take
what he could get," in the words c;f one of his former staff officers. Many
of the officers that w;re Jent to OCPW felt "trapped" by the assignment because
of McClure's reluctance to release them for other jobs, apparertly a source of
considerablse d,i.scontent.z

There was also some disgruntlement among his officers concerning
HcCluto'j insistence on special staff status for the OCPW, rather than re-
nniaing under the G-3 as a part of the Gereral Staff--a position, they thought,
. of.lputnr statare and "clouz" within the Army bureaucracy. Cartainly there

wvas sowe basis for these f‘eungs--under normal circumstances the Gensral

lnapt.:,'tnent of the Aruy. Office of the Chief cf Psvchological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., "Briefing rur Secrstary of Defense on OCPY Activities,"
5 Novewber 1951, RG 319 (Avmy Stafi), Psy War Admin Office, Razcords Prandl ,
Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 334-337, Psy War 337 S (5 November 1951,, Naticial
Archives. :

2'.‘spartmat of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to Office of the Chief of Staff of the Army,
Subject: Reductioa of Military and Civilian Pavsonnel in the Chief of Staff
area, 27 August 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, SECRET Decimal
Files, 1951-54, €92-230, Box No. ¢, Psy War 230 (17 August 1951), National
Archives; interview with Colonel John B. B. Trussell, ¢ May 1979.
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Staff does carry more "clout" and an aurz of greater preutig&. But McClure's
World War II experience had firmly etched in his mind the overriding advane
tages of relative autonomy and access to the top decisién makers that apeéinl
staff status afforded. As we have seen, this was a theme consistently advo-
cated by him, both in the United States and in his ralations with the theater
commands. Despite these resentments, however, McClure was apparently liked
and held in high esteem by those who worked for him. "Robbie" backed his
subordinates loyally, was tremendnusly energetic and enthusiastic about
OCIW's rolz, and was considerably more articulate than m.st general ofZicers
of his time.l And he ﬁad vision. This vision extended to the field of uncon-

ventional warfare.

The Special Forces Ranger Regiment

At the time of OCPW's creation, General McClure had'succeasfully 1obbied

to hav: responsibilities for the unconventional warfare function from G-3 trans-
' ferred to him. While some thinkirg on the subject of behind-the-lines activi-

ties and specigl anits had taken place in the Army during the interwar years,

nothing wuch had beea done to follow through on these initial ideaé--pntticu-

larly in view of Fhe CIA/OP(’'s assumption of the primary responsibility for

covert operations. ‘Under McClure's leadership, this situation was to change--

for within a year and s half the plans formulated within his Special Opera- %
éiaﬂs Division (later renamed the Special Forces Division) to create a formal
unconventional warfare capabili:y for the Army came to fruition. But the path
to that goal was not easy, nor did it proceed in a straight line.

McClure realized that his own firsthand expertise was basically in the

llnterview with Colorel John B. B. Trussell, 9 May 1979.
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psychological warfare iuw. 80 early on he indicated tc his staZf that he
was “fighting foi' officers with background and axperience {n specisl opera-
tions."1 Intq the Special Operations Division he brought seversl officers
with World War II and lor;an War experience in guerrills ﬁ.rfm or with
long-range penstration units: uaut;mt Cclonel Mslvia Russell Blair and
Lieutenant Colonal Marvin Waters, both of whom had served with "Merrill's
Marsuders"; Colcnel Aaros Rank, vho had' foughv. with the French Maguis as &
member of the 088; Colonel Wendell Pertiz, sho comsanded the guerrillas on
Mindanso after the Japsnese occupied the Philippines; and Licutenant Celonel
Russell Volckmann, who had organized ard conducted guertills warfars opera-’
tions in North Luzon and had planned and directed behind-the-lines opera-

tions in North’ Kor-aA. 2

Colonel Volckmann remembered that General McClure cppfoach-é him i1
the hospital (he had b«é evacusted from Korea to Walter Reed Hospital in
Dacember 1951) with a request to help organize tha Special Operations Divi-
sion, and it wae only after being assured that the Department of the Army was
interested in organized behind-the-lines operations that he igresd to take
the job.3 Together the group in OCPW prapared studies, plans, organization
and operational concepts and treining program3 for a formal U.3. Axmy un-

convertional warfare capability--Special Forces.

"Dep‘rtment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Weskly Staff Meeting, & Mzrch 195%, RG 319 Army - Chief
of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2, Natiounsl Archives.

zuttcr, Brigadier Geneval R. W. Volckmenn (Retired), to Office of In-
formai {cn, John F. Kennedy Cente:r for Special Warfare, Port Bragg, North Caro-
line, March 21, 1969; anrd letters, Colonel Aaron Bank (Petired), to Office of
Informa:ion, John P. Kennedy Center for Special Warfave, February 17, 1568,
znd April 3, 1968.

31..::.:, Brigsiier General Volckmann, March 21, 1989.




187

These studlas and organizational concepts were inevitably based to &
considerable extent on the personal operational experience of the officers in-
volved, plus research of the past major resistance movements. In addition to
his World War II guerrilla warfare adventures, Colonel Volckmaan possessed a
considerable amount of informationr resulting from more than six months of re-
ssarch he had undertaken in 1949 at Fort Benning, Georgia, while preparing

draft field manuals ou Crganization and Conduct of Guerrilla Warfare and

Combatting Guerrilla Fozces.l Colonel Bank, another key figure, had operated

as a Jedburgh iu southern France, later organized and trained anti-Naz{ German
prisoners of war for harassing tactics against the Germans in Austria (the
assignment was ultimately cancelled) and still later completed two 0SS mis-
sions in Indo-China..2

Bank, who joined OCPW as Chief of the Special Operations Division at
the end of March 1951 (to be succeeded by Colonel Fertig in July),3 gives
Volckmann cousiderable credit for '"the development of position, planning, and
policy papers that helped sell the establishment of Special Forces unitg in the
active Army." Bank also makes it clear that he and Volckmann based their plans

for the Army's unconventional warfare capability ou their World War II experi-

ences with the Philippine guerrillas and 0SS, and that Special Forces units

1Ibid.; letters, Colonel Bamnk, February 17, 1968, and April ., 1969.

21etter, Colonel Aaron Bank (Retired), to Cffice of Information, John F.
Rennedy Center for Special Warfare, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, February 23,
1963. ‘

3Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Minutas of Staff Meetings, 29 March 1951 and 19 July 1959,
RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2, Nationsl
Archives. These frequent changes of division chief Jesignations were probably
due to the relative date of rank, or seniority, among the colonels brought into
the Spacisl Gperations Diviaion.
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were developed "in the 0SS pattern of tiny unics with thc'primc minsion of
developing, training, and equipping the guerrilla potential deep in enexy
territory." To those who would insist on linxing the Army's Ranger unita as
forerunners of Special Forces, Bank unequivocally states that "iétually they
[Special Forces] have no connection with ranger type organ zations since
their mission and operations are far more comp;ox‘ time consuming, require
much deeper penetration and initially are often of a itrategic na:utc."l

The comments of Volckmann and Bank, made in retrospect, may give the
impression that this rather clear delineation of roles and migsions for
Speclal Forces was clearly undefatood from the very beginning. The evidernce
suggests otherwise. In actuality, the path that led to the concept for or-
ganization and employment of Special Forces was tortuous and marked by con-
troversy. The initial discussions within the Army on this subject, in fact,
wers reminiscent of the rather confus.3 dialogue that tock place during the
interwar years concerning the "Airborne Reconnaissance units,” the “Ranger
Group,” and the "Special Operations Company," all of which tended to inter-
mirgle 0SS and'Rnnger precepts. The task of clearing up this doctrinal con-
fusion proved to be no easier in 1951 than it was duriug the period prior to
Korea.

We have seen that in.e;rly Februacy 1951, General McClure briefec the
, Army General Council on the neceasity for a rapid organization §f unconven-

tional warfare, and that shortly thersafter Secretary Pace provided strong

official support for the combining of psychulogical and unéonvantional wvarfare

planning functions. By late March, a few weeks after Volckmann jofined OCPW,

1Letter, Colonel Aaron Bank, Febrary 23, 1973.
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McClure's new office received a copy of a brief meqorandum to the Civector,
Organization and Training Division, from Major General Maxwell D. Taylor,
the G-3:

In consultation with Generul McClure, please develop the Army re-

sponsibility for guerrilla and anti-guerrilla warfare within the

field of G-3 interests. Kaving determined what our responsibility

is, I should then like to verify that the varicus elements in the

guerrilla mission are clearly asaigned to subordinata Army units.l

It 1s interesting to note that Taylor's directive included anti-
guerrilla warfare. While some 1lip service was given to this in the studies
vhich.followed, it was not to be considered an important part of the Spéciel
Forces bag of tricks until the 1960's, when "counterinsurgency" became the
third leg of the "special warfare" triad at Fort Bragg.

Av any rate, to this point General.McCIure had not been able to du much
about the unconventional warfare part of his mission. Arrangements ha& been
made for a few officers from Army Fiald Ferces and the various Army headquar-
ters in the United States to atiend a Staff Familiarization Course in Guer-
rilla Jarfare at Fort Beuning, Georgia, commencing April 5, 1951. In most
cases, theeé were the same cfficers who attended the special psychological
warfare course run by Georgetown Uniﬁersity.z The course in guerrilla warfare

was set up after a series of conferenzes in 1949 between the Army and the CIA

resulted in the selection of Fort Benning as the site for a training course

1Department of the Armv, Office of the G-3, Washington 25, D.C., Memo-

‘randum for Director, O&T Division, Subject: Responsibilities of Army with

Reegpect to Guerrilla Warfere, 20 March 1951, by Majcr General Maxwell D.
Taylor, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Filea, 1951-54,
370.2 - 370.64, Box No. 15, Psy War 37).64.1S (26 Merch 1951), Mational
Archives,

ZDepartment of the Army, Cffice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washinston 25, D.C., Minutes of Weekly Staff Meeting, 8 March 1951, RG 319
Army - Chief of Special Warf-re, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box Neo. 2,
National Archives.
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desired by the CIA. And McClure had requested that his office receive full
reports on all behind-the-lines operations in Korea in order to carry out its
assigned responsibilities in the field of unconventional varfare.l Gther than
these tentative steps, the special operations planning in OCPW at this point
lagged coﬁliderahly behind that being done in paychclogi:al-vsrfnre, primarily
because of & lack of experienced personnel. Ag McClure acquired the ﬁcoplc hs
needed, however, he plunged shead.

Htthin'cen'daya of receiving General Taylor's menorandum, McClure dis-

cussed the subject of guer:ili. warfare with him and General Bolte, and re-

ported to Lis staff that both were "very much" in favor of organizing "foreign

national units." The G-3 was to do a study on the use of foreign nationals as

_individuals or in units, while OCPW's Special Operations Division was re-

quested to study the possibility of organizing a Ranger Company at Fort: Riley
with each platoon constituting s différent nationality group. One of the pur-
poses of this company would be to work with U.S. aggressor forces in exercises
to teach soldiers counterguervilla tactics. McClure's tentativa thinking g:

this early stage was to propose organization of six Ranger companies of foreign

nationals in Europe, each company to consist of a different nationality and at- -

" tached tuv a U.S. division. These companies were to be in addition to “regu-'

lar' Ranger battalions of U.S. per?onnel.2

Two points need to e noted about this early dialogve. First, it was

: 1Department:'of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for the Assiztant Chief of Staff, G-2, Sub-
ject: Reports on Special Operatiorns in Korea, 15 March 1951, Ly Brigadier
General McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War, Admin Office, Records Branch,
1951-54, Box No. 6, Psy War 091 Korea {15 March 1951), National Archives.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Wazfare,
Washington 25, D.C.,, Minutes of Weekly Staff Meeting, 29 March 1951, RG 319
Army - Chief of Spectal Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Bcx No. 2,
National Archives.
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clear that the focus of attention for future possible utilization of unconven-
tional warfare was on Europe--even though the Army was currently eagaged in a
"hot war" in Korea. The "foreign nationals" referred to wers those from
Eastern European countries, and would be brought into the U.S. Army through
the provisions of the Lodge Bill. Secondly, it was also obvious that the
principals involved in this discussicn--to include General McClure--had not
sorted out in their minds the tyﬁe of special unit desired, nor its primary
objective.

Perhaps this was because the Chief of Staff himself was unclear on the
subject, as was evident in his visit to the Infantry Center at Fort Benning,
Georgia, a few days later. During his conference there, Gereral Collins ob-
served that '"the Infantry School should consider the Rangers as well as other
troops and indigenous personnel to initiate subversive activities. % person-
ally established the Rangers with the thought that tltey might aerve as the
nucleus of expansion ir this direction."l!

This statement is particularly interesting wher ~rs _unsidevs “he rather
clear-cut delineation between the roles and missfeny cf lpecial ?rroce and
Ranger units later insisted on by the Chief -f Scafy. But-xurh a Colizeation

was not either well understood or agreed to &7 kuy diociziocn salerss .o early

1951.

Lieutenant Colonel Volckmann from OCPW was pragant. «iL the econfarence

attended by Gereval Colline at Fort Benning, and wne asked n the Infentry

IHeadquarters, The Infantry School, Fort Banning, Georgia, Memorandum to:
The Commanding Gereral, The Infantry Center, Subliect: Avnalysis and Sugges-
tions Re Ceneral Collins's Conference § April 1951, from LTC R. W. Volckmann,
9 April 1351, filed with Psy War 337 TS (16 April 1951), RG 319 Army - Chief
of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TSDecimal Files, Box No. 12, Ma“ionsl Archives.
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School to analyze portious of the Chief of Staff's statements. Volckmann's
analysis should be examined in some detail, for it is the first evidence
within OCPW of the philosophical basis for creation of an Army unconventionsl
warfare capsbility.

Pirst of all, Volskmann interpreted General Collins's use of the phrase
"gubversive activities' to mean what he called "special forces operations.”
He defined the lacter to include operations'carried on within or behind the
enemy's lines, which could encompass the following::

1. Organization and conduct of guerrilla warfare.

2. Sabotage and subversion.

3. Evasion and escape.

4. Ranger and ccumando type operations.

5. Long-range or deaep Jenetration reconnaissance.

6. Paychological varfaie (through above media).l

Secondly, commenting on the Chief of Staff's reference to indigenous
persomnel, Volckmann offered the fclldwing theoretical framework to clarify
the overall objective of special forces operations:

We may visualize the world today as being divided into two major
groups or layers of individuals that cover the earth unrestricted

by national boundaries. These layers, a red and a blue, are held
together by common ideologies. Any future war may well be regarded
as an international civil war waged by these opposing layers. The
full exploitation cf our sympathetic blue layer within the enemy's
sphere of influence is basically the mission of special forces opera-
tions. It is from the blue layer within the enemy's aphere of in-
fluence that we must foster resistance movements, orgaenize guerrilla
or indigenous forces on a military basis, co-duct sabotage and sub-
version, effect evasion and escape. We should, through special

forces operations, exploit this layer to assist our ranger and com-
mando operations, and as a media fcr psychological warfare.

b4,
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Exploitation of this "sympathetic blue layer," stated Volckmenn, would
enable the West to offset the manpower superiority of Soviet forces in
Europe, particularly during the initial stages of their invasion. Similarly,
the Allies amust be prejared to counter the "red layer' within their friendly
sphere of influence;‘a problem that involved rear area defense, for the
Soviets would exploit thelr "sympathetic red layer" to the maximum.

To effect the transition from this theoretical framework to reality, at
least as far as the Army was concerned, Volckmann advocated that concrete
meagures be taken: "[T]hrough actual command, staff, training, and opevations
we should pull the overall field of special forces operations out of the
clouds, out of the diszu ~“on stage, and reduce it to organization, training,
and operations." To accompsie” tnis he recommended that the Infantry Center
be designed as the focal point for doctrine, policy, and technique, and
further advocated the activation of a "Special Forces Command” under the Centef
tc "explore, develop and conduct trzining in the field of specicl forces cpera-
tions." Under this command should be placed Ranger training and "all other
special forces operations.”

Two other points should be noted in Volckmann's analysis. Fe believed
that this concept should be considered an accepted field of conventional ground
warfare; therefore "wc should cease to regard special forces operations as ir-
regular or unconventional warfare." Thus, the vltimate objective of special
forces operations was to "organize and support, wherever possible within the
" enemy's sphere of influence, guerrilla or indigenous forces on a pilitary basis
that are capable o€ efficient and controiled axploitation in conjunction with
our lard, air, and sea forces."

Having established thia point, Volckmann proceeded to carve out what he

Ll ]
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envisaged as the Army's role in this activity, both among the Services and in

its relationship to the CIA:
To me, it is basically sound that the military (the Axmy, since this
field falls within ground operations) has tke inherent responsibility
in peace to prepare and plan for the conduct of special forces opera-
tions and in time of war to organize and conduct special forces opera-
tions. Purther, I feel that it is unsound, dangerousi and unworkable
to delegate these responsibilities to a civil agency.

Volckmann's analysis is important because it contains most of the major
elements of controversy attendant to the creation of aa unconventional warfare
capability for the Army. It also provides ua vith some valuable insights {ato
the philosophy of tﬂe man who, probably more than any officer in General
McClure's employ, shaped the creation of Special Forces. Certainly,
Volckmann's reservations abuut the CIA's role vis-a-vis the miiitary Services--
and particularly the Army--was a major theme during *hese early years of
OCPW's ex!stence, as was his view that among the Sarvices the Armf should have
the predominant respcnsibility in this Telatively new field. (The Air Force,
in particular, disagreed with this contantibn.) His rather astute atteﬁpc to
avoid use of terms like "irregular" or "unconventional" warfare indicated an
early recognition of the need to allay the suspicions of conventional military
men (aithough the term "unconventional warfare" remains in use to this day). |
And his advocacy of a "Spezial Forces Command" and training center was to come
to fruition the following year--but not at Fort Benning, aad not in the form
that he intended. While Volckmarn clearly attached considerable importance to
the potential use of indigenous rersonnel in guerrilla warfare, apparently the

type organization that he initially had in mind to support and direct these

personnel was a Renger unit--not the 0Ss-type Spacial Forces organization that

l1bid.
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he ultimately played such an instrumental role in creating. His usge of the
words '"special forces operations," then, was practicaily synonymous with
OCPW's understanding of "apecial operations"; that {is, broadly defined as
all types of behind-the-lines activities conducted for a rmilitary purpose,
not just guerrilla warfare.! Later he would “e more specific in differenti-
ating between Ranger and Commando missions, and those involving the organiza-
tion and support of indigenous personnel in guerrilla warfare;

Another interesting aspect of Volckmann's memorandum was thec bureau-
cratic tactic employed to %ring it to the attention of Jecision makers.
After Volckmann returned from the Fort Benning confererce, his memorandum
was sent to the Chief of Staff, Generél Collins, with a request that "the
interpretation that has been placed on these statements of‘Gégeral Collins
be confirmed and/or commented on in order that appropriate action may se
initjated by the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, to initiate the directives
necessary to accowplish the desires of the Chief of Staff."? This proved to .
be the impetus for a series of foundational studies by OCPW, to include the
initial one, "Army Responsibilities in ReSpéct to Special (Forces) Opera-
tions," written principally by Volckmann and later approved by the Chief of

Staff--a classic illustration of the manner in which one achieves "visibility"

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for General Taylor, Assistant Chief cf Staff,
G-3, Subject: Definitions Relating to Psychological War{are, Special Opera-
tions and Guerrilla Warfare, 17 April 1951, RS 319 Army - Chief of Special
Warfare, 1951-54, Psy War 370.64 (17 April 1951), National Archivas.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psycholugical Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Summary Sheet to Chief of Staff, Subject: Genesral Col-
lins Conference at the Infantry Center, 5 April 1951, from Colonel Edward
Glavin, Acting Chief of Psychological Warfare (Summary Sheet was prepared by
LTC Volckmann), 16 April 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54,
TS Decimal Files, Psy War 337 (16 April 1951), National Archives. °
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for a pet project in the Pentagon !mru.m:z'-m':y.1

By the end of May the thinking in G-3 and OCPW had begun to crystallire
concerning the utilization of Lodge Bill recruits. Standards of eelection
were established, and a goal of 800 individuals estadlished for those who
would volunteer for sirtorne training, and who possessed specislties related
to the conduct of guerriila warfare. The mission of these alieans wwuld be %o
organize guerrilla benda in Eastern Eurcpe zfter war began and'uttack the
Soviet liaes of communicarion--the purpoge being to slow, or "retard," the .
Soviet advance into Western Eutope. Plans were being developed to trair these
personnel in increments of 1V0 in a cycle that included Basic Combat Training,
followed by ﬁompletion of the Ranger Course at Fort Benning, then furth-r
specialized instruction in guerrille warfare, sabotage, clanlestine ccumuni-
cations and related subjects.z

At the erd of th’s training §yc1e, the aiiens wﬁuld be made avrilable
to the Eurcpean Theater Command. It was h--e thac the planning was less pre-

cise. One alternative being examined was the formation of sdditional

1Ibid.; also Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psycho-
logical Warfare, Washington 25, D.C., 3riefing Notes Conference with G-1, 2,
3, 4, and AFF RE Training in the Field >f Special (Porces) Operations, 21 June
1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare 1951-54, TS Declmal Files, Box
No. 12, Psy War 337 TS (2i June 1951), National Archives. Tae scudies re-
sulting from this action, in addition to "Army Responsibilities in Report to
Special (Forces) Operations," were: "Theater Special Forces Command and
(2.1.) Special Forces Traivnipg Command"; "Special Forces Ranger Unitsg -~ and -
Special Forces Ranger Units Recruiting and Training of Persconel’; "Rear Area
Defense; and "Executive Agent for the Joint Chiefs . < Staff Jor Matters Per-
taining to Guerrilla Warfare."

2Depertment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General Eddleman, Subjert: Utilization
of Lodge Bill Recruits in Special (Porces) Oparations, 23 May 1851, from
Brigadier General McClure, RG 219 Army - Chief of Spacial Warfare, TS Deciwmal
Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64. mox No. 15, Pay War 373.2 TS (23 May 1951),
National Archives.
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"(Special Forces) Ranger Companies" to which could be assigned those Americans
and Esstarn Buropean aliens trained for behind-tha-linei cperations, and which
would bQ made available to the theater command for commitment on D-Day. An- )
other idea was to =owe the alisna to Europe for organization ianto provisional
units, so as to be available for such operations upon the outbreak of hostilf-
ties.l These options show evidence of McClure's Lnitial ruminations on the
subject, but it wax clear that nothing definite had been settled upon.

- Approximately a manih late~, OCPW's thinking on the Lodge oill recruits
began to show more specificity. The formation of a "Special Forces Regiment"
of thres beftuiions, a total of 2,481 personuel, was proposed. Approximately
1,300 of the 2,097 enlistcd requirements would be Lodge Bill recruits, and it
was enviaag&@ that the force could be trained and deployed to Europe in com-
pany-size :ncrements. The to:al force would then serve &5 the troops ie-
quired to iw:lermnt the unconventional warfare portion of current war plans
and "cxploit the estimated 370,000 man potential within the USSR and its

satellies.“z

The latter statement is particularly interesting because, as we
shall see, the subject of resistance potential in Europe was to become a bone
of contention bétween the Army and CJA. Also notxworthy during this period
were Jiscussions by OCPW which included the idea that approximataly 4,415

personnel organized into appropriate "operational groups" {an 0SS term) would

be required in peacetime for commitment Ln the event of war, the object being

11bid.

znepsrtment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfare,
Washingtor 25, D.C., Memoraudum to ACofS, G-3, Subject: staff Studies,
""Special Forces Ranger Unfis" and ""Sp2cial Forces Ranger Units, Recruiting and
Training of Personnel," 12 June 1951, from Ganeral McClure, RG 319 Army - Chief
of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-372.64, Box No. 15, Psy
War 370.64 (12 June 1951), Naticnal Archives.
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to avoid the mistakes made during World War II: 'We must act scatter arms,
smmunition and supplies liks so much grass seed and hope that they will fall
on fertile soil and in turn prove of some assistance to our aims." To direct
these forces in Europe, a ''Theater Special Forces Training Command' in the -
United States was proposed. Notvithstanding this d{scussion of 0SS-type or-
ganization, at this point the basic frane of reference was the Special ¥orces
Rangsr untt."

This frame of reference began to take on a differeat parspective when
tie Comnander-in-Chief, Far East Commind, deactivated all of his Ranger com-
panies {n July 1951. The Rangers had been reactivated during the Korean
Conflict &s separate companies and attached to infantry divisfona. The £213th
Army Unit, known informally as the 8th Ranger Company, was the first to be
created and was formed at Camb Drake, Japan, in Angust 1950, with volunteers
from U.S. forcer in the Far East. It was attached to the 25th Infantry Divi-
sion, took part in the drive to the Yalu, and deactivated f{n March 155i. BRe-
twean September 1950 and September 1951, fourteen Airborne Rangar companies

ware formed and trained by the Ranger Command at Fort Beaning, Gecrgia. The

lnepar:ment ot “e Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Brief.ng Notes Conference with G-1, 2, 3, 4 and AFF RE
Training {n the Flald of %,ecial (Forces) Operatfons, 21 June 1951, RG 319
Arem: - Chief of Specisl Warfare, i951-54, TS Decimsl Filee, Box Na. 12, Psy
War 337 TS (21 June 1451), National Archives., Additionally, Lieutenant
Colunel Volckmann had eaiclier ref.arated to McClure the conclusion "that a need
exists for s training command or center that will bring together the many seg-
ments of special (forces) operations under & program ihat will fully develop
dnctrine, po.icies, techniques and tactics . . . and that will develop equip-
ment and supplies.”" This came after s trip, directed by McClure, to obrerve
training and instructicn at the CIA's "School Number One," the Ranger Tresining
Cent~r, and the Infantry Teater--all at Fort Benning. Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfars, Memorandur for: General McClure, Subject: Findings
and Recommendationg Re Sractius Norations Training, Fort Benning, Gecrxia, 24
April 1951, by LTC R. W. “~lcwkmacn, RG 219 Army - Chief of Special Warfare,
TS Decima)l Fiies, 1°71-%4, 3/0.2-370.64, Box No. 15, Psy War 370.44 TS (3 May
1351), National Archives.
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1st, 2d, 34, 4th, 5th, and 8th companies vere assigned to divisions throughout
the Eighth Army in Korea and were used primarily ac long-range patrols for
speciaiized missions and to spearhead attacks. lThe 2d and 4th were slic at-
tached to the 187th Regimental Combat Team for the combat jump at Munsou-ni. -
After suffering more than 50 percent casualties, the Raagsr companies were
inactivated aﬁd the remaining personnel assigned chroughout the divilions.l

At the time of CINCFE's action, the (oumander-in-Chief, Europe (CINCEUR),
indicated that he could see no nezi for Ranger companies in Europe, although
he believed that there m!zit be a need for Ranger units of battalion size un-
der certain circum;tances. One of CINCFUR's primary reasons for his position
was the feeling that '"Rangers, as a whole, drain first class soldiers from
infantry organizations," a common complaint leveled against elité units--and
one that Special Force; would have to contend with.? More pertinent to the
advbcates of "Special Forces Operations," however, were the views of both
CINCFE and CINCEUR that the Rangers were not capable of conducting guerrilla
warfare type missions in their theaters due to racial and language boundaries. -
Instead, they believed, such mis;ions should be conducted by indigenous person-
nel who were in turn.traineé, supplied, and controlled by American military

personne1.3

IDep&rtment of tha Army, Office »f the Chief of Psycholcgical Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General McClure, Subject: Ranger Units,
17 July 1951, from Colonel Wendell Fertig, Chief, Special Operationms, PG 319
(Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54,
322-326, Box No. 13, Psy War 322 S (17 July 1951), National Archives.

2I‘bid.; also see Eliot A. Cohen, Commandos and Politicians: Elfte Mili-
tary Units in Modern Democracies {(Cambridge: Center for International Affairs,
Harvard, 1978), pp. 55-38.

3Department of the Army, 0ffice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
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Voicing a related concern, Army Field Forces--it commenting on OCPW's
staff study "Special Forces Ranger Units"--forwarded their view that any
reference to Ranéurl should be deleted because "anvisioned Special Forces will
in all probability be involved in subversive activities." They believed that
the concept of Special Forces should focus on the use of indigenéus guerrilla |
groups bshind enemy lines rather than American-staffed fanger units; therefure,
Rangers and Special Forces siould be kept as separate and distince orzanlag-
tions.l A

The r;lult of all this was a meeting on Auguat 23, 1951, presided over
by the G-3, General Taylor, out of which came a decision to dﬁactivate;all
Ranger units and convert the Ranger Training Command to a department of the
Infantry School. ‘This department would conduct Ranger training for oelecte&
officers and enlisted men, who upon completion of the course would be returned
to their parent units (a pattern which has continued until the present day).
During the meeting the question arose concerning what agency would be capable
of conducting "deep peaetration activities," at which point, according to
Colonel Aaron Bank’s memoranium, "General Taylor was ti ~roughly briefed on the
mission and capabilities of a Special Forces organization.”z

This was perhaps the perfect illustration of that old adage, "beinyz at

lAdjutant General, Army Field Forces, Letter to Adjutant General, Depart-
ment of the Army, Subject: Training of Individuais snd Units of the Army in
Special (Forces) Operations, 23 August 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief af Special
Warfare, 1951-54, Box No. 6, 091.412 TS Fropaganda (23 August 1951), National
Archives,

ZDepartmeuc of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washirgton 25, D.C., Memorandum for Record, Subject: Confarence to Resalve
Ranger Program, 24 August 1951, by Colonel Aaron Bank, Special Operations Divi-
sion, RG 319, Pay War 337 (24 August 1951), National Archives. The principals
attending the conference were General Taylor, General Bradford, G-3, Ar.. and
General McAuliffe, G-1. -
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the right place at the right time," because ultimately the personnel spaces
needed to create the 10th Special Forces Group were made available as a result
of the deactivation of the Ranger units. Henreforth, there was to be little-
use of "Rarger'" terminology Ly OCPW in their efforts tc sell the conceét of
Special Forces, or in their proposals for the org;nization to carry out guer-
rilla warfare. Theit'initial draft TO&E for the ""Special Forces Group," for

example, presented as the Group'é mission: "T» {nfiltrate its component

operational groups [emphasis added] to designated areas within the enemy's

sphere of influence and organize the indigenous guerriila potential on & mili-
tary basis for tactical and strategic exploitation in conjunction with our
land, sea, and air forces.'! The crganization and functions of this group
and its suhordinate operational elements clea?ly depicted the iafluence of
0ss concepts--particuiarly the Operational Group Command--rather than those
of the Rangers.

Ironically, a vear later OCW found it necessary to point out to Arwmy
Field Forces that use of the subordinate unite of the Special Forces Group on
independent commande or Ranger type missions, "while a capability,” was "to
be discouraged as being highly wasteful of the highly developed skills wrapped

up in the operational teams.”z This was in the fall of 1952, whew the 10ta

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Peychological Waifare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: ACofS, G-3, Subject: Resusst for Spaces
in the Active Army, 28 September 1951, from Brigadier General McClure, RC 319
(Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, Dmcimal File (€), 19%1-54,
311.5-319.1, Box No. 11, Psy War 320.2 (28 September 1951), National A:chives.

ZDepar:ment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychclogical Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to ACofS, G-3, Subject: Tabla of Organiza-
tion and Equipment 33-510 (proposed) for Special Forcas Group (Abn); 13 No-
vember 1952, with draft 1st Ind letter to OCAFF, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 8, Fsy War 320.3 TS (30
September ]952), National Archives.
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Special Forces Group was recruiting and training at Fort Bragg for deployment

to Europe.

But Arwy Field Forces was not the only Command in late 1952 that had
ideas éiffarent froﬁ those «f OCPW on how Special Forcss slements would ba
utilized. In his preliminary planning for the utilizatiom of the 10th,
Brigadier General Liebel, of the Bpropean Command, envisaged the D-Day euploy-
ment of small groups to strike at clou-tﬂ targets vithin a f‘ifty-mil; zone
immediately in fromt of ‘c.s. tactical dﬁitionm McClure cbjected strenu-
vualy on this question qf "hagic Special Forces drctrine,” telling Liebel that
such an activity was a Ranger or Commando-type action, normally of short dura-
tion, which would not require highly. grained Special Forces personnel, and
thus "was nct in consonanceé ‘with the coﬁcepc underlying the sreation of the
10tk Special Forces Group." That concep. was clear, thought McClure: e
continue to maintain that Speciall Forces Operational Detachments have the mis-
3ion and capability of developing indigenous guerrilla forces, conducting

operations behind the enewy lines, and of sustaining these operations for an

Chief of Staff has insisted that Special Forces shall not duplicate the train-
ing and doctrine of ranger and commando units."l This was the same Chief of
Staff, General Collins, who in April 1951 stated that he had "personally es-

tablished the Rangers with the thought that they might serve as the nucleus

IHeadquarters, Buropean Commard, Letter to Brigadier Ceneral McClure,
12 November 1952, from Brigadier General Willard X. Liebel, Chief, Support
Plans Branch, J-3, Psy War 240 (12 Xovember 1952); Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare, Lettar to Brigadier Ceneral Liebel, 8 Dsceamber 1952,
from McClure, Psy wars 250 (8 December 1952); Office of the Chief of Psycho-
logical Warfare, Letter to tiebel from McClure, 19 December 1952, Psy War 290
(19 December 1952), RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS
Decimal Files, Box No. &, National Archives. -

RS

indefinitely long time." To buttress his case, NcClure told Liebel that “the
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for expansion in thig direction" (to fnitiate subversive activities).

This apparent turnebout in the Chief of Staff's philosophy {llustrates
the confusion and difficulties that often accompany the emergence of a new
concept within military bureaucracy--particularly 1f that concept involves the
creation of un "elite" unit. One of the Princiral requirements for "eliteness"
is the possession of a specialized funct{on, one that does not fall within the
pProvince of other militery organizations. It 18 difficult to justify the ex-
istence of elite units {f there appears to be unnecessary overlapping or re-
dundancy of their functions and capabilities with thoge of other units. This

is particularly so during periods of acute manpower shortzges. Ir order to

survive, the definition of an elite unit's special mission--and the acceptance

of that mission by the bureaucracy--is g cruciaiiy important task.!

McClure and his staff came to recognize this necessity. With the deac-
tivation of the Rarzers more and more effort was expended to specify guerrilla
warfare as the primary mission of the Spacial Porces organizaticn that they
proposed. Part of the confusion which marked this effort was of their own

making, however. Their. concept of '"Special Forces Operations," for instance,

tor consisted only of their being conducted within ér oehind enemy lines. bne
would have thought, obviously, that a SpecialiForces unit should couduct
"Special Forces.Operations"--which included, by oCPW's definition, Ranger and
Commando activities. Byt flo: 88 time went on, the architects of Special

Forces found it necessary to point out the error, as they saw it, of linking

lpohnn Lommandes and P011t1~‘°vs particularly nis discussion of "The
Specialigs:s ”unction " pp. 30f.

‘
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the Group and its component unit missions with the term "Special Forces Opera-
tions" on the assumption that the Special Forces Group was a TO&E unit da-
signed to conduct gll such operations. Needl. ss to aay; this rather subtle
cfetinction wust have been lost ;n many. This blurring of roles and misaions
was v aid-d, either, by CCPW's initial moves to graft the guerrill: warfare
cohcgpé orto the Ranger organization, only to be followed by'its'father vigor-
ous efforts to dissociate Special Fcrces from the Rangers.

Eventually, OCPW did ansver General Taylor's initial directive tu de-
velop the Army responsibility for guerrilla warfare and then tc gssign that
responsibility to subordinate Army units. The unit that evolved at Fort Bragg
in 1952 wan the Special Forces Group--and its orgarization was based on 0SS
concepts, not Ranger. Perhaps Volckmann and company had 0SS organizational

principles clearly in mind from the very beginning, but found it more oppor-

_éune to gain initial acceptance for their ideas by tagging them on to the

Rangers, whose historical precedence in the Army was kmown--and particularly
since the Chief of Staff initially appeared to favor utilization of the
Rangers in a guerrilla warfare role. Or perhaps it was simply a case of the
officers involved grappling with new ideas and experimenting with the types
of organizational machinery to implement those ideas. In all probability,
the answer is that a combinationiof the two motives was at work during this .
initial conceptual periccd, and the deactivation of the Rangers helped to

clarify the situation.

The Road to Fort Bragg

Concurrent with the deactivation of the Rangers, General McClure began
to take an interest in establishing a tralning facility for both psychelogical

warfare and unconventiounal warfare. To be sure, Colonel Volckmann had
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campaigned since April for a training command or center that would fully de-
velop doctrine, techniques, and logistical aspects of specia) forces opera-
tions. And there had been some discussion between the G¥3 Division and APF in
early 1950, before the creation of OCPW, of the need for a "school center" for
psychologicel warfare--whi;h resulted in’establishment of the Psychological War-
fare Departmént at Fort Riley, just oroducing its first graduates. But now
McCiure began to entertgin the idea of centralizing the functions of "the

whole field of UCPW' at a post other than Fort Riley.1

McClure aad Colonel Bank visited Army Field Forces in mid-August to out-

" line the Army's responsibilities in the field of unconventional warfarz and to

stress the lack of organization, training, or P?lanning that had been done in
unconventional warfare, as compared go the progress made in psychological war-
fare. The poésibility of establishing a "Guezrilla Training Command" st Fort
Benning or perbaps Fort Campbell was discussed, to which would also be moved

the Psychological Warfare Department from Fort Riley.2 Thus began the search

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General McClure, Subject: ['indings and
Recommendations re Specidl Operations Training, Fort Benning, Georgia, from
Lieutenant Colcnel R. W. Volckmann, 24 April 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Spe:zial Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, from 370.2 - 370.64, Box No. 15,
P3y War 370.64 TS (3 May 1951), National Archives. Volckmann had been di-
rected by McClure to visit Fort Benning for the purpese of observing and re-
viewing the courses of training and instructisn at the CIA's 'School Number
One," the Ranger Training Center, and th: Infancry School, with emphasis on
the epecial operations related instruztion, then render a report to him con-
cerning findings and recommendations (see memorandum from McClure to Volckmann,
19 March 1951, filed with above reference). For discussion by McClure and Bank
with AFF concerning a Training Center, see Department of the Army, Office of
the Chief of Psychological wWerfare, Washington 25, D.C., Minutes of Weekly
Staff Meeting, 16 August 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Spacial Warfare, 1951-54,
TS Decimal Files, 020 Staff Meeting, Box No. 2, Nastional Archives.

ZIbid., espzcially Minutes of Weekly Staff Mecting, 16 Auguat 1951.
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for a training center, & search that would end‘vith the aeleécion of Fort
Bragg, North Carolina. Along thir ;,ad to Fort Bragg wéuld travel McClure's
efforts to establish Special Forces and its concept of employment, and to
gaiﬁ authorization for the center he envisuged. It vﬁs not an easy jourmey.

First of all, there was the Qa:ter of the CIA. As we heve sean, the
Army basically welcomad the emergence of CIA/OPC during the interwar years,
and in 1949 ggregd to provide it unilateral assistance in the field of guer-
rilla warfare, which 1nc1ude§ helping in the location and establiishment of a
training course at Fort Benning, Georgia. And after the outbreak of war‘in
Korea, the Army also pfovided sxome personnel to the CIA for their activitiés
in that theater.

But ﬁhen General McClure and his OCPW appeared on the scena. By the
spring of 1951, QcClure h;d already expressed bis reservations concerning the
relativély autonomous OPC role in Korea. In subsequent monthe, the frustra-
tions of unsuccessfuliy attempiing to influence this siﬁuation in Korea, plus
che battle to bring Special Forces into being and plan for its employmentc in
Europe,.increased'MnClure's'reaervations to outright sﬁapicions of the (" A's
motives. |

These suspicions were reciprocaced. As‘;n example, in mid-1951, both
CIA/OPC‘and OCPA entered into a series of conferences to determine means of
further collaboration in guerrilla warfare training programs. Even though the
study that resulted indicated that the CIA would benetit by sending some of
its personnel to the center being proposed by OCPW, the forwarding memorandum
sent to General McClure stated that '"Mr. Wisrer would like it to be clearly
understood that this understanding its reached on the assumption that the Army

i3 creating a Special Forces Training Command fo- its own purposes and not at

)
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the request of CIA."1 The caveat expressed by Frank Wisner, haad of OPC, was
obvious: The CIA was not going to place itself.in the position of providing
an excuse for the Army to use in justifying the creation of its own unconven-
tional warfare capsbility. Perhaps {t was inevitable that two atrong-willed,
energetic men like Wisner and McClure, both eyeing the same "turf' in a rel#-
tively new field, would come into conflict in attempting to éscablish the
houndariss within which ea;h would operate.

Not that ch2re w2re ot attemp:is to define those boundaries and to co-
operate with each cother. ‘(hare were. Both men entered into an initial, tenta-
tive agreement in July 195i concerning their understanding of the respective
roles of CIA/OPC and OCPW in the f£j:1d of uncomventional warfare. This was
followed by the aforementioned conferaences on training programs, and in April
l952'the twp agencies agreed to an official liaison arrangesment to coordinate
materiel researcn activities.2

There is also evidence that despite his eurly reservations concerning

1Central Intelligence agency, Office of Policy Cocrdination, Wasnington
25, D.C., Memorandum for: Brigadier General Robert A. McClure, Through: Joint
Subsidiary Plans Division, JCS, Subject: Joint CIA-D/A Guerrillz Wzrfare
Training, from Kilbourne Johnston, Deputy Assistant Direstor for Policy Co-
ordination, 17 August 1951, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Decimal File (C),
1951-54, 360-370.64, BEex No. 19, Fsy War 370.64 (21 August 1951) S, National
Archives, ‘

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washingtcn 25, D.C., Agreement Between Mr. Frank 'iisner, Assistant Director for
Policy Coordination, CIA, and Brigadier General Robert McClure, Chief Psy War--
Special Stzff, D/A, on the Respective Rolz2s eud Responsibilities of CLA/OPC
and Psy War Division, Special Staff, Departwent of the Army, in the Field of
Unconventicaal Warfare, 17 July 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare,
1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Rox No, 2, 020 CIA, National Archives; Office of
the Chief of Psychological Warfere, Memorandem for: Chief, Joint Subsidiary
Plans Division, JCS, Subject: Cooriination of Army Psycholcgical Warfare Ma-
teriel Research Activities with CIA, 25 March 1952, from Brigadier General
Rcbert A. MeClure, and reply from CIA, 23 April 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy
War Admin Office, Box No. 25, Psy War 400.112 (25 March 1952) G, National
Archives. '
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more broad-minded

view of CIA's role in unconventionul warfare than did certain members of his

staff. After returning from an important visit to Zurppe in August and Sep-

tember 1952, to dflcual unconventional warfare planning for that theater,

McClure chided his staff:

Putnam [a JCS officer] and I talked at length reference the

philosophies I expressaed--as I have repeated over

nd over with

you people. Putnam says they are not being reflected by you
peorle at tae JSPD lavel. I balieve the Army should be the Ex-
ecutive Agent for guerrilla activities. I am not going to fight

with CIA as to their rasponsibilities in those fie

ds.

Another is the fact that I am fully in accord with supporting

CIA in their peacetime activities in getting reudy

for war to the

maximum extent I can and in wertime will welcome spy of their re-

sources to the maximum of their capability.l

This was the pragmatic McClure of World War I1I who, as Chief, PWD/

SHAEF, brought together a number of disparate agencies

groups, civilian as well as military, in order to get t

and nationality

he job cdone. He had

learned his trade well from that master of compromise and cooperation, Dwight

D. Eisenhower. But as the months and yesars went by, M¢
tolerant, gradvally adopting in his condemnation of ths
the most virulent critics on his staff. At the end of

OCPW, the subject preoccupied him.

*Clure becam: less

 CIA the phrases of

his tenure as Chief,

What caused this turnabout of affairs? Perhaps the most succinct ex-

planation of McClure's change of attitude can be frund
ters before departing OCPW in early 1953. Writing to }

Lieutenant General Bolte, then Commander-in-Chirf, Eurg

1

ip one of his last lex-

3is old friend, .

pe, McClure explained:

Department of the A-my, 0ffice of the C.ief of Psycholrgical Warfare,

Washington 25, D.C., Minutes of Meeting, 5 September 1951, RG 319 Army -
Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 12, Psy War 337

|
|

TS (5 September 1951}, National Archives.




&

e

T

“

.t

e A e

[

209

Unfortunately I will not go through Germany on my way to lran else

I would take the ofportunity to bring you up to date on the Army/CIA
relationship. I feel that the latest parer on command relationship
has so much fine print in it that we have committed ourselves to the
creation of a fourth service which wil? affactively tle the hands of
the military and require the Theater fommander to lean on and support
CIA for all Unconventional Warfars. In reccnt conferences at CIA, I
have heard the statement made repeatedly that, "Since we are now a
fourth service many of the activities for which the Army was planning
should be transferred to CIA, inciuding the command of military
forces designed for guerrilla warfare in time of war." Needless to
say I am very unhappy about it both because I quesiion the ability

of CIA and second, because I bave never be).6aver the Joint Chiefs in-
tended to abrogate their responsibilities for the active command of
military operations in time of war.*

Here, then, were McClure's key grievanceg. Aside from the perennial
qﬁestion during these carly years of the precise delineation of peace:imé and
wartime responsibilities for unconveﬁtional warfare between the QIA and DOD,
McClure had simply come Eo believe thatbthe CIA was not capable of holding up
their end of the bargajin--however it was defined. Imbued with the urgency o
preparing'the nation and the Army for a possible war in Europe, McClure was dis-
satisfied with the CIA's apparent lack of progress in preparation of guerrilla
warfare. He reported to the Chief of Staff in early September 1951 that the "CIA
has only now initiated planning for the execution of preparatory measures to
aid in the retardation of a Soviet advance.'2 He belicwved, therefore, that the

military--and particularly the Army--needed to have unconventional warfare forces

1Departrr.ent of the Army, Office of the Chiasf of Psychiological Warfare,
Washington, D.C., Letter to ieutenant Gineral Charles L. Bolte, Commander-in- .
Chief, U.S. Army, Rurope, from Brigadier Genmeral McClure, 1953 undated (probably
late February or early March 1953), RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Oifice,
Records Branch, 1951-54, 020-40, Box No. 3, Pey War 040 CiA (undated) 57,
National Archives.

2Department of the Army, 0ffice of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Summary Sheet for Chief of Staff, Subject: taff Visit to
Europe, 13 September. 1951, from Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Speclal Warfare, 195i-54, TS Decimal Files 323.3-333, 3ox No. 9, Psy War 333
Europe TS (12 September 1951), National Archives.
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1.'
in being, and that necessary planning, orgarization, and training be carried

_ out prior to D-Day. In his view, the military services could not leave auch

- “preparations to chance or in the hands of a civilian agency. Nor should the

Jcs alloq a situation tn Jdeveiop where the theater commander in ar active

theater of war would not have full control over all military operations in

his area of responsibility--as had happéncd in Kores, he belisved.

Underlying McClure's doubts concerning CIA's capability to perform
the uncouventional warfare migsion, however, was a deeper difference of
philosophy between OCPW and CIA concerning the nature of resistance potential
in Europe. The CIA position on this subject was perhaps moet eloquently
stated by its Director, General Walter B. Smith, in a letter written to the
Army G-2 in March 1952. Smith opened hias letter by referring t3 McCiure as
follows:

At certain times in the past we have beea importuned by Generai
McClure's people to provide them with detailed information con-
cerning guerrilla groups cf which we may have somas knowledge.
We have consirctently declined to furnish this infrrmation to
Ceneral McClure because the information requested impinges di-
rectly upon secret operation: in which we are curvently engaged
and for which, at this tima, we aere solely responsible.

Here was a real source of irritation. The CIA--understandably--was re-
luctant to share information in its operations which could lead to compromi se
of important intelligence assets, and perhaps undermine by premature dia-
closure the very.resistance potentizl that would be counted upon in wartime.

McClure's office-~also understandably-~-was frustrated by its inability to re-

© quire the information believed to be necessary for proper prewar plenning;

lcentral Intelligence Agency, Office of the Director, Washington 25,
n.C., Letter to Major General A. R. 30lling, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2,
Depart.ent of the Army, March 10, 1952, from Walter B, Smith, Director, Filed
with RC 319 Army - Chief of Special Varfare, 1951-54, TS Dacimal Files, Box
No. 15, Psy War 370.64, Guerrilla Warfares, Nationa: archives.
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and the extreme secrecy involved only hei :htened their uusﬁicions of CIA's
lack of preparedness. It was to be a perennial topic of discord between the
two agencies.

Not'only wculd they refuse to provide the information desired, said
Smith, but his agency Guestioned the "validity of General Mcflure's proposal
for retardation by guerrilla forces.'" Expressing both the views of his
agency and those of '"the leading British experts in this field," Smith ex-
plainéd:

* It is highly doubtful that general resistance forces will develop
any substantial offeasive cspability until at least D plus six
months. Enemy coatrols and reprisals will be extremely severe
upon the outbreak of war. Certain underground organizations have
even indicated tuat thev will hesitate to go into action until the
Allied battle line is stabilized on the continent and the tide is
turning our way.

After enlarging upon tiis theme for several pavagraphs, Smit: then sum-
marizea his position:

For the reasons outiined above, any program which contemplates that
iarge scale resistance organiz-iions, developed prior to D-day and
held in readiness for an indefinite period of time would be willing
and capable to deliver major offensive blows within the first few
weeks after the commencement of hostilities is :onsidered by us to
be unrealistic and infeasible. .

McClure had, of course, considered the pros cnl cons of what he termed
the '"two different schools cf thought on the timing of the commitment of un-
conventional forces." One school held that the first few dayz of a Soviet at-
tack were critical, and that even a few hours of delay accomplished by uncon-
ventional warfare forces would be significant. The other school (the "British

view') held that guerrilla forces shuuld not dissipate their efforts orematurely

and thus did not favor any uprising until regular allied armed forces were in a

11bid.
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position to support them. His own analysis, as prssonted to the Chief of
Staff in September 1951 was that:

To accept the latter view would mean nothing would heppea on D-Day

and not urntil we were in a position to start liberating ovsrrun

courtries. To accept the fermer view would mean attrition might

completely dissolve that work and nrganization which had been cre-

ated. My personal view is that even with the attrition we have more

to gain thaa to lose, and that if the British can organize after

D-Day for a future use, such guerrilla forces as desired, obviously

we coyld reorgenize in those areas where attrition had taken its

toll. i

In addition to disagreeing on the philosophical approach as to how the

resistance should be generated, when 1t should be committed, the CIA also took
exception with OCPW's attempts to estimate resistance potential in Eastern
Europe. IL culled the projected indigenocus strength estimates in OCPW'"s

Special Forces Operations Plan for Europe "unreali{stic and unattainable";

this and other views advanced by the CIA apparently formed the basis for

initiel JCS disapproval of the plan in late 1952.°

These were fumnxiamental differences. McClure's deepest concern, however,
was best {llustrated by the remark in his lctter to Bolte about CIA‘'s ambi-
tions o bhecome a "fourth service.'" He was genuinely nppfchtn.ivc of allow-

ing too much latitude to the CIA which could estatlish the basis for undue

1Departmenc of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washingtoa 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General J. Lawtcn Collins, Chilef of
Staff Subject: Staff Viait to Eurcpe, from B3rigadier Ganeral McClure, IO
September 1951, RG 319 Army -~ Chiaf of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files,
1951-54%, 323.3-333, Box No. 9, Pay War 333 (10 3eptember 1951), National
Archivas, .

21he CIA's statement appeared {1 a memorandum dated 6 June 1952, an en-
closure %o JCS 1969/73, Memorandum fcr Chairman, JCS, Subject: Overseas CIA
Togistical Support Bases; aea Offi{ce of the Chief of I'sychological Warfare,
Memorandum for: Cafcl of Military !i'satory, Subject: Summary of Major Events
and Probleams, Pcy War 314.7 TS (15 August 1953); see alss Fay War 314.7 (6
Javuary 1253), History of DA Activities, for OCPW's explanatfon of why JCS dis-
appruves their Special Forces Operationa Flan for Zurope; both ara filed in RG
319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951 74, IS Decimal Files, 311-319.1, Box

_ No. 7, National Archives.
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reliance by the military on CIA/OPC for unconventional wvarfare activities. 1In
doing so, he feared, unconventional warfare may then "become regarded among -
military commanders and planners as a limited, special 'cloak and dagger' func-
tion rather than as a basically important, possibly essential military re-
aponsibility."l

Here again was a reminder of the image problem, as perceived by McClure
and his staff; the constant battle to achieve legitimacy for unconveational
warfare among "comventional" ﬁilitary officers. If too much responsibility
for unconventional warfare was passed to the CIA, it could reinforce the
reservations that many officers already harbored céncerning the Army's role
in unconventional warfare. 1In a perlod of budgetary and manpower shortages,
such reservations could quickly lead to the conclusion that the Army could
not--and should not--attempt to duplicate the functions of a civilian agency.
In short, McClure's primary concern--while weli intentioned--was bureaucratic
in nature and aimed at the establishment and preservation of an unconventional
warfare capability for the Army.

Another threat to McClure's attempts to establish a strong Army role in
unconventionz! warfare was the opposition of the Air Force. We have already
seen that he was critical of the Air Force support of Army psycholngical war-

fare activities in Korea, and concerned over what ha considered to be the

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Brigadier General Paul D. Harkins, Sub-
ject: JSPC 808/112, Conrmand Relationships Between the CIA/OPC Organization
and the Armed Forces in Actual Theaters of War Where American Forces Are En-
gaged (29 December 1952), from Brigadier General McClure, Chief of Psycho-
logical Warfare, 30 December 1952, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS
Decimal Piles, 1951-54, 000.1-020, Box No. 1, National Archives. General
Rarking was the "Army Planner,"” a senior officer responsible for presenting
the Army's position on JCS actions.
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unnecessarily duplicative propaganda equipment and personnel in their
Aerial Resupply and Communication wings. These same wings, however, and
their support of CIA operations in Korea, also gave the Air Force claim to
a leading réle {in unconventional warfare. Their list of wartime missions for
these ARC wings 1nc1udea: the introduction snd evacustion of ageuts behind
- enemy 1ines; aerial resupply of guar;ixlnl; luppoit of commando type opera-
tions and isolated Arwy units; and the printing and peckaging of leaflete,
as well as providing trained personnel capable of conducting psychological
warfare through other media. In short, the Air Force claimed the ARC vingn
provided them with a capability to support CIA activities during peacetime or
wartime; to condugc overt psychological warfare; and to direct, coordinate,
and support unconventional warfare operaciona.l'
This close peacetime association with the CIA caused the Ai: Force--in
the eyes of OCPW--to champion CIA/OPC as the sgency responsible for plamning
and preparing for the conducf of unconventional warfare, thus taking iasue
with the concept that the Army had a major r;-ponaibilicy and principal func-
tion in this field as part of land warfere. Similarly, this association with
CIA/OPC was being used, thought OCPW, to seek a unilateral, preeminent Air
Force position among tﬁe Services for control and direction of wartime uncon-

ventional warfare activities.z

1Departmer‘t of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
washington 25, D.C., ALr Force Presentation to the Psychological Strategy Board
on 10 January 1952, filed with RG 319 Army - Chief of Spectal Warfare, TS Deci-
mal Files, 1951-54, 337-350.05, Box Ho. 13, Psy War 350.001 TS (7 January
1952), National Archives,

ZDEpartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Discussions of Questions by the Under Secretary of the
hr.ry concerning Army Role in Guerrilla and Unconventional Warfare, in response
to a Memorandum to the Vice Chief of Staff, Subject: Guerrilla Warfare, 11
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As one might have expected, General McCldre disegreed with zhe conten-
tion of the Air Force. 1In his view, the Alr Pcrce was essentially a "supply
agency" for unconventional warfare activities, "with transpoftutiou capable of
doing certain things that the Ground Forces are going to require and going to
command.” He supported Air Force development of special wings to support
psychol:gical and unconventional warfars activities--but not to duplicate the
Army's ~apabilities, and certainly not to be used as a license to claim a
dominant role in these fields.l Ee was particularly disturbed by the lack of
Joint unconventional warfare planning that he found when he visited Europe in
the £:11 6! 1951, and told the Chief of Staff that the Alr Force not only dis-
agreed with the Army view on retardation, but slso "felt they had a major
respensibiiity in the field of unconventional warfare which did not exclude
the actual command of guerrillas." Because of the unilateral efforts of the
Services and what he saw as unneceassary duplication and confusion among them
and in their relationship with CIA, McClure believed that one Service should
be designated as the Executive Agency for guerrilla warfare--and that Service,
of courie, should he the Army,2

Valuable support for HcCque's view of a predominant role for the Army

april 1952, filed with Psy War 320.64 TS (3 May 1952) (12 May 1952), TS Deci-
ral Files, 1351-54, Box No. 15, National Archives.

lﬁepartmant of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Warbington, D.C., Miputes of Meeting, 5 September 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfzre, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 12, Fsy War 337 TS (5 Sep-
tembar 1051), National Archives.

2Departmeﬂt cf the Army, Off{ce of the Chief of Taychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Mamorandum for: Gereral . Lawtcn Collins, Chief of
Staff, Subject: Staff Visic to Europe, fiom Brignd{er General McClure, 12
Septembay 1551, RG 315 Army - Chief of Special Warfere, TS Decimal Files,
1951-54, 323.3-333, Box No. 9, Fay War 333 (10 Septamber 1951}, Wational
Arzhives,
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in unconventional warfare came from General Eisenhower, the Supreme Allied
Commander ip Europe. During another visit to Europe in November 1951, McClure
briefed Eisanhower on the command and coordination difficulties that had
arisen with respect to unconventional warfare planning for Europe. ' Elsenhower
was "keenly alert" to the potential that unconventional warfare offered,
stated McClure in his trip report to the Chief of Staff, and gave pérmilsion N
to quote him on the following views: '

One Servicé 'must not only have a paramount intereat in this

field but also ‘e the controlling authority. .
In wy opiniun this field is an Army one and . . . in my theater

it will be.
All facilitles must be put under the Army. The Navy and Air

Force will have to support the Army. Air support is esiential but

in this field the Air Torce is only a transport outfic.

Eisenhower went on to speak strongly against extravagance resulting
from duplication or individual Service jealousies., It was a astrong endorse-
ment of McClure's views, but the interservice rivalry in unconventional war-
fare continued, psarticularly with respéct to planning and cormmand responsi-
bilities in Burope. ‘Althoggh OCPW eventually did succeed in obtaining recog-
nition for the Army as having primary responsibility among the Services for

this new field,z the conflict between the Air Force and Army that marked this

lbepartmenr of the Army, Office ot the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject:
Unconventional Warfare (Special Forces Operations) Discussions Held at EUCOM
and SHAPE, from Brigadier General McClure, 5 December 1951, RG 319 Army -
Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64, Box No.
15, Psy War 370.64 TS (5 December 1951), National Archiveu.

2Deportment of *he Army, Off{ce of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to Chief Military History, Sumrary of Major
Activities of OCPW for Period 9 September 1951 to 31 December 1952, 7 April
1953. JCS Decision 1969/18, 27 March 1952, Respongibilities of the Services
and tha Joint Chiafs of Scaff for Guerrilla Warfare, assigned to the Army the
primary responsibility for guerrilla warfare as it pertains to combat opera-
tions oa land. The Army war also made primarily ressponsible for the develop-
ment, in coordination with tha other Services and subject to JCS policy
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Process--as that between the Army and the Cli--was a key teature in the y-~ck-
drop of McClure's efforts to create Special Forces and establish the Psycho-
logical Warfare Center.

In addition to the interageacy and interservice rivalry that OCPW had
to contend with, thare was also the not inconsiderable challenge of selling
the Army on ghe Special Forces concept and the idea of a centralized training
command for both psychological and unconventiongl warfare. In June 1951
Geaeral Coliins--the Chief of Staff--approved the conclusions of Volckmann's
initial study, "Army Respcnsibilities for Special Forces Operations," and for-
warded it to the JCS indicating that until they delineated Service respongi-
bilities for unconventional warfare, the Arvwy would use this study as a basis
for planning.l Although an importa-+ initial step, this general endorsement
by Colliné to proceed with investigation and planning on the subject did not
provide OCPW with the specific authorization needed.

This came only after the initial discussion by McClure and Colonel Bank
with Army FPield Forces in August 1951, when the G-3 in mid-September con-
curred with the recommendation of the Army Pield Forces that a training center
should be establighed for psychological warfare and special operatioas. Indi-

cating to OCPW that this center should be establighed initially "on an austere

direction, of the doctrine, tactics, technigues, procedures, and equipment -
ewployed by guerrilla forces in combat operations cn land and the conduct of
training such forces with tha asaistance of the other Services. RG 319 Army -
thief f Specigl Warfare, 1951-54, Tg Decimal File, 311-319.1, Box No. 7, Psy
War 33i..7 (6 January 1953), Natfonal Archivesg.

1Genez'al Colling's direstive remained in 2ffect for nine months, unt{l
Mrren 1952, at which time--after considerable irterservice battling-~the JCS
deaignated tha Army a3 having primary responsibility among the Services for
guerrilla warfore, Ibid.; see ¢lsa Brigadier General Bullock's (McClure's re-
placement as Chief, OCTW) briefing to the Chief, Army Field Serv.ces, at Fort
Monroe, Virginia, S October 1933, RG 319 Army - Chief of Speclal Warfare, TS
Decimal Filegs, 1951-54, 337-350.05, Box No. 13, Psy War 337 TS (2 Octcber
1953), ¥ational Archivas.
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basis," the G-3 also directed that action should be undertaken “to establish
the extant to which the resources of the Army are to be allocated to Special
(Forces) Operations." Lest this guidance be interpreted too liberally by the
Special Forces enthusiasts, the following caution was rather pointedly added:

In view of the acute manpower situation and the known reluctance. of
oversees commanders to accept special urits within their troop ceil~
ing, in preference to established units, the basic policy in regard

to Special (Forces) Operations should be the maximum utilization of
indigenous parlonnei for such operations and the minimum use of

American perscnnel.

Following on the heels of the deactivation of the Ranger units, this

‘atatement is a rather clesr indication of the wariness with which conventional

commanders and scaffs regarded "elite" and "special" units--particulhr:}.y dm:iné
peri;odl of budgetary and manpower shorteses.

. In any event, the opening--albeit rather n&rm-4prwided by G-3 was a-
lertly acted upon by OCPWV. A virtual cascade of actions poured fo;:ch» from
McClure's staff: .representatives met with the staff of Army Field Forces to
develop an aéreed Tsble of Distribution (ID) for a Psychological Warfare Ceﬁ-
ter; T Sles of Organization and Equipment for the units of a Special Forces
Group (nc longer called a Special Forces Ranger Regiment) were developed for -
staffing; a proposed training circular describing the misqiou, capabllities,
organization, concept of employment and training of a Special Forces Group was
written; a requirement for 3,700 personnel spaces, including 300 spaces for

the proposed training center, was submitted; a proposed directive to the Chief

IDepartment of the Army, Organization and Training Divisiom, G-3,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief cf Psyrhological Warfare, Subject:
Training of Individuals and Units of the Army in Special (Porces) Operations,
14 September 1951, from Brigadier General D. A. D. Ogden, G-3 376.2 TS (23
August 1951), filed sith RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 195i-34, TS
Decimal Files, 370.2-370.64, Box No. 15, Psy War 370.2 TS (1& September 1951),
Hational Archives. i




< "N@M’»“! i

A e,

219
of Army Pield Forces outlining his rasponsibilities in psychological warfare
and Special Forcas Operations was prepared, as well as a suggested AFF train-
ing progrza for ihecas fields; and Fort Campbell, Rentucky, was recommended
as the site for the new center, with a suggested activation date of December
1, 1951. All of this was reported to tha G-3 or Cutober 5, scarcely three
weeks after OCPW received the go-ahead from them.1 McClure wanted fo mo#e
fast!

Army Field Forces had recommended that the proposed training center be
establighed at either Fort Campbell or Camp Pickett, Virginia. The OCPW
favored Fort Campbell because ‘¢ had airborne and parachute maintenznce fa~-
cilities, but recommended to G-3 that a final decision on the location be
held untii 8 survey of installations was conducted. 2 In the final analysis,
neither zhe perscnnel *paces raquested for Special Forces and the Center,
the target date for activation of the Center, nor th. tentative preferred
location would prove to be accurate, but progress toward accomplishment of
¥McClure's goal was being made.

Both McClure snd his chief architect for the Special Forces corcept.

Volckmann, realized the suspicions engendered among many officers by these

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.cC., Responsz to G-3, 370.2 TS (14 septcmber 1951}, Subject:
Trainiag of Individuals and Units of the Army in Special (Forces) Operatiou-,
from Bripadier ‘eneral McClure, 5 October 1951, RG 319 Army -~ Chief of
Special Warfare, i951-54, TS Decimal Piles, 370.2-370.64, lox No. 15, filed
with Psy ¥War 370.2 Ts (14 September 1951), National Archives. Minutes cof the
13 Septemver 1951 weekly OCTW Scaff Meeting show that a plaw ior a Center
for Psychologizal Warfare aand Special Operations Training was be’ng worked
on, with the intent of making the necessary suggestions to AFF, who in turn
could then recommend to G-3 that such a center be established--an interesting,
but not uncomwmon, bit of bureaucratic maneuvaring to get g pat project under
way; RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-34, TS Dacimal Fiies, Rox
No. Zz, Pay War 020 Staff Meetings, National Archives.

ZIbid., 5 October 1951, ocpw respcnse to G-3.

S TIPS TGRS M e et ik, e st eeemismmees e b o eemm e

e O v e L DA e G RNIT  T,

B e Tl U i



T e R e all

220
efforts to introduce into the Army new ideas and an unprecedented organiza-
tion to carry out those ideas. Both men toox steps to attempt to dispel
these suspicions. In a paper written in late October 1951, Volckmann analyzed
the problem this way:

The quéstion of assets, capabilities and support that must be di-
verted o behind-the-lines operations brings us tc & final major
problem. So many strictly conventional military minds "flash-red"

at the mention of anything ''special” or at the diversion of person-
nel and equipment to any channel other than ronventicnal regular

forces. 1In a way, they are justified in safeguarding the diveraion
of persounel, equipment and support that will in any way tend to
weaken the capab?lities of our regular forces. For the most part,
however, their fears are without foundationm. If chey will but
take time to view the problem of any future war as a whole, their
initial reactions should be modified and their fears dispelled.l_
Volckmann believed that historical analysis of World War II showed that
behind -th:-1ines operations were not fully developed and fell far short of
th-ir potential. This was due, he berieved, to a failure by the military to
regard these activifies as an integral part of convencioﬁal warfare; proper
emphasis, in other words, was lacking at both staff and operating levels. The
result, in his view, was guerrilla warfare conducted as a wgide show" and on
a "shoestring" basis, for the most part uncoo=dinated with the operations of
conventional forces. To prevent this from happening in the futire, and to
convince military men of the importance of behind-:he-linek operatiods in
modern warfare, he advocated ganeral indoctrination on the subject through

gervice schools and specialized training in appropriate centers--like the one

for "special forces operations' that he had advocated six months previously.z

1Departmer.t of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., '"Special Forces Operations," by Colonel Volckmann, 26
October 1951, filed in Psy War 372.2 Operations, National Archives.

21pia.
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Similarly, in & briefing prepered for the Secretary of Defense in
early November 1951, General McClure voiced his concerns about the adverse
image that unconventional wariare had among some military men:
= have been told that the dynamic manner in which ry office developed
led to apprehension on the part of some that the Army was seeking to
enter fields not properly a part of ground warfare. This i{s further-
est from our intent. We have sought and will contirue to seek to pre-
pare ourselves and the Army to discharge those redsponsibilities which
are proper and appropriate Army functions . . . . This broad field
of unconventional warfare must be planned and conducted on a Joint
and National besis. No one Service can '"go it alone."l
While he was proud of what his office had accomplished McClure told
those present at this briefing thar he was also "deeply apprehenslve over
the future." Typifying the cold war fears that imbued so many ‘senior of~
ficers with a sense of urgency, he stated that "none of us in this room to-
day knows how much time we will have," because '"we face an eunemy who is pre-
pared to take the field tomorrow worring." His summation: ''In Psychological
Operations we are fast approaching a state of readiness," but ia Special
Operations "we are yeérs behind. "2
An ironic footnote cdncerning the term "special operations" should be
mentioned. It was about chis time--the fall of 1951--that the Army began to
~adopt the term "special forces operaticns' ag opposed to "special operations!;
the reason teing that the latter term was defined through lung usage in the

Army and as se: forth in FM 100-5, as relating to "night combat," "jungle

operations," "joint amphibious operations," and the sort. The OCPW argued

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., "Brlefing for Secretary of Defense on OCPW Matters," 5
Nevarber 1951, by General McClure, RG 319 (Army staff) Psy War Admin Office
Records Branch. De-4mal File (C), 1951-34 334-337, Box No. 15, Psy War 337 8
(5 November 1951), Nasional Archives,

21b14,
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that to adopt some other term "would onl; lead tc confusion or res:lt in
costly expcndi:ﬁr..of funds . . . to modify existing literature and doctrine
already publilhed."l Later the term "special forces operations" itself would
be dropped by the Army, to be replaced by "unconventional warfare" (which sn-
compassed guerrilla warfare, evasion and escape, subvarsion and sabotage) as
the primary mission for Special Forces units. The irony is that during the
1970's Special Forces would again adopt a version of‘"npecial operationsg"
(with the official definition still relatisely unchanged in JCS and Army
literature) as ore of their primary missions--a move that contributed to the
perception of duplication of functions ard capabilities between theamselves

and Ranger units.2
A few days after his briefing for the Secretary of Defense, a iiscussion

took place during McClure's weekly staff meeting on the forthcoming survey of

1Depattment‘of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Colonel D. V. Johnson, Aasistant
Cnief, Plans Division, ACofS, G-3, Subject: Responsibilities of the Services
ard the Joint Chiefs of Staff for Unconventional wWarfare, 26 October 1951,
from Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS
Decimal Files, 1951-54, 370.2-370.64, Box No. 15, Psy War 370.64 TS (26 Octo-
ber 1951), Natinnal Archives.

znepartment of the Army, Training Circular 31-20-1, The Role of US Army
Special Forces, 22 October 1976. Eliot Cohen states that “the 1S Army con-
tributed to the downfall of Special Forces by creating two Ranger battalions
[in 1974-75]. These uni%s fit the specialist model: they are relatively
small forces trained for such missions as the rescue of host:iges (aloug the
lines of Israel's Entebbe Raid)." Cohen, op. cit., p. 88. This type of
operation, however, as well as other unilateral (without the employment of
indigenous personnel) Ranger or commendo-type "direct action," activities
have become part of the Special Forces ever-growing repertolre of missions and
capabilities (Cohen somewhat inelegantly calls Special Forces "guerrilla/
commandos, preparing for a variety of military odd Jjobs," p, 25). Cohen dis-
cusses the urge among elite units to acquire new missions and additional per-
sonnel, and condludes: 'The mission of elite troops must be as rigorously da-
fined as possible: a niche must be carved out for them and they must bc kept
within 1t" (p. 97). ‘




R T

e

B ) -

O MM RN BT A T AT WAL ITS e BRI CE R e wnr an
o At

223
Army posts to select a site for the Psychological Warfare Cencer. Of the
posts to be visited--Fort Benning, Fort Campbell, and Fort Bregg--HcClure‘hnd
a definite Preference, as he stated to Colonel Lank: "Mtz it Bragg 1f you
can."1

And Fort Bragg it was--but not without difficulty, The surveys conducted

in November by representativez of OCPW, Army rield Forces, and Third Army,
turned up same r<zistance. The Infantry Center at Fort Benning did not want
to allucate space and facilities to aﬁy gctxvity not directly related to itg

mission (an interesting Position, in view of the diract support being pro-

vided to iafantry divistons in Korea by paychological varfare teams) and tiare

were otier objections as well. Third Army opposed esteblishing the Center at

Fort Bragz on tha .8rounds that other conventional ccmbat unitg scheduled for

activation there would have to be organized 8t a less desirable post. They
sugzested Camp Rucker, Algbama, as an alternative, but this site offered little
with regard to airborne and amphibious training, and had no housing fer de-
pendents--a potential morale problem. Of the sites considered, the reprecenta-
tive from CCPW and Army Field Forces clearly favored Feort Bragg: the neces-
sary personnel spaces could be accommodated, huildings--with some modifica~
tion--were available, and it offered superior training aivantages and facili-

ties for both psychological war.are and Special kForces units. 2 But firgt the

ltepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief or Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, Dp.cC. y Minutesg of Weekly Staff Meetings, 8 November 1851, RG

319 Army - Chief of Special Warfaxr,. 1951- 54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 2,
020 staff Meetings, National Archives

zDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological KWarfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memoranduvu for the Record, Subject: Survey for Psycho-
logical Warfare Center, 19 Yovember 1951, by Colonel Wendell W. Pertig, Chicf
Special Operations Division; hemorandum fo-' General McClure, Subject: Status
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the impasse had to be broken.

This was accomplished by Colonel Glavin, the Army l't.eld Forces repre-
sentative (who had been recently transferred from OCPY), who arraaged a con-
ference between General Leonard, General Bradford, and General Hodge ia an at-
tempt %o break the deadlock. Colonal Far;:ig, Chief of OCPW's Special Opera-
tions Division, urged McClure cs personally brief General Hodge on the deyir-
ability of Fort Bragg-;which apparently he did, because on December 4 Gla.'n
obtained approval for the North Carolina pcst.1

Still to be obtained were tls exact facilities needed ctA Fort Bragg, #o
another survey trip was planned for this purpose. General Mc lure's giidance
was clear: T want these requirements to bc modest. We have to go on a very
austere basis at first."? BHe was very much aware of the precarious position
of these new ideas during a period of budge:-cutting and did not want to

Jeopardize the chances of their survival by appearing to be too greedy in his

demands .

of Special Forces Training Canter, 3 December 1951, by Colonel Fertig, Psy

War 322C (3 December 1951), RG 31y (Army Staff) Psy War Admin Office Records
Branch, Decimal Files (C), 1951-54, National Archives. The personnel who

made the initial survey to Fort Benning and Fort Bragg during the period 13 to
15 November 1951 were Colonel Bank and Major Stark of OCPH, Colonel Glavin of -
AFF, and Major Taylor of the G-3 Division, Psy War Section, Third Army.

_ IDepartment of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfare,
Weshington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: General McClure, Subjeact: Status of
Special Forces Training Center, 3 Deccmber 1951, by Colorel Fertig, Psy War
322C (3 December 1951), RG 319 (Army Scaff), Psy War Admin Office, Records
Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, National Archives; see also OCPW Minutes
of Weekly Staff Meeting, 6 December 1951, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special -
Wartf!are, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 2, 020 Staff Meetings, National
Archives.

2Depurtment: of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Miuutes of Weekly Staff Meeting, 6 Decembar 1951, RG
319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 2,
020 staff Meetings, National Archives.
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The minutes of tha OCPW staff meeting for the Gctober-December 1951
period also depict continuing efforts to identify personnel on active duty
with experience in behind-~the-lines activities. The Adjutant General wac re-
quested to prepare a roster of officers with 0SS, commando, Ranger, and guer-
rilla backgrounds. An officet'vas‘sent to visit General Donovan, then prac-
ticing law in New York, to examine his personal files in an attempt to obtain
a list of Army offlcers who had served in 0SS. This latter effort resuited
in a roster of 3, 900 names that were being screened to identify those atill
on active duty. 1 Certainly this must be considered as still another ind{cator
of the pervasive influence of 0SS on the thinking of the architects of Special
Forces during this crucial formative period.

The survey team that returned to Fort Bragg to select the exact loca-
“pen an areéa known as Smoke Bomb Hill. It contained the -eces-
sary buildings left over from World War II mobilization for barracks, mess
halls, administration, and those required for conversion to classrooms and
a library. Estimated cost of rehabilitation of the facilities was $151,060,
an exceedingly modest sum--%articularly when compared to today's inflate&
€igures for similar work. Even this minimal estimate, however, was a source
of some agitation' the Third Army representative stated unofficially that
his headquarters had no funds available, thus Army Field Forces would have to
allocate the necesaary monies in order to get the project under way. Despite
this minor mareuvering between headquarters to fix fiscal responsibilities,

Lieutenant Colonel Blair from OCPW reported to General McClure that "in

1Ibid.; see also Minutes of Weekly Staft Meetings, 25 October 1951,
snd 8 November 1951, Box No. 2, 020 Staff Meetings, National Archives.
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genaral, the area is exactly what we wanted."! At the end of 1951, the 6n1y
major tasks remaining to be accomplished were to obtain the necessary person-
=al spaces for activation of both the Center and Special Forces--and to get
tha Chisf of Staff's bleesing for the whole project. .

General McClure personally involved himself in these tasks. After a
busy January--during which he made a major. presentation before the Psycho-
logical Strategy Board on the Army's activity in psychological warfare and

guerrilla warfare, pursued the question of funds for his proposed center, and
2

investigated a security brear: roncerning the activat!on of Special Forces

logf1ce of the Post Engineer, Fcrt Bragg, North Carolina, Memorandum
for Record, Subject: Establishment of Paychological Warfare Center, 12 De-
cember 1951, by A. W. Hart, Division Chief, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special
Warfare, File 123 Money and Savings, National Archives; Office of the Chief
of Psychological Warfare, Memoranium for Record, Subject: Fort Bragg Survey,
17 December 1951, from Lieucenant Colone! Melvin R. Blair, Special Operations
Division, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfars, File 061.2 Army and Mili-
tary Surveys, National Archives; Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Minutes of Weekly Staff Meetings, 20 December 1351, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decima) Files, 020 Staff Meetings, Natioral
Archives. The survey team that selected Smoka Bomb Hill consisted of Colonel
Glavin, AFF; Lieutenant Colonel Blair and Majer Stark, OCPW; Lieutenant
Colonel Weaver from the Paychological Warfare Division, Army General School,
Fort Riley; and Lieutenant Colonel Brock and Major Taylor, Third Army.

2Depnrtmen: of the Army, Office of the Chief or Psychologicel Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memwrandum for: Ceneral McClure, Subject: Psycto-
legical Warfare Presentatiun for PSB, 7 January 1952, from Colonei Yerzig,
RG 319 Army - Chief of Spec:al Warfare, TS Decimal FP{les, 1951-54, 337-350.05,
Lox No. 13, Psy War 350.01 fS (7 January 1952), National Archives; Office of
the Chief of Psychological Wa-fara, Memorandum to: ACof3, G-3, Subject:
Punds for a Psychological Warfars Center, 14 Janusry 1952, from Brigadier
Generai McClure, Psy War 123 (14 January 1352); National Archives; Office of
the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Memorwndux; [c¢r the Assistant Chief of
Staff, G-2, Subjact: Compromise of Classified Information, 22 January 1952,
{rom Brigadier Gereral McClure, 27 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Qffice,
Records Branch, imcimal File L), 1251-54, 370.64~380.01, Box No. 20, Psy War
380.01 € (22 January 1952), Nationa: Arciiives. The breach of security thnt
annoyed McClure, who i{ritiated the investigation, was the following sentince
from the 21 January 1952 i{saue of Newnweek: '"The Army will soon copsn a secret
guerrilla werfare and sabotage school for military personnel and CIA agents at
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he continued the campaign to bring his goals to fruition. In an early Febru-
ary 1952 memorandum to the G-3, McClure urged that the activation of new
psychological warfare and Special Forces units "be expedited by every feasible
method."” His rationale was convincing: no Radio Broadcasting and Leafiet
Group existed in the United States to function as school troops, to train
replacement‘personnel for similar units in Europe and the Far East, or to meet
emergency requirements} and units of the proposed "Special Forces Group (Guer-~
rilla Warfare " were needed to meet planned D-Day requirements in Europe.
Clearly establishing that. in his view, the activation of psychological war-~
fare and Special Porces units was closely intertwined with the concurrent ac-
tion to approve and authorize spaces for the Psychological Warfare Center,
McClure also requested that the latter project be expedited. Recognizing the
vulnerabilify of his plans in the hands of budget-cutters, McClure mad: an
eloquent plea:
At times when the Army as a whole is faced with a reduction in the
number of authorized spaces, it becomes necessary to determine areas
wirich can absorb "cucs' without unduly impairing overall efficiency.
A new activity faced with an dcross-the-board cut, or with a "cut"
made on a fixed percentage basis, can be crippled to the point where
its existence 18 seriously threatened. This is particularly true in
the case of Psychological Warfare and Special Operations activities
which are already on an austere basis. I recommend that these factors

be considered when an Army-wide reduction in space authorization is
contemplated.

Fort Bragg, NC." McClure insisted that this information had been handled
within OCPW as a TOP SECRET matter, with digssemination on a '"'need to know'
basis, and therefore requested that an investigation be conducted to determine
the source of the leak. Although the G-2 refused to follow through on the re-
quest, the incident reveals the sensitive manner in which Special Forces ac-
tivities were being hardled by OCPW at this time, and helps to provide part of
the explanation as to why so little publicity was given to Special Forces, t»
include no mention of this activity in the title of the proposed center at Fort
Bragg.

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
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The G-3's response to this plea was terse. McClure's request for
easly activation of the psychological warfare and Special Forces units de-
sired would be acted upon after the "implications of the reduced FY 1953
budget have beén fully weighed," which was probably not the response that he
had ho'sd for. On a brighter note, the G-3 did indicate that a Sumemary Sheet
Gaalbeing prepared fo? the Chief of ‘Staff that racommended approval of the
Psychological Warfare Ccntef.l

Sure enough, on March 3, 1952, the promised Summary Sheet went forward
to General Coliins, stating that implementation of the conclusions reached in
the study "Army Responsibilitiea in Respect to Special Forces Operatioms,"
previously approved by Collins, required a "Psychological Warfare and Special
Forces Ceanter' in peacetime t; train individvals and units to support theater
Special Forces ope?ationl. (Again we see the impcrtance of Volckmann's initial
study as the underlving rationale for this concept.) The memorandum also
indicated that the proposed center would consolidate psychological wariare and
Special Forces training activities at a single installation. Three weeks
later--on March 27, 1532 -the Chief of Staff gave his approval that such a

center be entablishedpz

Washingtou 25, D.C., Memorandum to: ACofS, G-3, Subject: Utilization of Ac-
tive Army Spaces Allocated for FY 1952 and FY 1953, 6 February 1952, frow
Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 (Army 5taff) Psy War Admin Office, Records
Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 319.5-320.3, Box No. 12, Psy Waz 320.2

(6 February 1952), Natinnal Archives. '

1Ibid., Comment No. 2 from Brigadier General G. J. Higgins, Chief, Or-
ganization and Training Division, G-3, 15 February 1952.

2Department of the army, ACofS, G-3, Washington 25, D.C., Summary Sheet
for Chief cf Staff, U.S. Army, Subject: Establishment of Psychological War-
fare and Special Forces Center, 3 March 1952, from Major Ganeral Eddleman,
Deputy ACofS, G-3, RG 319 Army < Chief of Special Warfarms, TS Decimal Files
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Within ten days, General McClure

Chief of Staff's decision to JCS.
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proudly provided the details of the

A Pgychological Warrare Center would be

activated on or about May 1, 1952, at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. The adminis-

trative staff and faculty fdr Psychological Warfare and Special Forces Depart-

ments and a Research and Development Board would total 173 personnel on an

austere basis, with an increase to 362 officers and men at full strength. The

Psychnlogical Warfare Scheol and units at Fort Riley, Kansas, would move to

Fort Bragg upon activation of the new center.

A total of 2,220 8pacag had

been authorized for activation of Psychological Warfare and Special Forces

units for fiscal year 1953-54. A Special Forces Group would be activated at

Fort Bragg in three increments of approx?

mately 600 men and officers each,

commencing ibout May 1, 1952.1 Gereral McClure's dream of centralizing'the

functions of "the whole field of

OCPW" was about to be realized. The leng

Journey to Fort Bragg was soon to end.

—

(1951-54), Box No. 8, Psy War 322 TS (3 March 1952), National Archives. The

total perzonnel requirements for
312 would be military and 50 civi
2 civilian) from the Psychologica

Riley, would be trangferred to the new ce

the center {¢t

self were stated ag 362, of which

lians. Twenty-nine spaces (27 military and
1 Warfare Division, Army GCeneral School, Fort

nter at Fort Bragg.

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
or: Chief, Joint Subsidiary Plans Division,
Subject; Activation of Isychological Warfare Canter gt Foert Bragg, North
Carolira, from Brigadier General McClure, RG 3

Washington 25, p.C., Memorandum £

Offfce, Records Branch, Decimal F

ile (C), 1951

Pgy War 322 (7 April 1952), Nationgl Archives,

19 (Armv Staff), Psy War Admin

-54, 319.5-320.3, BRox No. 13,

S o W
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CHAPTER VIII

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE CENTER AND THE

ORIGINS OF SPECIAL WARFARE

After receiving the Chief of Staff's formal app:ova1 in.1ate March

1952, the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare moved rapidly to get
the Psychological Warfare Center on its feet. The formal order establishing
the Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, under the jurisdiction of the Com-
manding General Third Army, was published on 14 April 1952. Copies of the
Table of Distribution CTD) for the Center were hand-carried by General
HcClure s staff to Third Army, Army Field Forces, and Fort Bragg during the
period 16-18 April The mission of this unprecedented Center, as explained
by the TD, was:

To conduct individual training and supervise unit training in Psycho-

logical Warfare ard Special Forces Operations; to develop and test

Psychological Warfare and Special Forces doctrine, procedures, tac-

tics, and techniques; to test and evaluate equipment employed in

Psychological Warfare and Special Forces Operations.

Movement of equipment and personnel from Fort Riley to Fort Bragg began

by lafe April, and on 29 May 1952, the Chief of Army Field Forces at Fort

1Department of the Army, Office .f the Chief of Psychologicalrwerfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations

and Alninistration, Subject: Activation and Mission of the Psychological War-
fare Center, from Brigadier General McClure, 22 May 1952, RG 319 (Army S5taff),

Psy War Admin Oifice, Records Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 3:2-325, Box
No. 13, Psy Wur 322 (22 May 1952), National Archives. Department of the Army
General Order No. 37, 14 April 1952, established the Psychological Warfare
Center ae a Class I activity and installation, effective 10 April 1952 (ex-
tract filed with above reference). A copy c¢f the Recommended Table of Dis-
tribution for the Psychological Warfare Canter can be found with Psy war
320.3 (16 April 1352), National Archives.
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Monroe, Virginia, formally announced the acﬁivation of the Psychological wWar-
fare Center at Fort Bragg. The same order officially transferred responsibili-
ties for development and teaching of Psychological warfare doctrine from the
Army Genera! School at Fort Riley fc the newly formed Psychological Wa: fare

Center.l

Organization of the Center

As originaily establighed, the Psychological Warfare Center consisted of
a8 provisional Psychological Warfare School, the 6th Radio Broadcasting and
Leaflet Group, a Psychological Waffare Board, and the 10th Special Forces
Group.2 Co]oneircharles H. Karlstad, fermerly Chief_of Staff of the Infantry
Center, Fort Benning, Georgia, was selected as the first Cormmander of ghe Cen-
ter and Commandant of the’PaycSological Warfare School.3 In the foreword éf
an administrative booklet pPrepared for visitors participating in & paycho-
logical warfare seminar during 1952, Colonel Karlstad offered soue thoughts on
the role of his new command ;

The PsyWur Center represents an effort unique 1in the military history

of the United States. For the first time, the techniques cof attacking
both the minds and the hodies of our enemies have been coordinated in

lcfffce, Chief of Army Field Forces, Fort Monroe, Vva, Letter, Subject:
Psychological Warfare Doctrine Levelopment and Instruction, USAJFRCENMA
Archives; Letter, Colonel Hays, 5 May 1969. an advance party from the Psycho-
logical Warfare Division, Army General School, consisting of LTC John 0.
Weaver with 5 officers and 7 enli-ted men was scheduled to arrive Fort Bragg
on 27 April 1952; the remainder of this division (3 officers and 4 enlisted
men) was gcteduled to move not later than 15 May 1952. ‘See Army Field Forces
letter, Subject: Psy War Canter, 30 April 1952, to Commanding General - Third
Army, filed with Psy War 322 (1 May 1952), National Archives.

2The Psychological Warfzre Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Memorandum
No. 14, "Organization ard Functions Manual, The Psychological Warfare Center "
P- 3, USAJFKCEMMA Archives,

3Letter, Colonel Hays, 5 May 1969.
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a single training operation. The Psychological Warfare and Special
Porces Departments [cf the Psychological Warfare School], closely
.1linked, instruct in the unconventional weapons and tactics with
which our moditn army must be equipped to function effectively againat
enemy forces. .
(Karlstad's comments are strikingly reminiscent of General Doviovan's all-
encompassing concept of psycholcgical varfaie when he organized the Coordina-
tor of Infornntion aleven years carlier.)

Onn may wonder why the Psycholosical Warfare School wes initially given.
a'proviaional status. The G-3, Department of the Army disapproved its ac-
tivetion as a formally designated army service school on the basis that such
a school was not necessary to the accompliahment'of the Centgr's mission and
the eatablishment of a' formal school would require additional funds. 2 This
must have been pdrticulaxly perplexing to the personnel at Fort Bragg since
even as an eleuent of the Army General School at Fort Riley the Psychological
'Warfare Division had been given service school recognition. Oovioua ad-
vantages of formal service school status--as oppoded to informal schools in

the category of those often sat up by divisions and regiments--were increésed

prestige, funding and equipment procurement advantages, and the opportimity to

" attract qﬁality faculty personnel. The Psychological Warfare Center, in a let-

ter signed by Colonel Karlstad and addressed to the Chief, Psychological War~-

~fare, Department of the Aimy, made a strong case for reconsideration of the

lThe Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, "Ad-
ministrative Information Handbook, Psychological Warfare Seulnar, 17-19 De-
cember 1952," p. 2, USAJFKCENMA Archives.

2Department of the Army, Organization and Training Division, G-3, Wash-
ingtea 25, D.C., DF to Psy War, Subject: Establishment of the Psychological
Operutions School, 27 August 1952, G-3 352 (6 August 1952), filed with Psy
War 322 (25 September 195Z), National Archivas.
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decision; an appeal that received the atroné support of General McClure.1
Apparently this appeal was effective, for on 22 October 1952, the Psycho-
logical Werfare School was officielly established and recognized as a service
school by Department of the Army General Order Nugber 92.

The purpose of the Paychological Warfare Schocl was to "prepare selected
individuals of ghe Army to’perform those psychological warfare and spe-zial
forces duties which they may be called upon to perform in war.“z The school
was organized into a small headquerters staff and two instructional divi-
sions: the Psychological Operations Department and the Special Forces De-
partment. 1In terms of longevity, the senior element in tie school was the
Psychological Cperations Department, which was a direct descendant of the
Psychological Warfare Division of the Army General School, before Leing trans-
ferred and integrated in the Psychological Warfare Center in early 1952.3

Lieutenant Colonel Otis E. Hays, Jr., who had been Leputy of the

Psychological Warfare Division of the Army General School, became the first

‘diréctor of the Psychological Operstions Department. The mission of the

Psychological Opér:tions Department was defined as the instruction and train-

ing of selected officers in the duties of psychological warfare cperations

1The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Letter
to: Chief of Psychological Warfare, Subject: Activation of the Psycho-
logical Warfare School, 12 September 1952, USAJFXCENMA Archives; Office of
the Chief of Peychological Warfare, Memorandum to: ACofS, G-3, Suoject:
Establistment of the Psychological Warfare School, 25 September 1952, Psy War
322 125 September 1952), Nacrional Archives. '

2The Psychological Warfare School, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, "Guide
for staff and Faculty," 4pril 1953, p. 10, USAJFKCENMA Archives. Additional
detail on the mission of the school can be found in the Psychological Warfare
Center '"Organization and Functions Manual," 12 November 1952, and "Adminis-
trative Information Hanilook," December 1952, USAJFKCENMA Archives.

3Lettet, Colonel (tis E. Hays, Jr., 5 May 1969.
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staffs from Department of the Army to field army and corps levels; instruction
and training of selacted individuals, officers, and noncommissioned officers
as specialists in propaganda operations and as key persons in psychological
warfare operational units; and the preparation and revision of extension

courszes, training literature, and field manuals on psychological warfare or-

ganization, operations, and clcn.:'::::lne.1 The importance of the Department's ac-
tivitias certainly became enhanced by the 's requirements in Korea, as
evidenced by this statement from the January l-June 30, 1953, report of the

Secretary of Defense:

The role of psychological warfare as a support weapon in combat was
highlighted by improved psychological warfare operations carried on
by the Army during the year, stimulating #he development of the
program at the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg . . . .
Schools and units heve been establishea tﬁerefto troain officers and
eulisted men in all phases of this specia t:y.Z

An interesting fact to note about this report is that no mention was
made of the activities of either the 10th Spec¢ial Forces Group or its counter-
part in the Psychological Warfare School, the|Special Forces Department. Nor
vas there‘any mention of these two elements--?r of the Army's attempts to de-
valop an unconventional warfare capability--iL the January 1 to June 30, 1952,
report of the Secretary of Defense, a report Yhich did, however, mark the es-
tablishment of the Psychological Warfare Cent;r at Port Bragg, North Carolina,

|
"to provide comprehensive courses of inscruction in all phases of psychological

|
wa:fare."3
|
|
. !
The Psychological Warfare Center, Memorandum No. 14, "Organization arnd

Functions Manual, The Psychological Warfare Center," p. 52, USAJFKCENMA
Archives. i

2y.s. Departmernt of Defense, Semi&nnual'Rgport of the Secretary of De -
fenge, January Through June 30, 1953, p. 140.,

3u.s. Department of Defense, §gpiannual§Report of the Secretary of De-
fense, January Through June 30, 1952, p. 92.
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The lack of publicity given to Special Forces can be largely ;ttributed
to security considerations. Bécause‘the mission of Special Forces was clas-
sified, little reference to their organization and activities initially ap-
peared in press relaeases concerning the Psychological Warfare Center.1 This
caution was carried through by the Center in its own publicationg--much tolthe
consternation of the Sﬁecial Forcea enthusiasts among McClure's staff. They
complained that the student handbook published by the Psychological Warfare

School was ''slanted heavily towards Psychological Warfare to the detriment of

'Special Forces," and feared the result would be "that the Special Forces stu-

dent, therefure, will look upon himselif as a 'country cousin' to the Psycho-
logical Warfare Center." Lieutenant Colonel Melvin Blair, who had been on
the road attempting to '"sell" Special Forces in a recruitment program, was

particularly miffed and Tecommended that OCPW take acticn "to revise the hand-

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum for: Chief of Inforination, Subject: Pro-
posed Contingency Press Release Regarding 2sy War Center, 17 Juue 1952, from
Brigadier General McClure, Psy War 000.7 (16 June 1952), and Memorandum for:
G-3, Subject: Proposed Press Release Regarding the Psychological Warfare Cen-
ter, 1 July 1952, from Colonel Fertig, Acting Chief, OCPW, Ysy War 000.7 (1
July 1952), both in RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin 0£fice,1951-54. Box No.
1, National Archives. Gereral McClure told the Chief of Information in his
17 June 1952 memorandum that the mission of Specisal Forces was classifie
confidential, thus it was "considered unwise to make any reference thereto in
the proposed contingency release.' Upon Colonel Karlstad's assumption of
command of the Center, the story ncting this event in the Fort Bragg newspa-
per made no reference to Special Forces operations. Later the Chief of In-
formation suggested that the press release include referance to Special Forces,
"To prevent undue probing oy the news services into Special Forces activi-
ties at Fort Bragg, NC." Afrer several weeks of correspondence betwern G-2,
G-3, CINFO, OCPW, and Army Field Forces, a specific policy on the matter
had still not been resolvad by late August 1952. ‘lor had the problem been
solved by January 1953, when the Special Forces Division initiated action to
dowrgrade from Confidential to Restricted certain aspects of the Special
Forces Program (see Psywar 380.01, RG 319 [Army Staff], Psy War Admin Office,
Records Branch, Decimal File [C], 1951-54, 370.64-380.01, Box MNo. 20, Na-
tional Archives.
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book along more impartial lincl."l (In later years, particularly durihg the
heyday of the '"Green Berets"--the 1960' s--psychological warfare would be con-
sidéred the "country cousin' at the Center, an ironic turnabout in percep-
tions.) While these complaints may appear trivial, they were evidence of

; resentment that went beyond the security restrictions on publicity for
Special Forces--some of McClure's staff simply did not believe that uncon-
ventional warfare units should be associated with psychological warfare, aad
certainly not in a subordinate role. But we shall return to this point later.

In any event, the junior member of the Psychological Warfare School was

the Special Forces Departmént, which, unlike the Psychological Operations De~

partment, had no predecessor in U.S. Army history. With Colonel Filmore K.
Mearns as_i:s ficst director, the missions of this department were outlined as:
the conduct o~ regular Special Forces courses for officers and selected en-
listed men; the conduct of Speciil Forces orientation cours;s for designated
personnel; the preparation and revision of literature and lessons for Special
Forces extensicn courses; and the Preparation and revision of training litera-
ture, field manuals. circﬁlars, and special texts en Special Forces opera-

tions.2 Essentially, the department's primary orientation was on teaching

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memoraadum for: Chief, Special Forces Division, Subject:
Student Handbook-"The Psychological Warfare School," 13 August 1952, from LTC
Marvin J. Waters, Operations and Training Branch; Memorandum for: Colonel
Fertig, Subject: Psy War Center Student Handbook, 14 August 1952, from Colonel
William J. Blythe, Chief, Special Forces Division; Memorandum for: Colonel
Blythe, Subject: Student Handbook-""he Psychological Warfare School," 21
August 1952, from LTC Melvin R. Blair; all filed under Psy War 332 Army Service
Schools, National Archives. Blair cemplained that '"not a singie word is de-
voted to the role of Special Forces" in Chapter I of the Handrook, while "ap-
proximataely 50% of the Staff and Faculty personnel and student body will be
Special Ferces persornel."

: 2The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, "Organiza-
tion and Functions Manual, The Psychological Warfare Center,'" p. 49,
USAJFKCENMA Archives..

et e i oor—— b T




fundamentals of unconventional warfare tc personnel being assigned to Special

Forces, with emphasis on the coaduct of gerrilla operations.

e

Another rather unique organization created as part of the Center was

the Psychological Warfare Board, which was to "tast, evalus®e, and compile

reports on material, doctrine, procedure, technique, and tactics pertaining
1
1"

to and for Psychological Warfare and Special Forces. As an example of the

o

type work carried out by the Board, by eerly 1954 the Psychclogi-al Warfare
Board had completed over fortyvprojects, to include operational facets of

. psychological warfare transmitter and receiving equipment, loudspeaker equi)-
ment, mobile reproduction équipment, and different types of leaflet dissemina-
tion techniques such as by mortar and artillery shells, rockets, light
liaieun planes, and balloons. It appears that in theleariy days of 1953-53,
the Psychological Warfare Board devcted ;ta activities almost exclusively
to support of units like the 6th Radio Brosdcasting and Leaflet Group, rather
thaﬁ Speciai forces.z

The nucleus of the 6th Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group (R3&L)

began on 14 September 1951, with the formation of a prcvisibnal Psychological

Warfare Detachment at Fort Riley, Kansas. Soon this unit achieved status as

BB A L T R

17bid. » P- 34; The Psychoxogical Warfare Center Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, Psy War, 1954, p. 1, USAJFKCENMA Archives.

2The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Caroline, Psy

War. 1954, USAJTKCENMA Archives. Apparen:ly there was little attention
given to Special Forces operstions by the Board, for in the above publica-
‘tion whi:h outlined activities of the Boavd since ita inception, there wcs
no mention of any unconventional warfare projects, nor were thare any
Special Forces members on the Board as of early 1954. Tne putlication, Psy
War, purports '"to tell the story of the US Army's Psychological Warfare Cen-

- ter," but nowhere in the ninety-nine page hook is anv reference made to the
Special Forces Group or instructional depatiment that constituted integral
elements of the Center. Undoubtedly, this was agal:: the result of security-
consciousness--perhaps carried to an extreme--ccncerning Special Forces ac-
tivities.
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4 permanent organization, and on 2 May 1952, it became the 6th RB&L Group.

The Group consisted at that time of a He.:dquarters and Headquarters Company,
the 7th Reproduction Company, and the 8th Mobile Radio Broedcasting Company;
and in Juné 1952, it moved to Fort Bragg, North Carolina, to become a part of
the Psychological Warfare Center. In June 1952, the 2d Loudspeaker and Leaf-
lat (L&L) Compauny was attached to the 7th RB&L, and on 27 May 1953, the 12th
Consolidation Company was activated and alsc attached to the Group. As previ-
ously mentioned, the RB&L organizational concept was first employed in Korea,
and the M-bile Radio Broadcasting Company's ancestry could be traced to World
War II, when several of fhese companies were employed in the European theater.
The 6th RB&L was designated as a strategic psychological warfare operat’onal
unit, and its primary purpose was t§ assist the national psych@logical war-
fare program during wartime within the theater of operation to which 1t was
assigned. In addition to conducting theater-wide strategic propagunda, a

further mission of the 6th RB&L was to support tactical operations.l

The 10th Special Forces Group

Fven before the 10th Special Forces Group was activated, Lieutsnant
Colonel Blair and Colonel Volckmann from the Special Opérations Divigion,
OCPW, began visiting Army installations and schools throughout the conti-
nental United States, in Alaska, ﬁawaii; the Far East, and Europe in order to
promote intereé; in the "new concept" of war. Volunteers had to be at least

twenty-one years old, airborne qualified or willing to become so, and undergo

lDepartment of the Army, Washington 25, D.C., Training Circular No.
13, "Military Aspects of Psychological Wariare," pp. 6£., 8 June 1953; The
Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, Yorth Carolina, Psy War, pp. 35-
69, USAJFKCENMA Archives.
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a series of physical and psychological tests. Enlisted men accepted into
Special Forces were to acquire one or more of five besic occupational speci-

alties: engineering, weaponry, communications, medical aid, operations, and

intelligence.1

Interestingly, the material used by OCPW for orientation and recruit-
ment purposes specifically drew a distinction between Special Forces and
Ranger units:

Ranger units are designed and trained to conduct shallow penetration
or infiltration of enemy lines. They can remain in the objective

area for a limited time only. Primarily, they execute missions of

a harassing and raiding nature against targets close to friendly front
lines. Ranger missions are performed solely by US personnel; they

do not utilize indigenous personnel in their sbjectives. Special
Forces units have the capability ui conducting long-range penetration
deep into the objective area in order to orgenize, train, equip, and
control indigenous guerrilla forces.

lpelvin Russell Blair, "Toughest Outfit in the Army," Saturday Evening
Post, 228 (May 12, 1956) :40-1; Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare, Washington 25, D.C., Orientation Conference for TI&E
(Troop Information and Education) Officers, Subject: '"Current Developments
in the Field of Special Forces Operations" (15 January 1952), by LTC Blair,
RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin 0ffice, Records Branch, Decimal rile (C),
1951-54, 334-337, Box No. 15, Psy War 337 (C) (10 January 1952), National
Archives; Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological War-
fare, Washington 25, D.C., Letter to: Chief, Army Field Forces, Subject:
Special Forces Orientation for Training Directive and Reception Canters, 24
June 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War, Decimal File ({), 1951-54, 352.16-
354.2, Box No. 18, Psy War 353 (24 June 1952), Natiomal Archives; also OCPW
letter, Subject: Orientation Conferences for Service Schools and Selected
Headquarters and Installations, to Chief, Army Fielu Forces, 1 August 1952,
Psy War 353 (1 August 1952), same reference as above, National Archives.

2Department of the Armv, Office of the Chiel of Psychological Warfare, .
Washington 25, D.C., Orientation Conference, '"Current Developments in the
Field of Special Forces Operationms,' to be presented to Service Schools, Army
Headquarters, and Selected Installations during the period 1 Octnber 1952 -
March 1953, written by LTIC Blair, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office,
Records Branch, Decimal File (C) 334-337, 1951-54, Box No. 15, Psy War 337 S
(24 September 1952), National Archives; also Psy War 353 (6 November 1952),
Orientation Material for Use in Connection with Selection of Volunteers for
Special Porces, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Decimal File (C), 1951-54,



240

Indeed, not only did OCPW draw a distinction concerning the ﬁillion and
capabilities of Special Forces and Rangers, the term "Special Forces Opera-
tions" itself underwent a gradual metamorphosis. Volckmann's original defini-
tior in early 1951 established that Special Forces Operations wvere activi-
ties carried on within or behind the enemy lines which could encompass: the
organization and coﬁduct of guerrilla warf-re, scbotage and subversion, evasion
and escape, Ranger and commando type operations, long-range or deep penetra-
tion reconnaissance, and psychologicai varfare. From January to late September
1952, the term embraced the following in OCPW recruiting material: organiza-
tion and conduct of guerrilla warfare; subversion and sabotage, political,
economic, and psychological warfare as it pertains to behind~the-lines ac-
tivities; infiltration and/or orgauizaticn of agents within the enemy's
sphere of influence in support of actual or‘projected Special Forces opera-
tions; commando type operations; escape and evasion, as éffacted through Special
?orceu operations; and antiguerrilla warfare in areas overrut by friandly‘
forcea.l It will be noted that both "Ranger operations' and "lorg-range or
deep pe*écration reconnaissance’" had disappeared during this tranaforma-
tion; oriy '"commando type operations" remained as a hint of the earlier con-
ceptual confuaion.. By November 1952, the focus became even more precise, and
potent fal volunteers for this new elite unit were told that Special Forces

overations included guerrilla warfare, sabotage, and "other behind-the-lines

357.16-354.2, Box No. 18, National Archives; and Psywar 335 C (10 January
1552), Orientation Conference for TI&E Officers, Subject: ‘‘Current Develop-
ments in the Field of Special Forces Operations” (15 January 1952), by LIC
Biair, RG 319 (Army Staff), Pay War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal
File (C), 1951-54, 334-337, Box No. 15, National Archives.

lop. cit., Psy War 337 TS (16 April 1951), Psy War 337 C (10 January
1952), and Psy War 337 (4 September 1952), National Archives.
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missions, which are within the capabilities of guerrilla warfare."l The lack

of reference to Ranger or commando type operations is evident; shortly there- -

after Ge.eral McClure chastened General Liebel for contemplating use of the
10th Special Forces Group for these types of activities in Europe.2 In ef-
fect, "Special Forces Operations'' was becoming synonymous with "unconven-
tional warfare'; eventually the latter term would be predominantly used to
describe the mission of Special Forces.

The Special Forces came to iife formally on May 19, 1952, with the es-
tablishment of the Headquarters and Headquarters Company, 10th Special Forces
Group, constituted and allotted to the Regular Army for activation and or-
ganization under the Commanding General, Third Army. One hundred and twenty-
two officers and men were:

To furnish command, supply, and organizationsl maintenance for
a Special Forces Group located in rear areas and, when provided
with the necessary augmentation in personnel and equipment, for
subordinate units committed in the objective area; to furnish
administration for a Special Forces Group.

Initially, the Headquarters and Headquarters Company was basically a 'paper

organization," for when Colonel Aaron Bank left OCPW to join the Group on

1Op. cit., Psy War 353 (6 November 1952), National Archives.

20p. cit., Psy War 29C TS (8 December 1952) and Psy War 390 TS (19
December 1952), National Archives.

3Department of the Army, Office of the Adjutant General, Washington 25,
D.C., Letter, Subject: tctivation of a Unit of the General Reserve, 19 May
1952, AGAO-I, Department of the Army, Washingtom 25, D.C., TO&E 33-2 (pro-
posed), 14 April 1952, cited in U.S. Army Combat Developments Command, Special
Warfare Agency, Combat Developments Study: Organization for U.S. Army Special
Forces, August 1964, USAJFKCENMA Archives; Department of the Army, Office of
the Chief of Special Forces, Washington 25, D.C., DF to G3, Organization
Branch, Subject: Activation of Special Forces Units, 2 May 1952, from
Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records
Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 322-326, Box No. 13, Psy War 322 (1 May
1952), National Archives.
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June 19, 1952, as its firsﬁ commander, he had a tocal complement of only seven
enlisted men and one warrant offiéer present for duty.1

If Bank expected his new unit t¢ be swamped with volunteers, however, he
was to be disappointed. By early July he complained that the flow of applica-
tions for Special Forces was very slow, attributing this to less-than-enthusi-
astic Army-wide support for the ptogram.and to the security clisaificatién of

Special Forces activities.z A month later Colonel Karlstad teéorted to General

McClure that the total assigned enlisted strength of the 10th was 259, of which’

only 123 were "operational unit" volunteer personnel. The rate of arrival of
volunteerg was, he felt, "wholly unnatisfactory.“3 Another factor inhibiting
a rapid buildup was the slow pr;gress in attracting foreign nationals through
the Lodge Bill. As originally passed, the Lodge Bill (Public Law 597, 8lst
Congress, 30 June 1950) provided for the enlistment of 2,500 aliens in the
U.S. Army. This ceiling was raised to 12,500 by mid-1951, but actual recruit-

ment fell far short of expectatioﬁs. By August 1952, of 5,272 men who had

lLette:, Colonel BRank, 17 February 1968.

2The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Comments
by Members of Attending Organization and Training Conference, % July 1952,
USAJFKCENMA Archives. Attendees included representatives from OCPW, AFF, Third
Army, ard The Psychological Warfare Center. Colecnel Bank 'strongly urged that
action be taken to declassify the Special Forces Group TO&E's: it restricted
publicity in Army publications and the men could not even tell others their
“correct unit designation, other than the Psychological Warfare Center--which
did not give them the necessary pride in their unit, he believed.

3Headquarters, The Psychologlcal Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Caro-
lina, letter to Brigadier Genaral McClure from Colonel C. H. Karistad, Command-
ing Officer, 12 September 1952, filed with RG 319 (Army Staff) Chief of Special
Warfare, 1951-54, Psy War 322, National Archives. Karlstad agved McClure for
assistance in getting the seven U.S. training divisions to fulf{ll their al-
lotted quotas of 35 voluntsara per month for Special Forces. M:Clura foliowed
through on the request rapidly and wrote back to Rarlstad on 22 Saptember that
the situation should soon impraove,
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applied for enlistment, only 411 received the necessary security clearances,
and of that number only 211 actually enlisted.l Concerned, McClure's office
reported that '"the need to increase Lodge Bill enlistments remains a vital
problen affecting the accomplishment of missione assigned to OCPW."2 At the
end of November 1952, however, ouly 22 Lodge Bill personnel.had been assigned
to the 10th Special Forces Group.3 Despite this disappointing start, by April
1953 the strength of thé organization designed to implement a ''mew concept'
had increased to 1,700 officers and enlisted men.4

The "new concept' can best be explained by the training objective pro-
posed for the newly activaﬁed 10th Special Forces Group:

To infiltrate its component operational detachments to designated

areas within the enemy's sphere of influence and organize the in-
digenous guerrilla potential on a quasimilitary or a military

1Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Staff Study to Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject: Staff
Study on Intensification of Lodge Bill Recruitment Program, 8 August 1952,
from Brigadier General McClure, RG 319 Army, Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-56,
TS Decimal Files, 337-350.05, Box No. 13, Psy War 342 TS (8 August 1952),

National Archives. The reasons for this low rate were many: many married per-

sons applied but were not eligible; many German nationals applied but were not
eligible; the citizens of NATO membev nations who applied were not eligible;
many applicants were disqualified on mental and physical grounds; and many
applicants changed their minds during the long time required for security
checks.

2Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to: Chief of Legislative Liaison, Subject:
Program for Liaison with the Congress, Tab A, "Intensification of Lodge Bill
Recruitment Program,' from Colorel Fertig, Acting Chief, OCPW, 15 August 1852,
RG 319 Army, Chief of Special Warfere, TS Decimal Files, 1951-54, Box No. 2,
Psy War 032.1, National Archives. Tab A, prepared by Colonel Blythe, Special
Forces Division, outlined the overall need for Lodge Bill personnel as a pro-
jected 4,875 for Special Forces and 40 for psychological warfare units.

3Headquarters, The Psvchological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Cnro-
lina, Letter to Brigadier General McClure, from Colonel C. H. Karlstad, 25 No-
vember 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Chief of Special Warfare, 1951-54, National
Archives.

4Letter, Colonel Bank, 17 February 1968.
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basis for tactical and stratefic exploitaticm in conjunctica with
our land, sea and air forces.

Clearly, Special Forces was designed for unconventionsl warfare, with
emphasis on guerrilla operations. This is a significant point, because in
1952 very little attention was given to‘countgrguerrilla, or counterinsurgency,
operation.s. That portion of the special warfare concept was to cqhe later, in
the late 1950's and early 1960's, initiating a doctrinal battle as.to the
proper function of Special Forces. At this early stage of its histury, how-
ever, Special Forces was oriented toward unconventional warfare requiremen;n,
and tﬁe franework for the 10th that resulted was a rather unique blend of

Army organizational traditions and conventions with the promizZent ideas. and

‘principles of guerrilla warfare.

Essentially, the Special Forces Group represented a pool of 'tr:ained
manpower from which units or combination of units could b drawn to exlecute
specific uﬁconventional wurfug ri3sions. The heart of the original Group
organi.zation was rhe Operationa:. Detachment, Regiment, a fifteen-man‘unit es-
tablished along the same 1}.nes as the 0SS Operational Group. Commanded by a
captain, with a firsc lieutenant as executive officer, the Operstional. Detach-
ment, Regiment, contained thirteen enlisted.men and was cspable of being in-
filtrated behind enemy lines to organize, train, an;:l direct friendly resistance
forces in.the cond":ct of unconventional warfare. Depending on the size and
makeup of the guerrilla forces in a specific are;\, the Operational Detachment,

District B (commanded by a major), or the Operat ional Detachment, District A

1anart:ment of the Army, Office ot the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., Training Circular, Special Forces Group (Airborne), 13
May 1952, RG 319 (Army Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Records Branch, Decimal
File (C), 1951-54, 322-326, Box No. 13, Psy War 322 (13 ¥ay 1952), National
Archives. '
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(commanded by a lieutenant colonel) coﬁld also be employed, or a combination
of the three types of teams. In other words, these detachments (called
"teams") could be employed singly or in various combinations, depending on the
size an' complexities of the specific guerrilla ocganization involved. The
teams--in whacever combination necessary--would come under the direct control

of the specified theater command for briefing and infiltration into the objec-

.tive area, then remain in radio communication with the theater headquarters

80 that the activities of the guerrilla organization could be directed to Aup-
port operations of friendly conventional forces most effectivel-. I, short,
the Special Forces Group itself was not designed to be employed &8 a tactical
enzity--as, for instance, a conventional division or brigade--but rather was
constructed around a ceilular concept in which each area, distri:t, and Tegi-
mental detachment was viewed as a separate and distinct operating unit.ln

Colonel Bank had assumed command of a unique organization in June 1952--

. one that required special training in order to fulfill the missions envisaged

in the operational concept for Special Forces. Based primarily oa the Qar-

Army. Early training stressed the individual akills represented in the basic
Operational Detachment, Regimenﬁ: operations and intelligence, light and

haavy weapons, demolitions, radio communications, and medical aid. Esach man
was thoroughly trained in hig particular specialty, then perticipated Zn "cross-
training” in order *5 learn the rudiments of the other skills rcpreeented in

the detachment. The communications and medical aid specialigts naturally

1
IT-13.

Special Warfare Ageney, "Organization for Special Forces," pp. II-10-

T TR



KTREINE 0 ST

B ST T Te

24¢€

receivad the longest training courses, since these were more technical skillg.
Exmphasis vas also placed on clandestine operaticns training, sucﬂ as the:
formation and bperation of intelligence, sabotage, escape and evasion, aﬁd
security, since, as Colonel Bank remarks, ''these are easily neglagted in
favor of the more excitiag guerrilla tactics." The individual and cross-
training phase was followed by detachment trainiﬁg at Camp McKall, North
Carolina, and finally by a lengthy group-level maneuver in chevchattghoochee
Rational Forest, Georgin.l

And so was born Special Forces, the first formal U.s. Army capability
for unconventional warfare, co-located with but yet a junior partner to ’
psychological warfare at Foit Bragg. Was this a marriage of choice, psyého-
logical and unconventional warfare? Apparently not. as Culcnel Volckmann

remembered :

Those of us who had worked on these programs were primarily in-
terested in Special Forces and not Psychological Warfare aad were
very much opposed to having Special Forces Associated with and
under the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg. We fell
that there was in general a stigma connectad with Psychological
Warfare, especially awong combat men, that we didn't care to have
"rub off" on Special Forces. Behind-the-1ine vperations and the
"dirty-tricks game' had enough upposition amongst conventionagl
military minds that had to be overcome without adding the additicnal
problemg inherent in Psychological Warfare. However, we lost that
battle. :

Colonel Bank had similar misgivings. Shortly after taking command of
the 10th, he differed with the Psychological Warfare School faculty concerning
the "position of Special Forces in relation to peychological warfare." He

discovered that the concept being taught in the Psychological Operations

lietters, Colonel Bank, 17 February 1968 and 3 April 19,

» zLetter, Brigadier General Volckmann, 21 March 1969.
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Course was that Special Forces operations were a part of psychological warfare
and objected to this interpretation in an early organizational meeting at the
Psychological Warfare Center:
I don't believe that, as fzar as Special Forces is concerned, that
is correct. All the time that I was on the staff of PSYWAR [ocPw)
I never saw any paper of any kind that indicates Special Forces

operations is a part of psychological warfare, It is our concept
that Special Forces operaticns is a part of unconventional warfare.

Interestingly, at Qbout this same time a Reserve Officer doing his an-
nual two weeks' training at the Department of the Army took issue with the no-
tion of even combining the two fields within the Office of the Chief of Psyco-
legical Warfare. Cnlonel Oliver Jackscn Sands's view was éhat the types of
background, education, trairing, and experience required for persons engagad
in psychological warfare were inherently different from those ﬁecessary for
the conduct of special operations, thus "rarely . . ., i3 a person who is guit-
able for one of these activities qualified for the other." He dléo argued
that the planning,‘execution, facilities, equipment, and sﬁpport required for |
the twe operaticas were "totally different." Because these activities were,
in his view, "widely divérgent in type and character,"” he recommerded that
OC™W be divested of the Special Forceevfunction. The latter should then be

made a paft of the G-3.2

lﬂeadquerters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Caro-
lina, Comments by Members Attending Organization and Training Conference, 9 July
1952, USAJFXCENMA Archives,

2Department Of the Army, Office of the Chief of Paychological Warfara,
Washington 25, D.C., Memorandum to: Chief, Planz and Policy Branch, OCPW, from
Colonel Oliver Jackson Sands, Jr., USAR, 7 July 1952, RG 319 Army - Chief of
Special Warfare, 1951-54, TS Decimal Files, Box No. 6, National Archives.
Jackson's memorandum forwarded a study that he had undertaken during his twe
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As might have been expected, General McClure did not agree with Sands's
analysis, particularly since the special operations function had been moved
from G-3 to OCPW at his request. There is evidence, however, that other
psychological warfare officers also had some misgivings about the Armv's or-
ganization for psychological and unconventional warfare. Writing in 1954 on

tactical psychological warfare during the Korean conflict, Colonel Donald F.

Hall expressed this view:

Many psychological warfare officers experienced in combat propa-
ganda operations have never subscribed to the placement of psycho-
logical warfare and special forces under the same controlling staff
agencies. Some have felt that a great error was made when the two
functions were placed under the same agency at Department of the Army
level, and there has been a growing ccncern about the tendency to
combine the two on down through the echelons to the Army in the field.

The doubt as to the justification for this concept has been an
honest one, .although few heve had the capacity to question the decision
in high placaa. As a matter of economy in meeting training require-
ments, most have gone quietly along with the development of the two
functions as "twin activities" at the higher levels, and particularly
at the Center [The Psychological Warfare Center]. But it is diffi-
cult to conceive of guerrilla-type operations as true psychological
warfare; they seem to be much more closely allied to straight combat
operations within the jurisdiction of G-3.%

Believing, as did Colonel Sands, that there were few individuals who would

weeks of duty in OCPW, the subject of which was "To study the position of the
Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare in the National Establishment."
Recognizing the limitations of time and breadth in his endeavor, Sands sug-
gested that the study 'be used to stimulate thinking among those whe are more
closely connected with the prot_.er."

lDepartment of the Arw., Office ¢f the Chief of Psychological Warfare,
Washington 25, D.C., "Tact®.al Psychological Warfare in the Korean Conflict:
An informal commentary o~ Propaganda Operations of the Eighth US Army 1950~
51," by Colonel Domel: 7. Hall, 1 April 1954, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special
Yarfare, Secret Decimal Files, 1951-54, 091-091.412, Box No. 7, Psy War 091
Korea, National Archives. Colonel Hall was the Psychological Warfare Officer
for Fighth Army in Korea from 9 November 1952 to 14 January 1954, then later
served in that capacity at Beadquarters, Army Field Forces. Most of his com=-
ments and recommendations in this report were limitad to the tactical aspects

of psychological warfare. .




varfare, Hall feared that by combining the two fields under one head, one or
the other '"may suffar as a result of particular emphasis given to the function
in which the controlling Personnel is especlally interested and experienced.“l
This, of course, was part of the anxiety suffered by Special Forces adherents

in 1952; at that time the “controlling personnel," both at OCPW and at the

Psychological WarZare Center, were those with psychological warfare back-

grounds. (In later years, the situation would be reversed, pParticularly at

‘the Center.) Prom early 1951 on, Volckmann and‘othe;s in the Spec’al Operations

Division had spoken primarily in terms of a Special Forces Training Canter,
not a Psychological Warfare Center at which Specigl Forces would be relegated -
to a subordiﬁate role. But, as Volckmann admitted, "we lost that bgttlé."
Indeed they did. But why?  Could it have been because there was even
greater "stig.a" attached "by comventicnal military minds" to unceaventional
warfare than to psychological warfare? Particularly since in the case of
psychological warfare, staff represcntation had existed at both Department of
the Army and in overseas theaters during World War I, Rorea, and World War II
and a definite lineage ¢f formal Army units existed from both the Korean War
and World War II. To be sure, as Daniel Lerner has sbown in his Sykewar,
psychelcgical warfere in World War II had itg share of "characters" who tended
to alienate military professionals.2 But the major point here is that tre
Army did in fact have stz{{ gsecticns and unitsg designed exclusively for the

planning sud ~onduct of psychological warfare, an activity that gradua:liy

lrbig

2Daniel Lerner, Szkewar Pszchological Warfare Against Germany, D-Day
to VE-Day (New York: George W. Stewart, 1949), pp. 67-93.
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have wide experience and capabilities in both psychological and unconventional

e

PP A AIONAAS S 0k con 5\ AR i s e - o onn



250

gained greater respectability in both World War 1I and Korea. Such was not
the case with Special FPurces and uncouventional warfare in the Army, whose
only real ancestry--and that fudirectly--was with the civilian-led 0SS in
World War II, an organization not exactly held in the highest esteem by many
senior military leaders.

Viewed from a hi;torical perspective, it seems clear that Special Forces
emerged as an unprececented entity within the Army under the protective wing
of an established and ongoing activity, psychological varéare. General
McClure's foresight in organizing a Special Operatioﬁs Division in the Office
of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, and his selection of the personnel for
this division, gave unconventional warfare advocates like Bank and Volckmann
the official platform from which to "sell" the Army on the need for Special
Porces units. McClure's rationale for including unconventional warfare with
psychological warfare can reasonably be linked to his World War Iivexperience
with PWD/SHAEF, his knowledgg of General Donovan's insistence or the close
interrelatioushiplof psychological warfare and special operations, and the
fact that the other Servicesufas wel; as the JCS--~had the same organizational
philosophy in their staffs. ] Although it is apparent that key officers in the
Special Operations Division wanted to dissociate unconventional and'pSycho-
logical warfare, without McClure’s stature and backing as a general officer

heading a spe:ial staff division at Department of the Army Headquarters, it

1Op. cit., Psy Wer 090.412 TS (7 July 1952). McClure's handwritten
comment regarding Colonel Sands's report is instructive: "This is an in-
teresting repoirt although I dn not concur that Propaganda and Special Forces
Operations are so completely different as tu require secargtion particularly
when (a) all other services have same combination, (t) JSPD has duai re-
sponsibility, (¢) black (covert) and white propaganda are split between State
and OPC." '
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improbable that Special Forces would have become a reality at the time that
it did. 1In a very real sense, Special Forces and unconventional warfare ar-
rived through the back door of the psychological warfare house; While the .
marriage of psychological and unconveational warfare was probably a union éf
convenience rather than choice (as Colonel Volckmann suggested), it was cer-
tainlv one of necessity for the Special Forces adherents.

Thus was created the Psychological Warfare Center and the 10th Spécial

Forces Group--the crigins of special warfare.

A Summing Up

Our quest in this study to determine the origins of a special warfare
capability for the U.S. Army has led us to investigate the pre-1952 roots of
the Psychological Warfare Center at Fort Bragg. ‘Iﬁ doing 89, we have traced
the modern historical antecedents of American experience with psychological
and unconventional warfare. These two elements had a common point of origin '
with the establishment of the Coordinator of Information in 1941; indeed,
Gereral William J. Donovan's all-encompassing concept oflpsychological war-
fare included all the aspects of what the Army was 1ater‘to_call "special
warfare" (with the exception of counterinsurgency). 'With the dissolgtion of
COI in 1942 and tha parallél creation of 0SS and OWI, the threads of psycho-
logical amd unconventional warfare took separate paths. In the Army, they
did not fermally unite until the formation of the Office of the Chief of
Psychological Warfare in 1951 and the founding of *he Psychological Warfare
Center in 1952.

Betwcen 1341 and 1952, psychological warfare déveloped e formal lineage
in the Army that can be traced through units and schools in World War II, the

Korean Conflict, the Army General Schooi at Fort Riley, and the Fsychologizal
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Warfare Center at Fort ﬁrngg. Additionally, there had been Department of the
Army scaff'represencacion for psychological warfare during World War I, thea
almost continuously since 1941. széhological warfare, in other words, had
a tradition in the Army. ‘

It was a civilian-oAssiatant‘éecrecary of War John J. McCloy--who
pushed the Army into devzaloping a branch at th? War Department for the plannlng
and coovdination of psychological warfare activities, initially in June 1941,
and again in Ncvember 1943. McCloy's interest illustrates a theme seen
throughout our investigation of the origins of special warfare: the initia-
tive demonstrated by influentiai civilian officials to prod somewhat conserva-
tive Army leaders into venturing forth in new and uncértaiﬁ fields. |

Certainly Brigadier General Robert A. Mcliure was an exception to this
gheme. The civilian-military team that he headed first in North Africa, tﬁen
later in PWD/SHAZF, served as the model for successful Army psychological war-
fare operations. The Mobile Radio Broadcasting (MRB) companies employed in
Europe were the first tactical propaganda units of their type in the Army's
history and were to influence tne development of similar units during the
Korean War. And McClure himself had a strong hand in urging that a central
psychological warfare agency be established in the War Department. All in
all, General McClure must be considered the most important Army officer to
emerge in this new field during Worid War II.

Contrary to che official lineage of Special Forces, unconventional war-
fare--in its strictest definition--did not have a traceable formal history in
the Army. The Office of Strategic Services, to which the Army contributed
personnel in World War II, wes the first American agency devoted to the

‘planning, direction, and conduct of unconventional warfare, but it was not a
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military organization. Nevertheiess, it ieft a legacy of organizational and
combat knowledge that, togecher with a few key ufficers who had World War II
experience in guerrilla warfare, was instrumental in the creation of Special
Forces in 1952. This gave the Army a formal unconventional warfare capa-
bility for the first time in its history.

Dufing the interwar years, the Army's psychological warfare capability
lahguished, but ataff planning activity did not cease 2ntirely (contrary to
the claim of one prominent psychclogical warfare textl)‘ This activity was
kept alive by growing concerns of Soviet intentions, the interest of a few
senior military officers like General Lemnitzer and General McClure--and the
pPressure brought to bear by several secretaries of the Army. 1In point of
fact, a good bit of planning went on during this period that carried over to
the OCPW, more so thsn was later acknowledged by General McClure, even thuugh
he substanfially contributed to that effort from his posts outside the Army
Staff.

Similarly, the impetus for the initiation of covert activities after

World War II did not originate in the Central Intelligence Group (forarunner

of the CIA); it came from Secretary of War Robert Patter~on, whose interest in

developing an 0SS-type "airborme reconnaissance unit led the Army to study an

lDaugherty and Janowitz, A Psychological Warfare Casebock, pp. 137f.
They write: "In the military establishment {n Washington, staff planning ac-
tivities imvolving psychological warfare ceased with the end of World War II
hostilities," and infer that nothing was doue at the Department cf the Army
until creation of the OCPW. McClure himself was prone to exaggerate somewhat
the authorship of OCPW's achievements. As an example, planning for both the
Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group and Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company
concepts were under way in (-3 before the outtreak of war in 1950, and before
the creation of OCPW, although McClure would claim later that these ideas,
based on World War II experience, originated in his office.
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organization that combined both 058 and Ranger precepts. Although { _erest
in the subject waned after the growth of CIA/OPC's responsibilities, the
studies and dialogue that took place--limited though they wort--cloirly

showed the influence of 0SS on Army thinking, and presaged similar discus-

sions in the early 1950's prior to formation of the 10th Special Forces
Group;v

Notwithstanding the flc; that more planning activity im both psycho-
logical and uncouyantional warfare took place dﬁxingAIOAS-SO than is generally
lcknowlodéed, on the eve of tle Korean War the Arny was ill-prepared in terms
of personnel, equipment, and organization to coiduet psychological warfare
operations, and its unconventional warfare capability was nonexistent.

With the impetus of the Korean War, the heightening cold war tensions,
and the persiQtént pressures of Secretary of the Army Frank Pace, Jr., the
Army moved in late 1950 éo create an unprecedented staff oxganization--the
Offign of the Chief of Psychological Warfare. With Pace's support, Brigadier
General McClure created a staff under which were placed the responsibilities
for both psychological and uﬁconventional warfare. It was lsrgely as a resuit
of McClure's stature and foresight that the Army developed its first capa-
bility to conduct unconventional warfare, for the inclusion of a Special Opera-
tions Di rision {in OCPW and his selection of the key persocnnel for this office

gave officers like Colonel Russell Volckmann and Colonel Aaron Rank the oppor-

tunity to formulata plans for unconventional warfare and the creation of
Snecial Forces. Dmspite an ongoing "hot war'' in Korea, the primary influesncing
factor tehind the Army's interest in unconventionsl varfare was the desire for

a potential gurrrvilla capability in Europe to help '‘retard” a Soviet invasion,

nhou;d {t occur. (In fart, the development of Special Forces came tco iate to
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play other than a minimal role in Eighth Army's behind-the-line activities.)
After some initial experimentation with the organizational rachinery to con-
duct this "new concept" of warfare, the unit that emerged was clearly designed
to organize, train, and support indigenocus personnel in behind-the-~lines re-
siscance activities, and it was based primarily on Donovan's 0SS Operational
Group concepts--not those of the Rangers or Commandos. In order to provide
the necessary tfaining, materiel, and doctrinal support for both Special
Forces = psychological warfare units, McClure was able to sell the Army on
a separate center at which the functions of the '"whole field of OCPW' would
be located.

In reality, roughly the same cold war tensions facilitated interest in
both psychological and unconventional warfare, but there was a crucial differ-
ence in the receptivity of each by the Army. Despite some of the ''characters'
stociated with '"sykewar," psychological warfare organizations gradually at-
tained increased respectability in the Army during World War II and Korea.

On the other hand, the Army continued co view uncorventional warfare with a
certain distasté. This reluctance to accept Special Forces resulted from the
legacy of 0SS-military rivalry during World War II, a lack of appreciation for
unconventional warfare by officers trained for conventional war, a continuing
suspicion of elite forces by the Army, and from the facut that there was no
formal precedent in the Army's history for Special Forces-type units. Most im-
portant of all were the constraints of manpower and money in what was, despite
the cold war, a peacetime Army. New ideas, particularly those that require an
increase in personnel and funds, are understandably difficult to sell to
leaders who must make decisions on the basis of essentiality. (In this regard,

it 1s instructive to note that the spaces finally made svailable for the
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formation of the 10th Special Forces Group came from the deactivation of the

Rangers, another elite concept.)

In the face of resistance, both within the Army and from the Air Force

and CIA, Special Forces nonethalecs became a reality largely through the sup-

port of Geoeral McClure and the persistent efforts of Colonel Volckmann and

Colohel Bank. But the bargaining position of unconventional warfare advo-

cates was weak in 1951-52; those in OCPW who wanted a separate existence for

Special Forces found it necealary to compromise. Because psychological war-

fars had a formal lineage and a trani:ion--and unconventional war fare had

neither-~-it was expedient to bting Special Forces into existence under the

auspices of, and subordinate to, psychological warfare. ‘This, plus the se-

curity restraints placed on the publicizing of Special Forces activities, ex-

plains the apparent ascendancy of -psychclogical warfare over uncouventional

warfare at this time.

General McClure's rationale for combiring these two activities within

OCPW in 1951 and at the Psychological Warfare Center in 1952 can be partizlly

attributed to the heritage of General William Donovan's organizational

philosophy, and because the other wilitary services and the JCS hed the

same combination in their staffs. In allowing McClure to do.to, the Army may

simply have found it comvenient to lump these two relatively new out-of-the-

mainstream (thus “unconventional”) activities together while it attempted to

gort out both ideas and weapons. The reaultant package could very well have

been called "miscellaneous warfare” instead of the eventual, wore glamorous,

"gpecial varfare."l Thus, the ccmbining of psychological and unconventional

17 am {ndebted to Professor Theodore Ropp, Duke University, for this
ingight.
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warfare under the Psychological Warfare Cenier was a marriage of both con-
venience and necessity, but one which nevertheless gave the Army the begin-
nings of a "special warfare' capability.

The pcrson most reapbnsible for achieving this feat was Brigadier General.
Robert A. McClure, clearly the central figure to emerge in this study. From
World War II until early 1953, he alone provided the continuity, expertise,
and guidance at the general officer level that was so essential to the ul-
timate estahliéhmen; of his dream--the creation of the Office of Chimf of
Psychologicgl Warfare, Special Forces, and the Psychological Warfare Center.
At every crucial peint in the unfolding of events leading to these accomplish-
ments, particularly after World War II, one finds his personal imprint; in-
deed, the story of the origins of specicl warfare could almost be told through
a biography of this dedicated, energetic visionary. Today his name is récog-
nized by few; the achievements of Volckmann and Bank are more fsmiliar. One
searches .in vqin for McClure's picture on the walls of the Center for Military
Assistance, or in its muéeum. But 1f any cne man can be called the father of
special warfare, surely that man was Robert A. McClure.

Even after being established, the Fsychological Warfare Center and
Special Porces led a precarious exiatence.l And McClure himself left the OCPW

in March 1953, an embittered man; the implication was that he had been in a

1In an economy move, Army Field Forces recormended ir October 1953 that
the Psychological Warfsre Center be deactivated and the responsibility rfor
psychoiogical warfare training transferred back to the Army General School at
Fort Riley. Under this plan, all Special Forces schooling would have been con-
ducted within units, rather than in a separate school. After a long and impas-
sioned appeal by OCFW, the end result was a Psychological Warfare Center that
survived, but at reduced strength. See Office of the Chief of Army Field
Forces, Fort Monroe, Virginia, Letter to Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Depart-
ment of the Army, Subject: Future of Psychological Warfare Center, 12 October
1953, filed with Psy War 322 Fsy War Center C (30 October 1953), RG 319 (Army
Staff), Psy War Admin Office, Recrrds Branch, Decimal File (C), 1951-54, 22%-
326, Box No. 13, National Archives.
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specialized activity too long.1 But his legacy is clear: the foundation he
iaid was built upon in the 1960's Qhen special warfare was expanded to encom-
pass couﬁterinaurgency, and to this day.Special Forces and psychological war-
fgre units exist--albeit ureasily--under the Center at Fort Bragg. Ironi-
cally, tne Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare has not survived in
any form. In a real sense, the manner in which gsychologicnl and unconv;n-
tional warfare evolved from 1941 until their union as a formal Army capa-
bility in 1952 suggests a theme that runs throughout the history of special
warfare: the s£ory of a hesitant and reluctant Army éftempcing to cope with

concepts and organizations of an unconventional nature.

lMcC].ure wrote a letter to his friend, Lieutenant General Charies L.
Bolte, expressing his feelings about leaving OCPW: "To my unexpected surprise
and with no little consternatiom, 1 have received orders transferring me to
Iran to lead the Military Mission. After 10 1/2 of the past 12 years in this
particular field and with the added emphasis being placed thereon by the White
House, I fall to appreciate G-1's policy. I asked the Chief if there was any-
thing behind it and he assurad me there was not. The inference is that. I have
been in this field too long and there was no future for me as long as I con-
tinue in a specialized activity. There are already some rumblings in Defense
end across the river but nevertheless I am selling my house and packing up."
Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, letter to Licutenant General
Charles L. Bolte, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Army, Europe, 4 March 1953, RG 319
(Army Staff), Psy War Admin Offlce, Records Branch, 1951-34, 020-40, Box No.
3, Psy War 040 CIA (undated) 53, National Archives. Ironically, McClure had
decried the scarcity of general officers .in the Army with psychological war-
fare or special operations experience, and attempted to increase the number
assigned to these specialized activities--to include a general officer to .
head the Psychological Warifare Center. He was unsuccessful in thesu en-
deavors. Now he, probably the most experienced general officer in any of
the Services, was being forced to leave the field that he had devoted so much
of his career to building up. See Office of the Chief of Psychological War-
fare, Memorandum for: Deputy Chief of Staff for .Jrerations and Administra-
tion, Subject: Assignment of General Officers to Psychological Warfare Ac-
tivities, 30 October 1952, from Brigadier Ceneral Rohert A. McClure;

McClure's Memorandum for Record, Subjeet: Conversat: on with General McAuliffe
Reference General Officers, 26 December 1952; and Memorandums for Racord,

2 March 1953 and 6 March 1953, Subject: Selection of Commander for the Pay-
chological Warfare Center, by LTC William Trabue, Executive, OCPW all fiied
with Psy War 210.3, RG 319 Army - Chief of Special Warfare, National Archives.
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Section I - Research Aids

The research effort for this|study began, naturally enough, at
the U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance, Fort Bragg,
North Carolinz. The Center archivej were found in three separate
locations: the Institute for Militdry Assistance Library, the Center
Gl, and the Center Public Affairs Office. Within recent years, the Gl
files have been transferred to the Public Affairs Office, and are main-
tained there by “he Center Historian, Mrs. Beverley Lindsey. Mrs. Lindsey
also has a file of correspondence with many of the key officers at the
Center in the early 1950's, and keeps some historical documents in her
private collection. The personal files of Mr. John Farrell, Combat:
Developments, Institute for Military Assistance, were helpful. The:
Institute library is small but specialized in its collection of special.
warfare secondary sources. While important materials pertaining to the
establishment of the Psychological rfare Center were uncovered, the
primary sources of the Center Archives are not well organized, and pertain
primarily to the post-1952 years. One must search elsewhere for more
detailed evidence of the Center's hiptorical roots.

At the U.S. Army Military History Institute (MEI}, Carlisle
Barracks, Pennsylvania, key staff personnel who were most helpful to the
suthor were Miss Joyce Eakin, Assistant Director, Library Services, and
Dr. Richard Sommers, Archivist. Miss Eakin has special MHI bibliographies
for U.S. Rangers and Special Forces in her files, 1is quite knowledgeable
concerning Institute holdings and ¢ provide valuable contacts at both the
Center for Military History and the Tational Archives in Washington, D.C.
Dr. Sommers maintains the papers and|oral histories of numerous senior.
Army officers; those of Robert A. Mc¢lure, Ray Peers, and William P..
Yarborough were particularly useful for my subject. The MHI Special
- Bibliographic Series, Number 13, Volumes 1 and 2, Oral History, contain
references to these and other officers, as well as a cross-index of xey
topics. The Institute also has a complete set of the Army General Council
Minutes for the period 1942 to 1952.! The Council met weekly, was composged
of the senior War Department leadership, and was chaired by either the Chief
of Staff or Deputy Chief of Staff. These minutes were particularly useful
in providing an overview of the key decisions and events leading to
astablishment of the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare in 1931.
Similarly, the War Department's History of the Military Intelligence
Division, 7 December 1641 - 2 September 1945, which can be found in the
MHY, prov:des some useful leads to the Army's psychological warfare

activities during World War II. !
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Miss Hannah Zeidlik, General Reference Branch, Center for Military
History (CMH), Washington, D.C., provided CMH special bibliographies on
psychological warfare and Spenial Forces, as well as assistance in loceting
materials on these topics in their ca.d catalogue and files. Of note were
copies of Office of the Chief of Psychologica: Warfare OCPW) semiannual
and annual historical summaries for the early 1950's, which provided
valuable leads to pursue in the Department of the Army records, National
Archives. ,

At the National Archives, William Cunliffe and Ed Reese, Modern

Military Branch, were the key archivists who helped me to ferret out
- information on U.S. psychological and unconventional warfare from 194 <:u
1952; John Taylor was most helpful with 0SS records. Indeed, these
collections in the National Archives provided the foundation upor. r~.ich

this study is based. Foremost in importance were the records of .he War
Department General and Special Staff (Record Group 165), and tnose of the
Army Staff (Record Group 319). Records of the following stzff agencies

were instrumental in tracing the history of psychological and unconventioral
warfare activities within the Army: the Military Intelligence Division,

G2 (Special Studies Group), 1941; the Psychological Wecfare Branch, Military
Intelligence Service, G2, 1941-1942; the Propaganda GLranch, G2, 1943-1945;
the Psychological Warfare Branch, Plans and Operations Division, 1947; the
Psychological Warfare Division, Office of the Ascistant Chief of Staff, G3,
1950; and the Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, Special Staff,
1951-1954. The latter records were crucial iu determinirg policies, key
personalities, and decisions leading to the formation of Special Forces

and creation of the Psychological Warfare . enter at Fort Bragg. The
footnotes at the end of each chapter of wy study will provide more
comprehensive reference to all of the -ecords mentioned above.

Section II - Primary Sources

National Archives

Records of *he Joint Chiefs of Staff (Record Group 218). See the 385
series, 1946-1953, boxes 147-156, for information on psychological
and unconventional warfare. '

Records of the War Department General and Special Stsff (Pecord Group 1£5).
Military Intelligence Division (G-2), Propaganda Branch Correspon-
dence, 1939-1945, boxes 326~344. Reports, directives, bulletins
and other papers dealing with psychological warfare and prop-
aganda activities in overseas theaters. 6 feet.-
Office of the Director of Intelligence (G-2), 1906-1949,

Psychologic Section--classified Propaganda manuals and other
records relating to propaganda and psvchological warfare,
1918-1926. 2 feet.

Operations and Plans Directorate (OPD), OPD 000.24 Section II

(Cases 40-61), September 1943 - January 1944, and OPD 000.24

Section III (Case 62- ), February 1944 - December 1945.
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Contain excsllent material on interaction between OPD, G-2,
and. other offices, establishment of Propaganda Branch, G-2,
and organization for psychological warfare in the WDGS.

Records of the Army Staff (Record Group 319). .

G-3 Operations, iarch 1950-51, 091.412 series, boxes 154-158.

Plans and Operations Divisionm, 1946-48, 091.412 series, to
include Top Secret files.

Army Operations, 1948-1952, 091.412 series, Top Secret "Hot Files,"

. particularly boxes 9 and 10. Includes Plans and Operations

Division and G-3 Operations records on psychological and : .
unconventional warfare and interface with CIA.

Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, 1951-1954.
Unclassified and Confidential Decimal File, 13 feet,

40 boxes.

Secret Decimal Correspondence File, 12 feet, 30 boxes.
Top Secret Decimal Correspondence File, 6 feet, 22 boxes.

Army Intelligence Decimal File, 1941-1948, Washington National
Records Center, Suitland, Maryland, particularly series
370.5 (1-31-42) to 373.2, box number 874; from 322.001
(10-31~42) to 322.03 (1-1-43), box pumber 576; 091.4
(9-20-43) to 091.412 {(1-1-47), box number 262; 091.412
(12-31-46) to 091.412 Counter Propaganda, box number 263.

u.Ss. Army John ¥. Kennedy Center for Milicary Assistance

Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas. Iastructional Text, "Tactical
Psychological Warfare, The Combat Psychological Warfare Detachment,"

September, 1947.

Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas. '"Program of Instruction, Psycho—~
' logical Warfare Unit Officer Course," January, 1951. Believed to be
the first formal course in psychological warfare taught in the United
States. ’ ' )

Army General School, Fort Riley, Kansas. ''Program of Instruétion for
Psychological darfare Officer Course," August, 1951.

Department of the Army, Office of the Chief of Information. Special Warfare,
U. S. Army: An Army Specialty, Washington, D.C., 1962.
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Headquarters, Department of the Army, Washingtonm; 25, D.C. Training Circular

Number 13, "Military Aspects of Psychological Warfare,'" Jure 8, 1953,
Gives definitions and organization for psychological warfare at
national :nd Department of the Army levels. Outlines miseion and
organizations of the Radio Broadcasting and Leaflet Group and the
Loudspeaker and Leaflet Company.

Headquarters, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D.C. Special Regula-

tions Number 10-250-1, "Organization and Functions, Office of the
Chief of Psychological Warfare, Special Staff," May 22, 1951.

Headquarters,bThe Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.

Memorandum Number 14, "Organization and Functions Maumsl, Head-
quarters, The Psychological Warfare Center,'" Numbco 12, 1952. The
earliest formal document published by The Psychological Warfare Center
that I have been able to find. 1Is the basic orgarizational directive
for the Center.. ‘

Headquarters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, Nerth Carolina.

"Administrative Information Handbock, Psychological Warfare Seminar,
17-19 December 1952," December, 1952. Gives detailed wmission of

The Psychological Warfare School and an outijne of some of its early
academic subjects. Also contains map outliring physical organi-
zation of the Center.

Headquarters, The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.

Letter to Chief, Psychological War<are, Departmen: oi the Army, :
dated September 12, 1952, subject: TActivation of the Psychological
Warfare School." The Center's appeal %o Department of the Army to
give the Psychological Warfare School a formal service school status
rather than a provisional status.

Headquarters, John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance, Fort‘Bragg,

North Carolina. Undated fact sheet, "Lineage of Special Forces.”

Operations Research Officc, The Johns Hopkins University. Technical Memo-

randum ORO-T-64 (AFFE), "UN Partisan Warfare in Korea, 1951-1954,"
June, 1956. A study performed by a team from ORO that traveled to
Korea, examined records, and corducted interviews. Attempts to eval-
uate magnitude and effectiveness of US partisan warfare activities.
IM3 Library archives.

Propaganda Branch, Intellilgence Division, War Department General Staff, The

Pentagon, Washingten 25, D.C. "A Syllabus of Psychological Warfare,"
October, 1946.

Propaganda Branch, Intelligence Division, War Department General Staff, The

Pentagon, Washiangton 25, D.C. "Revised Draft War Depertment Field
Manual, ¥M 30-60," September, 1946,
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' Public Affairs Office, John F, Kennedy Center for Military Assistance, Fort
' Brags, North Carolina. Letters from:

Brigadier General Russell W. Volckmann (Retired), with 1 erclosure,
March 21, 1969.

Colonel Otis E. Hays, Jr., (Ratired), with 5 enclosures, May 5, 1969.

Colonel Aaron Bank (Retired), February 17, 1968; April 3, 1968; and
February 27, 1973. : :

These letters contained not only valuable information but also
provided some important leads to check on the origins of The Psycho-
logical Warfare Center. : . ,

The Institute for Military Assistance Library, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.
"Examples of UW." A folder of reports and speeches on various aspects
of unconventional warfare. Includes the script of a talk by Ray Peers
given in 1956 to the Special Warfare School that is one of the most
comprehensive speeches I have seen on the details of a guerrilla war-
fare organization (0SS Detachment 101, Burma).

The Office of Strategic Services. "0SS Aid to the French Resistance." The
following separate reports were assembled in 1944-1945 under the
direction of Colonel Joseph Lincoln. They are basically after
action renorts of 0SS activities and operations taken verbatim from
unit and personal journals. These reports represent the richest lode
of informacion that I have seen or the details of actual 0SS organi-
zation, techniques, training, personnel, and operations in Europe.

"Origin and Developament of Resistance in France: Summary."
"Jedburghs: TLOUGLAS I1, Number 61 through JULIAN II, Number 67."
"Operations ir Southern France: Operational Groups.”
"American Participation in MASSINGHAM Operations Mounted in North
Africa: Jedburghs."
"Corsica: Operation Tcmmy."
"Poles in France Used by the Resistance: A Report on the Organi-
' zation of Poles in France by SOE/0SS to Create a Cuerrilla
Force for Augmenting the Activities of French Resistance
Elements."”
"DF Section.”
| : " "Magsive Supply Drops."
' . "Migsions: F~Section."
% "p_Section Circuits: Reports by Participating American Persounel
of 0ssS."
"F-Section: Reports by 0SS Participants.”
"SO-RF Section Missions: Introduction and First Quarter, 1944."
"g0-RF Section Missions: Second Guarter, 1944."
"Mis-ions and Sabotage: RF Section, Third Quarter, 1944."
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The Psychological Warfare Center, Fort Bragg, North Carolina. PSYWAR, 1954,
The first publication which gives some de’.ails on the background,
training, and activities of the individual units assigned to The
Psychological Warfare Center. Contains unit organization charts and
chain of command picturee. No mention 18 made of the Special Forces
Department in the Psychological Warfare School or of the Special
Forces Group.

The Psychological Warfare School, Fort Bragg, North Caroiina. "Studert

Hand Book," September, 1953, Contains mission and organization of
school, academic and administrative irformation pertaining to studants,
and a valuable organization chart of The Psychological Warfare Center
dated August 1, 1953,

The Psychological Warfare School, Fort Bragg, North C:rolina. "Guide for
Staff and Faculty," April, 1953. Containa organization and fupctions
of the school, toards, and committees; lauformation on preparation of
instruction and instructional material; administration of students;
and academic evaluatioa.

The Ground General School, Fort Riley, Ransas. Special Text Number 8,
"Strategic Psychological Warfare," Febluary 15, 1949,

Section III - Secondery Sources

Aerpspace Studies Institute. Guerrilla Warfare and Airpower 1n Roresa,
1950-53. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: U.S. Air University,
1964,

Alcorn, Robert Hayden. No Bugles for Spies: Tales of the 0SS. New
York: David McKay Co., Inc., 1962.

Alsop, Stewart and Braden, Thomas. Sub Rosa: The 0.5.8

; Egpionage. New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1946
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Altferi, James J. Darby's Rangers. Fisher-Harrison Corporation, 1977.

Bea&mont, Roger A. Military Elites. Iadianapolis/New York: The Bobbs~
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Bjeiajac, Slavko N, "Unconven:ionai Warfare in the Nuclear Era." Orbis,
. IV, No. 13 (Fall 1960), 323-337.

_Blafr, Melvin Russell. '"Toughest Outfit in the Army." Saturday Evening
Post, May 12, 1955.
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Performance, 195G to the Present. New York: Tae Frae Press, 1977.
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Cline. Ray S. Secrets, Spies and Scholars: Blueprint of the Essential
CIA. Washington: Acropolis Books, Ltd., 1976.

Cohen, Eliot A. Commandos and Politicians: Elite Military Units in
Modern Democracies. <center for International Affeirs. Harvard
Univeraity, 1978.

Coloy, William. Honorable Men: My Life in the CIA. New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1978.
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Colonel Alfred H. Paddock, Jr., US Army, was born February 11, 1937,
in Moscow, Idaho. He was awarded a Bachelor of A-ts degree in political
science from Park College in 1967, a Maste of Arts degree in history from
Duke University in 1974, and completed his requirements for a Ph.D. degree in

" history from Duke in December, 19?9. His article, "Does the Army Have a Future?
.Deterrence and c1v11¥H111tary Relatjons in the Post-Vietnam Fra" appeared
in the September, 1978, issuse of‘Pnrame:era. He is a Fellow, Inter-University
Seminar on Armed Forces and Society. |

His military careef has included comnand and‘-taff assignments in
Korea, Laos, Okinawu,'Vietnam, and the United Stites, He is a grgdunte of
the US Army Command and General Staff qulege and the US Army War College. He
was one of five atud;nts selected from the Class of 1978 to form the Army Har‘

‘ College Current Affairs Panel, which visited twenty-six universities and
colleges across the United States to discuss a wide vrange of.nationai security
issues wiih.studentl and faculty. He was a}so an instructor in strategy and
strategic studies at the Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas, served in the Politiéo~Militar7 Division of the Depattﬁent of the Army
Staff in Washiagton, DC, and was a faculty instructor for the Department of
Nationélland International Secutit} Studies, US Army War College, Carlisle
Beracks; Pennsyivania.

In November, 1979, Colonal Paddock assumed command of the 4th
Psychological Operations Group, Fort 3ragg, North Carolina, moving to that
positign from duties as a Strategic Rosearch Analyst with the Strategic
Studies Institute, US Army Hir College.
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