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Discuseion following lecture

on
DEPARTMENT OF THRE AIR FORCE
STRATEGIC PLANNING

(8 Pebruary 1950)
Iieutenant OM:'{ Lauris Norstad

COLONEL DANSONs General Norstad, you mentionsd the thres possi-
bilities of relieving the Joint Chiefs from soms of their numerous responsi-
bilities and details of their work. One of those was to appoint a deputy in
the Joint Chiefs' side such as, lst us say, legalising the Little Chiefs and:
divoreing them from their departmental duties, Bub you appeared to think
that was not the best altemative, I wonder if you would eladorste on that.
It seemed to some of us that perhaps that would be a better alternative.

OGENERAL NORSTAD: I&n'trwuamgmtunm;mdum
tive. I did say there wers bugs in it, In my view the answer lies somewhere
betwsen tossing the responsibility for the day to day ruming of the depart-
ment clearly to the Vice Chief and effectively divoreing the Chief - you have
gseen the desks of the Chiefs when they coms back from an all day session with
the Joint Chiefs, all these picayunish papers they have to consider - from
all the many papers he must consider, and also divoraing him from the require~
ment that custom has built up where he has t0 go every place in the world and
maks speeches on every occasion. If he could sit down and spend his tiwe at
the job, that would be one solution. The other would be to have a depuby or
legalise the Littls Ciiefs. Perhaps the real solution would fall qomewhere
between. :

ImtﬂhngtoﬁmuﬁBuﬂabontthhuthrMIthifmmpl
#
the Ammy system may work out to be a very close approximstion to that deputy
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problem, They have a deputy, General Gruenther, who, as I understand it, does
not command an empire, In the Air Force I have an empire. I have responsi-
bility for many activities which are responsible to me directly., Theoretically
I should be tied down with the administration of 1t, but that dossn't appeal

to me particularly. It dossn't permit me to do what I think is my job, I
have mmmmto:deMhsMbymsmmttowm
who really runs my establishment, and that frees me considerably,

I think thet is a very reasonadble alternative, and I think the prob-
lom of really divorcing the Chisfs from the day to day work is a very diffioult
one, I think you might get agreement that that is the way to do it, but I
doubt very much if they could ocarry it out. Perhaps the alternative is to
have deputies who can aot for them. ’l"tdu, in fact, as you know, act for and
in the name of the Chiefs on anything we consider to be within our compstence.

I don't know if that answers your question or not, but I think that
might well be the solution, Right now I lean a little bit to the Army system
although I am no% thoroughly familiar with how it is working out. If you
divorce that man from any ourrent problems and just let him work on JC3 work,
then that might well be the solution. ‘

ADMIRAL DYERs I was wondering if that wouldn't lead to considersble
diffioulties because the civilian Secretaries feel they want to look to one
man in regard to all the details within their depertment. If you divorce the
Chief from the day to day happenings, then the Searetary really has to look
to a mmber two man and that 1is a real difficulty.

GENERAL NORSTAD: TYou might be able to train them, but it might be

a little difficult to do it.
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ADMIRAL DYERs They change o fast that it would be hard to train
them,

GENBRAL NORSTAD: That would be an argument in favor of a deputy.
Even without any legal basis we could have a type of deputy system whioch would
work more or less effectively, depending upon the personal relationship. It
depends almost entirely on the relationship between the Chief and the man who
is acting for him, If that relationship is right, then it works oud very
offectively. I think it works out very effectively in other departments of
the Govermment. If the nth ien't quite right it will £all apert
since it has no basis in law or any recognized system. To be fully effective,
it should be recognised.

COLONEL KOENBMAN: (ICAP) A politician is said to be & master of
compromise, but not so the military minds. I would de interesting to ged
your further views as to the mental processes of the Joint Chiefs of 3taff
in their activitiss, Specifically they wear two hats, and with cns hat pre-
sumably they represent the apecific interest of their particular department,
and with the other interests submerge perhaps in the larger mational interest,

and presumably the two are not necessarily always synonymous. Would you care
to give your ideas of the extent to which they should bring to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff the departmental point of view, and the extent to which they should
bring the submerged point of view, and how the two can be reconciled without
giving them nervous prostration?

OENERAL NCGRSTAD: Theoretically the Joint Chiefs, when they pud on
their Joint Chisls® hat should forget their Service viewpoint and work and
consider only the over-all problem and the over-all good, That is a very
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difficult task to assign any human being. The most encouraging thing, I think,
is the fact that the Chiefs can do that to the extent that they om. In the
first place, it calls for considerable knowledge of the subject. It is only
on the basis of knowledge that they can be fres to depart from a position or
line that somebody has coolwd up and prepared for them. So, you have got to
have a lot of imowledge, That goes back to the discussion we had before as
t0 some means of giving them the oppartunity to get into things enocugh so they
have in their own right adequate knowlsdge and have given adequate thought to
the facts involved 20 they are free to changs a position in the light of new
faots.

The other quality called for is a high degree of courage., I don't
know how many of you people have sat at the head of a seotion or division and
had your people come in and say, "This is the position.® I have had psople
come in and tell ms, and I in turn have told my chief, a succession of chiefs,
that there is no question about it -~ this is the answer. Perhaps the toughest
thing in the world is to say, "That is the answer from your standpoint, but
there are other things with which you are not familiar that to my mind changes
it and I am not going to go along with 16.* It is even more difficult to go
% a meeting, as the Chiefs go with their collsagues, or as you do all the way
domm, You go in with some background - you have to study the problem - and
the background usually indicates that such and such is a sound position. Then,
you coms back from that meeting having completely reversed that thought. There
i» no subatitute for the personal qualities which permit a man to acquire
divergent nowledge 80 he can make changes and adjustmwents, and the personal

qualities that give him the courage %o depart from a position that everybody
” .
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elss in his coloy suit thinks is a sound position. But the only way you ocan
come t0 a sound solution, the only way the Chlefs or, for that matter, any-
body on any other level can arrive at sourd solutions, is by doing just that

. on occasions.

I would like to go back again and ssy thess Chiefs - and I am
particularly impressed with the present Chiefs! organisstion - show a great
‘llingness. In the first place, I think they have the ability to think for
‘themselves, even if they are rressed for time in considering all the faots.
ALl of them have a very quick grasp, and they get things fast, They are
oapable of thinking and willing to think for themselves. Sometimes I don't
know how they can do 1% when they are so pushed arowd and constantly tired.
Everyons of them has demonstrated that he has courage to changs a position,
that he has the courage to lead instead of follow on. That is an absoluts
essential and a quality we must expsct in Chiefs. They will never work unless
they have that quality.

COLONEL KINGs (ICAF) Dean Acheson and several others wrote a
minority report to that part of the Hoover Committes, the Eberstadt Committee
Report on the arganisation of the Armed Forces, wherein they advocated quite
strongly and with considerable interest when you resd it, the ides of an over-
all Joint Chiefs of Staff and not a chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as
we have now - but a definite and positive Ghief of Staff, you might say &
conmander, When you read that it is quite interesting. It seems to have merit
but I won't form any opinion myself as %o whether that is a sound altermative
which @0 far you haven't mentioned, but I would like to have your opinion on

is.
DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
Authority: E0 13526

S L, cg;:t Rec%s&negaga Div, WHS



GENERAL NORSTADt I thought my opinion on that subject was well
established. I thought originally that thers should be s military Chief of
Staff., All things being equal, I think that is & very sound solution., I
think we could be assured year in and year out of better solutions, and
faster solutions, with a Chief of Staff. I believe the chairman system can

* worke As proof of that, I point to the present organisation. The present
organisation is working effectively, I would at this time adwvocate no change
in that system, I think you have this, you should support it, and I think
with support it can be as effective as & Chief of Staff. I would advocate no
change. I believe that for my idea of organisation that in ﬁho first instance
the Chief of Staff, in the commonly accepted definition of the Chief of Staff,
would have been the answer. I would not advocate it at this time.

. COLONEL KEISEY: One of the questions which seems to arise con-
tinually is the problem of a central plaming staff, a central opmrating staff.
The Air Force has a peculiar situation, obviously, with global warfare, and
based on your experience could you give us a current evaluation of the advisa-
blity or feasidility of cmntral operational control from the higher headquar-
tors versus operstional control at lower levels and coordination in the oentral
planning group?

OENERAL NORSTAD: I gather you are talidng about the Joint Staff
organisation as opposed to the departmental organisation., The Alr Force, as
you know, decentralised both the plamning and operations perhaps to a larger
extent than they do in the other two Services. The reason for that is pretiy
obvious, Our organisation permits and perhaps dictates that type of system
with the prinoipel functional commands, We can hand out broad directives, and
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the plarming within those directives can be done by Strategic Air Command,
Continental Alr Command, and so on. In the joint organisation that is a
subject that has besn given some discussion, perticularly recently.

In connection with the functional organisation in an emergency, the
alternative, - not quite an alternative but the principal element of the alter-
native ~ is the executive agent system. I think the executive agent system,
as working, 18 adequate now. I would think the recognized tendsney, not far
the future, but the tendensy now, is for the Joint Staff to becoms more opera-
tional. I think in the event of an emergency it might well become an opere~
tional agensy of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I frankly don't have & firm
opinion at this time as to whether or not it should. I think the tendsncy
would be toward the Joint Staff operating more as an operational staff for
the Chiefs in the event of an emergency. There are great stresses and strains
even in peacetims, but the executive agent is working, it is adequate. But
I belisve the tendenoy would be toward that. Although the pros and cons are
cwrrently being discussed, I do not have a firm opinion that it should be an
operational staff. There are some aspects of it which in the case of an
suargency would appear inescapable, and some of us question whether o not it
should be far more operstional than it is now.

CAPTAIN HAYES: (ICAP) General, could I ask your comments on s
suggestion that we put an additional box on the Defense Organization Chart on
the level of the military departments. Ist us call it the Armed Services and
assign all roles and missions tc the Armed Services in this particular dbox,
leaving the depertments only the support functions. The reason I suggest that
is because that seems to be the case in the Navy nowp the operating forces are
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task force 13 separated from the battalion commanders.

QERERAL NORSTAD: Your suggestion is, as I understand it, that you
have the combat alements.

CAPTAIN HAYES: You have the combat elementa to whom are assigned
all roles and missions, and the departments are only support agencies,

OENERAL NCRSTAD: I have never given that my thoughte My off-the-
cuff view would be that that would inwolve problems of relationships that would
be very difficulf. We had a similar system in the Alr Foroe in the GHQ Ady
Yorte, and I think it was sdmilar %o what you have in mind, It was responsible
for all the operating elements of the Air Force. The so-called Chief was in
a supporting roles His responsitdility was to support the combat elements, and
i% introduced very serious problems of relationship. As I remesber ~ I
happened to be in that headquarters - we kept that until the war started and
then we folded it, I have mot given it enough thought to have an opinion on
ite I wuld say, off the cuff, thers would be sericus problems of relation-
shipe

CAPTAIN LINAWEAVER: (ICA?) General you had much to do with this
present unifioation about which we read in the papers, and apparently you are
quite content with your present organisation. My question ia thiss Is this
present unification we have now that compromise that you said results when no
ons can make a decision, or was that foroed upon us by Congress?

GENERAL NORSTAD: It would help me in the first instance to know,
when you mention my responsibility, whether you were giving me credit or blame.
I think it 4s fair to give me either one as & matter of fact.
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The originel Security Act of 1947 involved acceptance on both sides
of soms things that were not considered desirable. It involved the deletion
on both sides of things they thought wers desirable. I think the agreement
between the Services represented a reasonable combination of views at that
particular time, It didn't go as far as sawe pecple wanted it to go in some
aspects, and 1t went farther in others. However, I think it repressnted s
reasonable combination of views. I don't believe either side accepted things
they considered undesirable; I don'$ think either side accepted anything they
thought was unsound. There are different views as to how effectively this
has worked, and perhaps there is room for these views, I% is my Judgment thad
it is working. I think that is the gemerally accepted view. I believe it can
work, and I believe it will work, I think that after two ysars with only ainor
modifications mads in it, that that would indicate it was no compromise which
was unsound. I took exception to some parts of it, and I am sure that others
took exception to some parts of it, but I was considering the over-all objeo~
tive. I freely accepted the law as it was agreed upon, and I accepted it as
Deing reasonable and sounds In other words, the things I didn't went to see
. in there were undesirable in my opinion and not unsound.

GENERAL WEYLAND: General Norstad, when we asked you 40 appear on
this platform following Admiral Struble and General Gruenther, we realised we
were kind of putting you an the spot, especially when we asked you to talk on
the ssme gensral topic that they were to talk on. However, in giving us your
philosophy on the organization and the relationships between the several
Services, you have covered a field that is extremely valusble to both colleges.
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