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CHAPTER 10

“IMPACT OF MISSILES AND SPACE ON NATIONAL
ORGANIZATION AND STRATEGY

1. The DJefense Reorganization Act of 1958

In the aftermath of Sputnik many Adiericans were inclined to
blame interservice rivalry and 'service bic erings' within the
Department of Defense for the lag in the development of American
missile-space technology.  In an address to the American people on

7 November 1957, President Eisenhower stated that "such things as

alleged intér-service competition' would "not be allowed-to create
even the suspicion of harm to our scienmtific .and development
program.’ In his State of the Union message to Congress on 9
January 1958, Eisenhower noted that '"[s]ome of the important new
weapons which technology has produced do not fit into any existing
service pattern' and that some of them 'defy classification accord-
ing to branch of service.' As scon as studies were completed
Eisenhower promised to send Congress a recommendation for a defense

-~ reorganization that would "achieve real unity" and "end inter-

service disputes."

At the conclusion of its exhaustive air power iearings,

Senator Stuart.Symington's special investigating subcomuittee had
already made recommendations regarding a need for defense organiza-
tion in a report made public on 25 January 1957. This report charged
that .the Department of Defense had 'permitted duplication, even
triplification, among the three services in the development and
production of missiles,’’ had ''permitted comparable waste in the
allocation to the three services of responsibility in the missile
field," and had 'delayed in giving overriding priority to the
ballistic missile program.'" The Symington subcommittee concluded:
"The duplicating approach characteristic of many research and devel-
opment programs in the Department of Defense, along with the dollar
limitations established for such programs, has retarded needed
modernization of ‘weapon systems. These policies have retarded im-
portant scientific breakthroughs. They contrast with Soviet policies
which have produced extraordinary Soviet progress in the research

and development field.'?

Many of the witnesses who appeared before the numerous
Congressional committees that investigated missile and space problems
in the winter of 1957-58 agreed at least by inference with President
Eisenhower's apparent belief that interservice rivalry had con-
tributed to a lag in technological development. Supporting such an

“idea when he appeared before Senator Lyndon B. Johnson's Preparedness

Investigating Subcommittee in December 1957, Dr. Wernher von Braun
suggested that a "National Space Agency" ought to be set .up either .
under the Secretary of Defense or as an independent agency, with its
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“own budget and an in-house master planning organization "where
conpetent people would plan a course of action, a stepwise course

of action, on how to proceed to attain certain milestones. For
example, to put a man into orbit on a returnable basis within the
next 5 years, and to have a manned space station, say, in 10 years."3
President Eisenhower's scientific adviser, Dr. James R, Killian, had
written that '"it is unreasonable to expect that ideas for radically
new weapons will come from the military services.'" Elaborating this
theme in an appearance before the Johnson subcommittee, Dr. J.
. Sterling Livingston, a Harvard University Professor of Business
Administration, urged that radically new weapons had seldom been
developed to fill military requirements. . "I recommend," Livingston
said, 'that we bypass our existing decisionmaking process in weapons
development and that responsibility for the development of radically
new weapons and scientific equipment, such as earth satellites and
space vehicles, be transferred to an independent scientific agency
‘outside the Defense Establishment. This agency should have full
authority to take advantage of scientific breakthroughs without
approval or concurrence of the military services. . . . As soon as
one of the military services establishes an approved requirement for
_any weapon under development, appropriate arrangements should be made
to transfer responsibility for the production of that weapon to the
service. Thus, the militazy services should be considered as
customers of this agency.'™ Apparently giving some weight to rec-
ommendations such as these, the Senate Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee recommended on 23 January 1958 that decisive action
should be taken to "reorganize the structure of the Defense
Establishment' and to "accelerate and expand research and development
programs, provide funding on a long-term basis, and improve control
and administration within the Department of Defense or through the
establishment of an independent agency.''d

* * * *

Since the days of Mitchell and Patrick Air Force leaders had
traditionally favored closer unification of the Armed Services, ‘and,
early in 1956 when the Soviet Union appeared to be making greater
technological progress than the United States, the Air Force opened a
campaign aiming toward a new reorganization of the Department of
Defense. In a lecture delivered at the National War College, General
Twining stated that the matter of organizing defenses and using new
weapons most effectively was of equal importance with the technolog-
ical race. '"Even today,' he pointed out, Your weapons are far ahead
of our doctrines and concepts for using them. . . ., The real race
with the Soviets is to achieve the best doctrines, the best strategy
and tactics with new weapons.'" Twining watned that each service was
attempting to attain '"service self-sufficiency," whereas most tasks
were becoming the common objectives of all three services. From his
point of view as Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Twining stated that
he personally favored the idea of a single service, but he noted that
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. such ideas had been studied and rejected many times, and be doubted
© that they would be accepted except as a war-induced emergency

*f  measure. His main hope for increased service unification lay in the

* establishment of unified commands. "From unified commands,' he said,
'"we get requirements for forces and weapons needed for clearly de-
fined tasks. In this respect, they differ from requirements that

A develop when you try to plan for meeting all kinds of war, in all:

- . areas, with all kinds of weapons."” Twining favored the creation of

. additional unified commands: a joint Strategic Air Command, for
“example, should be established along the lines of the Continental
" Air Defense Command. In unified commands, men of all services could

become identified as members of a common mission--men of an “oriented
force."® ‘

In its report of Twining's address the Washlngton Daily News
asserted that the Air Force had begun "blowing the bugles for closer
unification and eventual merger of the Army, Navy, Marines and Air
Force."/ This assertion appeared to have some validity. 1In his
testimony before the Symington subcommittee in April 1956, General
Spaatz had already stated that the Department of Defense should be
organized "with a single military chief of staff under the Secretary
of Defense plus a general staff.™ 1In a speech in San Francisco on
1 June 1956, General White had pointed out that new weapons were
causing the roles and missious of the services to overlap more and
more. In order to provide a military organization "that will help
us all to be free of conflicting service loyalties and confusing
influences,”" White favored further integration of forces into joint
"commands and a free transfer of officers between the services. In
an appearance on a national television program on 3 June 1956, Mr.
Finletter stated that it was ”absolutely necessary that we coordinate
all of these three services and put them into a single service.”
During 1956, Mr. Gill Robb Wilson, President of the Air Force
Association, Professor Barton Leach, and retired Lieutenant General
Quesada endorsed an integration of the military services.

.. Im an article published during the winter of 1956-57, Colonel

- Albert P. Sights, Jr., a member of the policy Division of the Air
Force Directorate of Plans, provided a suggested blueprint to the

way in which United States national defense forces could be orga-

. nized to accomplish the ‘'basic tasks' of defense deriving from the
" national objectives. Sights conceived that the basic national®

- defense tasks were the maintenance of ruclear deterrence, continental

- defense, a strategic reserve, and peripheral defenses in the Atlantic
. and Pacific.  He visualized that the various combat functions that

i were dispersed in seventeen unified, specified, and single-service-

“‘responsible organizations ought to be tonsolidated into five auton-

- omous task-centered combat commands, which could be designated as

- Defense, and Strategic Reserve Commands. A Chief of Military
_Operations should be appointed to provide a centralized direction
-+and control of these combat forces in peace and war. The three

! mllltary serv1ces should be reduced to supportlng elements of the

‘' the Strategic Atomic, Continental Defense, Pacific Defense, atlantic
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combat organization. The Secretary of Defense should be prbvided
with an expanded civilian and military stafl to assist him in

direccing the combat organization and the three support comnands. 10

While this discussicn was prcgressing, Secretary Wilson manifest
little concern for what he described as the 'wagic formula" of
"complete unification.' '"The stifling of intelligent discussions
for the sake of unaniwity,' Wilsen 'thought, "will not guarantee the
perfect answer. More iwportantly, it is foreign to our concept of
a free society.' He opposed a single .rmed Forces chief ol staif as
"a dangerous thing" which would "risk military dictatorship in our
country.' Wilson freely admitted that he had encouraged service
rivalry in the development of new weapons and he saw no reason why
he could not at an appropriate tima “siwmply interpret how the new ’
weapons can fit into the previously agreed division of respon-
sibility.”ll Speaking as Chairman of the Joint Zhiefs of Staff,
Admiral Radford suggested that Finletter's advocacy of a single
service ‘and a single uniform '"would not solve a.ything : . . we
would still have compartmentation within this single uniform."
Radford aiso thought that a single ~rmed Forces chief of staflf would

“have a very difficult life. ''His lot probably would be an unhappy

one because he really would not have the autnority that his title
would imply unless we changed our system of govermment,'l2
‘Representing long-standing Navy views, Admiral Arleigh Burke,
Chief of Haval Opevations; flatly opposed a single Armed Services
Chief of staff. '"If you Eave a single Chief of Staff," Burke main-
tained, "with the power of decision and with authority to develop
his staff -a2s he sees fit, soconer or later he can . . . develop an.
organization that is case hardened on the outside. . . . He can
develop his own systems, and some time, some day somebody can
misuse that.' Touching on the suggestion that the Joint Chiefs c¢f
Staff might be separated from their services -and made into a high-
level strategic planning body, Burke argued: ''The trouble with
separating the chiefs from the chiefs of services is that whea you
don't have the responsibility for something it's awfully easy to -
tell people what to do. . . . Another thing is that for a Joint Chief
to be effective he must know his answers. . . . He's got . . . to
really know the basic things concerning his service gertaining to
the problems which the chiefs are trying to solve.'l Even though
Twining officially favored a single service and a3 single Armed
Forces chief of staff as a matter of policy, he was personally

“willing to admit that he had some reservations on both matters. "I

think it would be less expensive than the present organization,’ he
said. "However, I still feel,"” he added, ''that the three services
watching each other is a pretty healthy thing, because no one can get
really off the beam. With a single service you might get a sort of
military dynasty built up that could make a realy bad mistake for
the United States.'l4 ,

Acting as a public service in the national interest a study
panel of the Rockefeller Brothers Fund had provided wany of the
recomnendations that had been implemented in the Department of
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Defense reorganization of 1953, and in November 1956 a grouping of
seven panels assembled by the Rockefeller Fund began to consider
national problem areas in terms of the future. Some nineteen
- distinguished citizens served on Panel II, "International Security--
The Military Aspect," whose-~report was prepared under the dire~tion
of Henry A. Kissinger and was released late in 1957. This report
forecasted four trends that weuld be of particular importance to
national security: weapons technology would beccme increasingly
‘complex, the rate of technological change wouid increasingly coa-
plicate the tasks of defense relative to offense, the Soviet Rloc
would continue to gain in over-all military strength, and the con-
cept of scarcity in nuclear weapons would disappear from the defense
calculations of the United States, tiie Soveit Uaion, and to a lesser
extent Great Britainm. Based on this strategic estimate the panel
described three major defects in the organization of the Department
of Defense: (1) The roles and missions assigned to the individual
military services had become competitive rather than complenentary
because they were out of accord with weapons technology and the
principal military threats to national policy. (2) The organization
and responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff precluded the
development of a comprehensive and coherent national defense
doctrine. (3) The Secretary of Defense was so burdened wi*h the
negative tasks of trying to arbitrate and control interservice
disputes that he could not play his full positive part .a the
initiation and development of high military policy.

In order to remedy the central weaknesses which it described
as inherent in the existing organization of the Deparument of Defense,
the Rockefeller panel recomme:ded changee in servic: rolls and
missions, in the status of the Joint Chiefs of Statf, and in the
authority of the Secretary of Defense. In the matter of roles and
missions, the panel recommended that the military departments be
removed from the channel of operational command and be charged to
support the unified operational commands. It further recommended
that all operational military forces of the United States should be
organized into unified commands to perform missions dictated by
strategic requirements. The units assigned to each unified comuander
should be organic to his command and not simply placed under his
temporary operational control. ‘Since the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff was believed to be the '"only wmember who can give his
full-time attention to problems of over-all strategic doctrine,” the
panel considered it logical that the Chairman should ba designated
as the principal military adviser to the Secretary of Defense and to
the President. The Chiefs of the Services would continue to serve
on the Joint Chiefs of Staff but only as advisers to the Chairman
on logistics, training, and procurement. The Chairman should also
control the staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which would be
organized on a joint basis. 1In order to develop a group of top
officers who could ''transcend the thinking of any one service,' the
panel recommended that all officers above the equivalent rank of
brigadier general should receive their permanent promotions from the
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Department of Defense and should become officers of the Armed Forces:
of the United States. - Under the existing organization the panel
conceived that the Secretary of Defense was a referee who could
handle disputes only after they came to him in hardened form. In
order to strengthen the Secretary's position, the pacel recommended
that the line of operational command should run from the President
and the Secretary of Defense to the functional commanders through
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It recommended that the
line of logistical command should be from the President through the
Secretary of Defense to the Secretaries of the three military de-
partments. The panel also recommended that the Secretary of Defense
be given absolute powers. over research and development and over
procurement. Its report stated: "The Secretar;' of Defense should be
given authority over all research, development and procurement. He
should have the right of cancellatlon and transfer of service
programs together with their appropriatioas. He should also be
given a direct appropriation for the conduct of rfgearch and devel-
opment programs at the Defense Department level."

The Rockfeller panel report was especially critical of what it
Gescribed as the "service bias' of the members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. It asserted that 'the Joint Chiefs of Staff functions too
often as a committee of partisan adversaries engaged in advancing
‘'service strategic plans and compromising service differences. = Too
little in present arrangements permits the Chief of Staff time and
opportunity to think spontaneocusly or comprehensively about over-all
strategic problems. The result is that our military plans for
meeting foreseeable threats tend to be a patchwork of compromise
between conflicting strategic concegts or simply the uncoordinated
war plans of the several services. Other supposedly informed men
supported this same criticism. Thus on 25 November 1957 Dr. Vammevar
Bush asserted that the Joinc Chiefs of Staf: liad never been able to
prepare a "unitary' war plan. ''The services themselves," he said,

. have prepared war plans, all different, each one of them the
best they can produce., From there on, there has been no means by
which those could be brought into a unitary plan.' Bush's solution
was to put the preparation of war plans into the hands of three
senior officers (retired officers brought back to active duty. if
they were the right men) who would be detached from all further
obligation to their individual services. ''The essential thing,"
Bush said, "is that in one way or another we get the thing we are
looking for, namely a unified war plan.”

Virtually no-one™in authority agreed with tine assertions of the
Rockefeller panel and of Dr. Bush that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
failed to agree on war plans.19 While testifying before the Senate
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee early in 1958, the Joint
Chiefs agreed that they seldom had specific difficulties in arriving
at a joint approval of war plans and related operational matters.
War plans were based on capabilities and military forces in being,
Most disputes arose firom a competition for funds and related
resources needed to increase and improve the forces of the future. 20
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General White emphasized that split decisions were actually "rare"
‘and were not unwholesome, since minority views were not tidden be-

cause a majority might oppose them. "I feel," White said, "that
numbers do not necessarily make for correct decisions. There can

. be good results from JCS splits provided higher authority resolves

the issue with unequivocal decision.' "2l Geperal Taylor estimated
that out of 2,977 Joint Chiefs of Staff actions in the period between
October 1955 and March 1959 only 23 split papers were forwarded to
the Secretary of Defense.22 These split papers dealt with important
subjects upon which compromise was impossible. ''There is always,'
White explained, ''tremendous self-imposed pressure to do the best
job possible because agreement among the Chiefs on military matters

~ought ordinarily to result in the best solution of the problem.

Based upon past experience, I consider that a compromise solution
of a military problem arrived at by the Joint Chiefs of Staff is
usually better than a compromise decision made by civilian
authority.’ "23  "If the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent nothing but unan-
imous recommendations forward to the Secretary of Defense," Admiral
Burke observed, ''then we should be apprehensive because it would
mean either that the Joint Chiefs were losing their competence,
their sincerity, or their expertness, or that the services themselves
were becoming ineffective, unready, or insensitive to their duties
in national security.'24

Each of the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that
their '"two-hat' workload as service chief ard member of the Joint
Chiefs was extremely burdensome, but they believed that the nation's
chief military planners, as General Twining put it, had to be
"intimately acquainted on a day-to-day basis with the operating
capability and effectiveness of their own services.'23 "If you
divorce the Chiefs of Staff from their services,' General White
thought, '"then the .man who gives the orders and lays the plans has

‘no responsibility for carrying them out, and that makes it pretty

difficult for the other fellow, whoever does have to carry thenm
out. ""26 Admiral Burke was even more positive: "The responsibility
stemming from the importance of JCS military planning and advice,"

he said, '"'is so .great that the information required is nothing short

of the best. The best available information on the capabilities,
readiness, and requirements of the armed services can be possessed
only by the military chiefs of these services."?/ Twining's
suggestion for a solution to the "terrific load" that was laid upon
the individual chiefs was the one that he had employed while he was
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, namely to delegate as much as
possible of the service work to a vice chief of staff.28 While
General White thought that the Joint Chiefs must remain as the heads
of their services, he was willing to foresee some change. Taking a
"long look out into the future,' White visualized that 'we are going
to have to go to something that is tantamount to a single service."
In preparation for this he thought that officers who served on the
joint staffs of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or of unified commands
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might be divorced from their services and become Armed Forces

officers. Such an Air Force officer could go back to his service,
but in a "gray uniform rather than a blue uniform'" and with the
understanding that he was 'eligible for broader service' and had
“lost his status as a purely Air Force officer."29

The senior military officers who appeared before the Senate

Prepavedness Investigating Subcommittee displayed little agreement
as to the status to be accorded to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and as to whether the nation required a single Armed Forces
Chief of Staff. Asked about these matters, General LeMay observed

" that such questions would have to be settled by the government out-

side the military establishment. For the immediate future he recom-
nended that one thing to be done ''would be to change the present
Chairman from one of a man who just conducts the meetings, to some
responsibility, and require him to come out of a meetifig with a
military decision, and if he can get unanimous opinion from the
Joint Chiefs, fine: if he cannot, then he forces the issue and makes
the decision limself, if necessary.'30 General White pointed out
that the Secretary of Defense already turned to the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs for advice in cases of split decisions. A single chief
of statf would provide prompt decisions but less certainly wise ‘
decisions, since differing points. of view would not be made known to
civilian authorities. As he had done before, Admiral Burke.

‘bitterly opposed a single chief of staff who might become a military

dictator if he were a strong man or a ''yes man'" if he were weak. 32
In response teo a request for their opinions, General Spaatz and

- Fleet Admiral Nimitz offered exactly opposite views. Spaatz urged

that a "simple efficient system' of a single chief ot staff and a
competent joint staff was required to direct "a complex military
organization.' "The Supreme Commander in the Washinston area,"
Nimitz thought, "is the President as Commander in Chief, and any
proposal to set up somebody else as a single commander between him -
and the forces in the field is totally wrong.™

Still new to the responsibilities of the Office of Secretary of .
Defense, Secretary McElroy remarked that he could have used "just a
little bit more time to get acquainted with all my surroundings" be-
fore undertaking a reorganization of the Department of Defense, but -
President Eisenhower's State of the Union address of 9 January 1958
indicated an immediate need for action. To head the reorganization
project, McElroy secured the services of Mr. Charles S. Coolidge,
whom he appointed Special Assistant for Reorganization.  He also

- established a consultative group, including General Twining as
“incumbent Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Bradley

and Admiral Radford as former Chairmen of the Jo1nt Chiefs, Mr. -

William C. Foster as a former Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr.
-~ Nelson A. Rockefeller as chairman of the President's Advisory
- Committee on Government Reorganization, and retired General Alfred

M.  Gruenther. These men spent some six weeks conducting  intexviews
" within and without the Department of Defense before preparing draft
legislation which was incorporated in a report that McElroy submitted
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exceptions that he would personally approve, he intended that 'all of

Eisenhower stated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff concept was : 3

to Eisenhowgf;~ Even before this McElroy had obtained the President's
advice on key points on several occagions, -and Eisgnhower approved

the suggested legislation with only a few changes. rcElroy later
disclosed that he and Eisenhower had considered and rejected such
proposals as a single irmed Forces chief of staff, a merger of the
Armed Services, and the establishment of Assistant Secretaries of
Defense for Army, Navy, and Air Force in place of existing service
secretaries. They also rejected the Rockefeller panel's recomuenda-
tions that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff be made the
principal military adviser to the President and the Defense Secretary;
that the:Joint Staff be organized on a unified basis and placed under
the control of the Chairman who would then shape strategic planning;
and that all wmilitary forces should be assigned organically to
unified commands. "I would say,' General Twitting added, “'that our
concept of the Joint Chiefs of Staff orgaaization as wrltten in the
administration blll 1s not along the same phllosophy as. the
Rockefeller report.'

As he had promlsed to do President Elsenhower transmitted a
message to Congress on 3 April 1958 in which he discussed the
administrative and legislative changes that he considered essential
in the Department of Defense. In explanation of his reasoning,
Eisenhower stated: "First, separate ground; sea and air warfare is
gone forever. - If ever again we should be involved in war, we will
fight it in all elements, with all services, as one single concen-
trated effort. Peacetime preparatory and orgamizational activity
mist conform to this fact. Strategic and tactical planning must be
completely unified, combat forces organized into unified commands,

‘each equipped with the most efficient weapons systems that science

can develop, singly led and prepared to fight as one; regardless

- of service. The accomplishment of this result is the basic function

of the Secretary of Defense, advised and assisted by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and:operating under the supervision of the:Commander-in-
Chief. . . . Additionally. Secretary of Defense authority, especially
in respect to the development of new weapons, must be clear and
direct, and flexible in the management of funds. Prompt decisions
and elimination of wasteful activity must be primary goals,"36

Most of Eisenhower's message dealt with legislative actions re-
quired of Congress,; but he also revealed his own administrative
orders for changes within the Department of Defense. Subject only to

our operational forces be organized into truly unified commands."

"I expect,' he said, ''these truly unified commands to go far toward
realigning our operational plans, weapon systems and force levels in
such fashiom'#s to provide maximum Security at minimuwn cost,"

"essentially sound,'" but he directed that the Joint Chiefs would

serve collectively as a staff to assist the Secretary of Defense in
his exercise of direction over unified commands, He directed the
Secretary of Defense to discontinue the existing joint staff committee
system and to organize ‘the joint staff into integrated staff ‘
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directorates. Believing that 'before officers are advanced beyond
the two-star level; they must have demonstrated, among other
qualities, the capacity for dealing objectively--without extreme
service partisanship--withimatters of the broadest significance to
our national security,' Esienhower announced that he would consider

_for promotion or nomination to these high ranks only those officers

that were recommended to him by the Secretary of Defense. 37

With a very few exceptions the Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1958 passed by Congress and signed into law on
6 August 1958 represented President Eisenhower's recommendations.

.The act markedly increased the authority of the Secretary of Defense,

particularly in the operational direction of the Armed Forces and
in the research and development field. Where the old Natiorial
Security Act's preamble had provided for ''three military departments

‘separately administered" the new law provided for "a Départment of

Defense, including three military departmeats' and provided only
that the departments were to be ''separately organized.' The
administration bill had proposed to delete all reference to the
separate status of the departments, but Chairman Carl Vinson and the
House Committee on Armed Services inserted the provision that the
departments would be "'separately organized.'' The act vested over-all
direction and control of military research and developuent activities
in the Secretary of Defense and created a position of Director of
Defense Research and Engineering, who would be the principal adviser
to the Secretary on scientific and technological matters, would
supervise all research and engineering activities in the Department
of Defence, and would direct and control (including assignment or
reassignment) of those research and engineering activities that the
Secretary of Defense deemed to require centralized management. The
Secretary was also authorized to establish single agencies to

conduct any service or supply activity common to two or more military
departments.33 The authority to establish single agencies was added
to the bill by an amendment offered by Representative_ John McCormack
and was accepted by Congress with very little debate.

The Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 19538 also
provided that the President, with the advice and assistance of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and acting through the Secretary of Defense, -
would establish unified or specified commands for the performance of
military missions. Forces assigned to such commands were to be under
the "full operational command' of a unified or specified commander,
but -the type forces assigned to such a command would be supported by

their respective military departments. Under the 1953 reorganization,

designated service secretaries had served as executive agents for
designated unified or specified commands. - Now the operational lime
of command for these tommands ran from their commanders through the
corporate Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense and the
President.. The previous legislative authority of the Chief of Naval
Operations and of the Chief of Staff of the ‘Air Force to command
their respective forces was repealed; the Chief of Staff of the Army
had never possessed such authority. The act repealed the meaningless
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_old provision whereby the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was

not permitted to vote (the Joint Chiefs had never conducted business
by vote), and the Chairman was authorized to manage the Joint Staff
(which could not exceed 400 officers) and its Director, on behalf of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The administration bill had omitted any
limitation on the number of persons who might be assigned to the
Joint Staff, but Chairman Vinson and the House Committee on Armed
Services had insisted on setting a limit on the strength of the

~Joint Staff. On this matter Vinson observed: '"And no one can now -
_say that there is any danger or apprehension that we are drifting
“toward a Prussian system. Because we prohibit that, by putting in

the roadblock of 400.'" 1In the approved ':w the vice chiefs of the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force were authorized to perform
such duties and exercise such powers as th:ir chiefs and service
secretaries might delegate or prescribe for them, thus by inference
enabling the service chiefs to devote more time to the work of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.40 ,

After a period of study Secretary McElroy began to effect the
new organizational framework for the Departument of Defense. In the
reorganization McElroy attached the largest importance to the in-
stitution of the new and more direct lines of command lo the unified
and specified commands and the next degree of importance to the
establishment of the new research and engineering organization.41
"Emphasis on the unified command," he had said, "constitutes the
heart and soul of the President's program of reorganization.' 42 1n
September 1958 Eisenhower and McElrcy reviewcd and approved the ‘
missions of the two specified commands--the Eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean and the Strategic Air Commands--and the six unified
commands--the Alaskan, Atlantic, Caribbean, Continental Air Defense,
European, and Pacific Commands. That same month administrative and

~ logistical support of the unified and specified command headquarters
was assigned out among the military departments: the Air Force was

made responsible for supporting the headquarters of the Alaskan,
Continental Air Defense, and Strategic Air Commands.43 All compcnent

- forces assigned to the unified or specified commands, including the

" component force headquarters, were to be administered and supported
.- by the military departmant that provided the ferces  The unified
"~ and specified commanders were given no budgetary functions: they

made plans and stated requirements for forces to the corporate Joint

. Chiefs of Staff who corrclated sll force requirements with across-
“" the-board requirements and capabilities.44 In an additional directive
-+ issued on 31 December 1958, Secretary McElroy described additional
- portions of the new organization. This directive visualized three
.- groups of agencies under the Secretary of Defense. Immediate staff

.- assistance to the Secretary was provided by the Office of the
.- Secretary ot Defense, vhich now comprised seven assistant secretaries
" and the Director of Deranse Research «nd Engineering. The Joint

Chiefs acted as the Secretary's principal military advisers and his

'5f military staff in the chain of operational command. The three
‘military departments constituted the second’group of agencies, .
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Each department was responsible for the preparation of type forces.
The unifiéd and specified coumands comprised the third group of
agencies. Two cownand chains were established: the lLine of
operational c¢ommand ran {rom the President to the Secretary of
Defense ‘and through the corporate Joint Chiefs ol Staffl to the
conmanders ‘of the unified and specitied cownands, - The line of non-
operational ceommand raun frowm the President to the Secretary of
Defense and to the secretaries of the military departuents. 45

As enacted into law the 1958 reorganization act went about as
far as. possible in centralizing authority and control in the
Department of Defense as could be managed without abandoning the
concept of the separate military services. ~The major statutory
limitations on the powers ol the Sccrctary of Defense that remained
were that the military departwents could not be werged, that
statutory functions could not be substantially changed without
careful Congressional review, that a single chief of staff over the
Armed Forces or an over-all Armed -Forces general staff should not
be established, and that the Secretaries of ‘the wmilitary departments
and the individual wewbers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff might present
any recommendation they deemed proper to Congress. While the latter
authority had not been used since 1949 lresident LEisenhower had
described it as "legalized insubordination. ‘40

oty - . Ve ats
% * ¥ %

During hearings. in Congress and in the months that followed the
passage of the Department of Defense Feorganization Act of 1958,
continued criticism of defense organization indicated a prevalent:
belief in some quarters that the act was only-a partial, evolutionary
step toward increased unification. As early-as 17 April 1958 General
White announced that the Air Force was "wholeheartedly'" in accord
with the President's proposals on defense reorganization. When he
appeared before the House Comittee on Armed Sexvices on 2 riay, White
justified the oeorgenization on the pgrounds that it would establish
a peacetime organization that could weet wartime requicewents, pro-
vide a system that would better enavle the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
act with_corporate responsibillities and corporate views, assign
clear-cut authority and responsibility to the Secretary of Defense,
and provide better defense at a cowparable cost. "I coupletely
agree," White said, 'with the President's concept that separate
ground, sea, and air warfare are gone forever, and that peacetime
preparation and organization must conform to this fact." In response
to questions, White-admitted that the reorganization measure might
wean ''that some of the things that we perhaps consider vested
interests ol the *ir Force might go by the board," but he -added; "I s
think and a gireat many of us in the air Force think that even if g
that happened, it would be for the good of the over-all national
defense. "% 7

When.White appeared before the Senate Comuittee on /rmed
Services. on 19 June, he continued to support the reorganization bill
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although he regretted that the House of Representatives had placed
limitations on the authority of the Secretary of Defense to transfer,
reassign, abolish, or consolidate combatant functions within the
Department of Defense. "This could hold up action for many months,"

White explained, 'on a change of wmajor importance to the security of

our country.' ~ While the law would thus contain limits on the

Secretary's authority, White nevertheless considered that the 'best
possible organization' of the Defense Department was being effected.
He thought that the reorganization would result "in greater uni-
formity . . . as far as doctrine and *raining are concerned' since
the unified commands would be operating diréctly under the corporate
Joint Chiefs of Staff and '"anytime there is a conflict in

doctrine . . . it can, and undoubtedly would, be straightened out, "48
In summary of his position General White would remark: "I vigorously
supported the Reorganization Act of 1958. 1 think it is a step
forward. ""49 buring hearings on the reorganization bill before the

~Senate Committee on Armed Services, General Spaatz described the

measure as inadequate in that it failed to give the Secretary of
Defense an administrative control over the services. "In my opinion,’
Spaatz said, ''the Defense Department will never be properly organized.
until full administrative authority is vested in the Secretary of
Defense; and that condition is so stated in the law in no uncertain
terms."20

In a strong statement made to- the Senate Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences on 22 April 1959, General LeMay
described the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 as a siep in the
right direction that ought to be pursued further. 'Today more than
ever before in our history,' he stated, ''there is need for centralized

~control and direction over our Armed Forces. . . . Modern weapons

and improved delivery systems are changing the concepts of military
operations and confusion or indecision can be fatal in this new era.
As our weapon systems improve and become more versatile it is ve-
coming more and more apparent that the functions and weapons of
individual services are beginning to overlap. Forces are of neces-
sity becoming functionally oriented. To meet this changing condition

-1 firmly believe we will need a modification in our military structure.

I believe that we must eventually progress toward a single service,
with a single Chief of Staff, and one staff .to operate the Armed
Forces. . . . The DOD Reorganization Act of 1958 was a step in this
direction. . . . I feel that sooner or later we must go beyond this.
Semiautonomous combat. organizations are not the cowmplete answer. We

~need central command and control. To achieve this, the barriers that

are created by service interest must be removed. Combat elements
having the same function or wission wust be integrated into func~
tional areas under single control. . . . As I see it now, this can
best be accomplished under a single chief; one who can make decisions
on force structure, approve strategic plans and weapon systews and
assign those systems for use by given elements of the Armed Forces, 31
The Air Force position was f{avorably regarded in somec

Congressional committees. ~ In its repOrt on ‘the Department of Defense
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“Japptqpriatibh bill in the summer of 1959, the House ApprépriatiOnS‘
~ Committee stated: "The President, the Secretary of Defense, the
. Congress, and the American people have a right to expect%a better

job from the JCS in the way of military guidance. As a corporate
body, the Joint Chiefs of Staff must set up plans for the guidance
of the various comands and the respective services. Hard decisions
are required, and the President, the Secretary of Defense and the

~ Joint Chiefs must assume the major responsibility for tailoring

military forces to requirements. Each year the question which con-
fronts ys of ‘'who gets what' is becoming more difficult to cope

with, ' In September 1959 the Committee on Government Operations
of the House of Representatives recommended an Army-Air Force merger
as a beginning step to "end waste and confusion' in the Pentagon.
"While each service tries to accommodate and adapt its mission con-

" cept to the space medium,” the committee reported, "the logic of
new weapons technology has virtually destroyed the traditional basis

for services organized around strategic land, sea, and air
missions. . . . There is historical irony in the fact that the Air
Force achieved its organic separation from the Army at the threshold
of the decline of airpower and the rise of missile power."

In a study of 'Service Roles and Missions in the Future' com-

- pleted in May 1958, the Air War College Evaluation Staff had noted’

that media of operations had originally determined the strategic
functions of land, sea, and air forces. The emergence of new
weapon systems, however, had reduced the effect of media on opera-
tions. The Evaluation Staff had therefore recommended: ''we must
begin to relate task or mission to weapon system and to arrange

" weapon systems into appropriate groupings for management purposes."54

In a high priority project assigned on 14 May 1959, the Evaluation

'Staff prepared a detailed study looking toward the implementation of

a single service concept, The study was completed in basic form on®

.31 July 1959 and was transmitted to the Air Force Plans Directorate,

" which bound extracts from it with other 'think papers" in standard

... black binders and circulated the package for comment. The study was

“also published in the Air University Quarterly Review during the

. summer of 1960. This "Study on Single Service' proposed that the

- Department of Defense could mcve toward a single service in five
-~ evolutionary steps and that the beginning of the evolutionary changes
“could be made under authority permitted by the Defense Reorganization

Act of 1958. In a preliminary step, a joint reorganization task

force should be established to prepare basic planning. In an

~activation step, the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be diverced from

- serxrvice affiliations and used a. the nucleus for a national military
‘council that would advise a singie Armed Forces chief of staff, who

would be supported by a national military staff. 1In an operational

*'step, new unified commands would be organized to include a' Strategic,
.a Mobile Strike, a Continental U.S. Defense, an Atlantic, a Pacific,
‘a Research and Development, and a Logistics Command. In &8 clean-up
‘step, the Departments of srmy, Navy, and Air Force would be dis-

continued and activated as commands, with support and training -
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would be integrated into-a unified Personnel and Training Commnand.

Navy officers soon began to refer to the single service-study as the

“Air University Black Book of Reorganization Papers."3® For his own
part General White defended the so-called "Air University Black Book"
as a necessary study which was apparently more familiar to Arwy and
Navy officers than to Air Force officers. He saw no reason why Air
Force officers should not be studying the concept of a single
service, but he added: ''I can tell you right now the Air Force does
not advocate a single service.

ok * ) * *

The apparent Air Force enthusiasm for increased unification of
the military services was not shared by the Departuent of Defense
or by the Army and Navy. In April 1959, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Quarles expressed confidence that the 1958 reorganization would
"dlscourage improper use of the research and development program as
means of carrying on a kind of warfare between the Departments in an
attempt on the part of each to enlarge its area of roles and
missions.'" Quarles also believed that "some degree of this rivalry
between departmwents is wholesome and productive. 38 1In his report
of the first full year of operations under the 1958 reorganization
act, Secretary McElroy stated that the new defense organization
"adequately meets current management needs." Additional adjustments
would likely bhe necessary as techneleogy continued to advance, but
McElroy cautioned: "It is important . . ., that such adjustments. are
evolutionary rather than revolutionary in character, for radical
changes upset the operational effectiveness of any organization for
a considerable time."29 McElroy's successor as Secretary of Defense,
Thomas S. Gates, Jr., stated-.on 13 June 1960, that it was his judg-
ment that the defense organization was éssentially sound. "I would
suggest no. further statutory changes,'" he recommended, "until we have

more thoroughly digested this 1958 reorganization and learned, by

living with it, of any further changes in the law which might be
indicated.'®0 "Following retirement as Army Chief of Staff, General
Taylor advocated the establishment of a single defense chief of ‘
staff who would receive requests for forces from unified commanders,:
make budget allocations in functional fields, and provide centralized
control -of operations, but he saw a continuing need for the separate
depertments in order to 'create and maintain the forces as directed
by the Secretary of Defense."®l The new Army Chief of Staff, General

_Lyman L. Lemnitzer, specifically considered that the suggested merger

of the Army and the Air Force would be ‘''undesirable," and he also

believed that "the division among the services is a perfectly natural
one--ong service to fight on land, the Army; one to fight on the
surface of the sea, over it and underneath it, the Navy; and one in
the air, the Air Force.'62  The Navy and the Marine Corps strongly

“opposed a single service. . "We have ve&¥y little duplication now left
in the ‘services,"” Admiral Burke testified. '"What could happen is the
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"Strategic Command might well be organized to control both the Air

elimination 6f one whole elemént, so you don't have that ‘&lement at
all, arnd thereby leave yourself wide open, betting that just one
thing is going to happen."

In its support for the Department of Defense Reorganization Act
of 1958 theé Air Force had assumed that the new organization would

. increase the importance of unified commands and that by vesting

primary responsibility for stating force requirements in the unified
commanders would permit .a '"more realistic' allocation of available

" defense dollars. The Department of Defense budgetary allocation of

funds by military services remained unchanged, however, and in the
summer of 1958 the Secretary of Defense accepted $41.25 billion as
an initial planning objective for the fiscal year 1960 defense
budget and determined that allocations to each service would continue
to be approximately the same gercentage of the whole as had been

the ¢ease in fiscal year 1959. While they were theoretically re~
duced in stature by the defense reorganization, the military depart-
ments thus continued to exercise the power of the budget. In
explaining the problem, General White observed that: '"As a service
chief, I am always trying to get the best I can for my service."

But within the Air Force White also had to resclve the competing
requests for funds submitted by the Strategic Air Command, the iir
Defense Command, and the Tactical Air Command. Each of these
commanders were men who were charged with, as White said, "a
speciggc responsbilility and they are exceedingly dedicated to their
job." As has been seen, General White and the Air Staff initiated

.a reduction in the forces to be available to the Continental Air

Defense Command in the spring of 1960 over the strong opposition of
the unified commander, who considered that his mission as a unlfled
commander was being jeopardized.

In view of the strong emphasis upon unified commands in
Eisenhower's defense reorganization proposals,; Air Force leaders
assumed that the reorganization act would result in the establishment
of unified commands to replace the single-service specified commands.
General White thus saw a good possibility that the Tactical Air
Command and the Continental Army Forces might well be placed in a
single unified command.®0® At the helm of the Strategic Air Command,
General Power pointed out in April 1958 that he was charged as the
specified commander to coordinate attacks against many strategic
targets nominated in separate target lists by other specified and
unified commanders. With the advent of missiles such existing
methods of coordinating strategic attacks would be adequate only
in the unlikely circumstance that the United States would exercise
the initiative and could carefully determine and prepare every facet
of the operation in advance, In context with the defense re-
organization of 1958 the Air Force also assumed that a unified

Force's strategic air and missile forces and the Navy's Polarls-
equipped submarine forces. ‘
. As early as ‘pril 1959 the JOan Chiefs of Staff began 1engthy
studies as to the manner in which command and control would be
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' exercised over the Polaris weapon system.69 ‘When early discussions
. failed to reach a positive decision, General White formally requested
the establishment of a unified U.S. Strategic Command. He urged that
both the Strategic Air Command and. a Polaris submarine coumand would
< "be subordinated to the unified Strategic Command. = General Power -
> supported this propcsal. "1 think," he said early in 1960, "that all
... strategic weapon systems should be under one central comsand, whether
= it. is commanded by an.ir Force officer, naval officer, or Army
officer is a moot question.'’0 Admiral Burke, on the other hand,
described the Air Force proposal as "unsound and impractical.' He
- argued . that it would not be practical to take operational command of
~“Polaris vessels away from fleet cormanders since the wovements of
these submarines would have to be coordinated with those of many
other naval vessels that would be operating in the same waters at the
same time. Once a Polaris submarine had fired its strategic missiles,
moreover, it would be expected to operate on missions siwmilar to
those of other submarines. "The Navy,' Burke euwphasized, ‘“has
behind it generations of experience in the operation of seabased
~weapons systems. To depart from the principle of the integrated,
balanced fleet at this critical time in history by assigning Polaris
submarines to a command charged with operating land-based strategic
bomber; and missiles would weaken our Nation's ability to strike
back. "/l ~ - |
: The unified U.S. Strategic Command would not be established.
Instead, the question of operational control of Polaris submarine
forces was decided on 17 August 1960 when Secretary Gates established
- a Joint Strategic Target Planning Agency and designated General
-Power as Director, Strategic Target Planning. A Navy admiral was
_designated as Deputy Director, Strategic Target Planning, and the -
“agency comprised officers from each of the services, representatives
- from the unified commands, and a liaison group from the Joint Staff
..~of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The activity was physically located
. at Headquarters, Strategic Air Command, because of the availability
. of programing equipment and experienced personnel there and because
"+ SAC had the majority of assigned targets, but the Joint Strategic
“Target Planning Agency was directly responsible to the Joint Chiefs
~of Staff and was charged with the preparation of integrated target
plans that would take into consideration all of the strategic war-
fare capabilities of the United States. The staff was divided into
two sections: one section was charged to draw up the target list,
and the other determined which commander would hit a particular
target and how he would do.it. ~The target list was called the
national strategic target list, and the operating plan was described
as the single integrated operational plan. - Both of ‘these documents
were submitted to the Joint Chiefs for review, modification, and
approval. The Secretary of Defense reviewed them and gave final
approval. The first assignment of nuclear weapons to strategic
targets by the new agency was to be completed in December 1960." As
. desired by the Navy, the establishment of the Joint Strategic Target
Planning Agency permitted the assignment of Polaris submarines to
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’.éntlrely agreeable to some highly-placed defense officials, who

in space flight, the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Development

‘naval components in unlfled commands rather than to a unified U.S.
Stratenlc Command. 72 ,

2. Organization of Military and National Space Programs

In the hectic months after October 1957 a welter of conflicting
ideas and concepts regarding the utility of space for mllltary
operations provided a background to the efforts to organize military
and national space programs. !'"One of the wajor provocat1ons of . . .
interservice rivalry . . .," Secretary McElroy stated, "arises from
the fact that there are certain types of weapons that come into the
picture which do not have any obvious and specific connection with
onz or more of the services.' A little later lcElroy specifically
observed that in his opinion missiles were '‘weapon systems which
do not naturally fall within the responsibilities of individual
services.'" Deputy Secretary Quarles justified the assignment of
long range surface-to-surface missiles to the Air Force not because
of the Air Force mission but because it possessed targeting and--
reconndissance capabilities needed to employ them.’3 0On 15 November
1957 McElroy named Mr, William M. Holaday as Defense Director of
Guided Missiles and charged him to ''direct all activities in the"
Department of Defense relatlng to research, development engineering,
production, and procurement of guided mlSSlles 74 1icElroy conceived
that Holaday's job had two different aspects: one was to wonitor and
supervise all research and engineering work in the field of guided
missiles and the other was to assure apprepriate priority handling
of all guided missile problems in connection with their transition
from research and development into production and procurement.’3
Both to ‘alleviate service rivalry and to handle 'will-of-the-wisp"
research and development projects in the fields of satellites and
space, McElroy announced on 20 November 1957 that he intended to
establish a special projects agency within the Department of Defense.
The agency would handle research and development on advanced weapons,
which if operationally feasible would be assigned to one of the
services for productior and employment. licElroy announced that
responsibility for the development of an antimissile missile would
be assigned to the agency, and he implied that responsibility for
other wissiles might also have been assigned to the special agency
except for the fact that these programs were toc far along.

‘These sweeping decisions by the Secretary of Defense were not

recognized a need for a defense office with authority to make policy
decisions but objected to the establishment of a defense agency which
would have development and contractual powers. Believing that there
was need for a staff organization to handle research and development

established a Directorate of Astronautics on 10 December 1957. At

~about this time, however, McElroy rejected recommendations opposing

‘the special defense ageiicy, and the Air Force order establishing a

 Directorate of Astronautics was revoked on 13 December, reportedly
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_before the Senate Armed Services Subcommittee on 9 January 1958,

"Defense.

because of pressure from Holadéy'and Quarles.’7 - When he appeared

however, Major General Schriever emphasized that the Air Force
already possessed capabilities to initiate an astronautics develop-
ment program with no dilution or diversion of its ballistic missiles
programs. Schriever saw a need for a defense authority that would
formulate policy and approve programs, but he warned that “any

‘program to establish a separate astronautics management agency would

result in duplication of capabilities already existing in the-hir
Force ballistic missile programs at a cost 1n funds and time similar

to that already expended on these programs.'

Overruling service ohjections, Secretary McElroy proceeded with
his plans for the organization of the Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA). With Eisenhower's approval funds for ARPA research

 and development were included in the fiscal year 1959 defense budget

submitted to Congress in January 1958. Without awaiting the new
fiscal year, McElrcy established ARPA effective on 7 February 1958,
and Congress soon authorized him to transfer $10 million from the
military budget to the new agency. Under its charter ARPA was
authorized to direct such research and development projects as the
Secretary assigned to it, to arrange for the performance of work by
other governmental agencies including the military services, to
enter contracts with individuals or institutions, and to acquire,
test faC}%lt‘es and equipment as approved by the Secretary of
Appointed Director of ARPA, Mr. Roy W. Jehnson secured

personnel from the Institute of Defense Analysis, including Dr.
Herbert F, York, who became ARPA's chief scientist on 18 March. As
a matter of ‘policy Johnson sought to keep the ARPA staff small (not
more than 100 people including clerks), to avoid acquiring an in-
house research and development capability, and detevmined nct to
pursue any system beyond research and development. ~His miin object
objective was to provide ""a small management staff desigred to work
with and through the military departments in developing forward-
looking programs.' He viewed ARPA as an agency that could malke for
"painless'" unification in thé field of space technology.

At its establishment in February 1958 the Advanced Research

" Projects Agency was given a unique position of great potential power

in the Department of Defense, and it appeared for a time that ARPA
might become a fourth military service. McElroy sturdily justified
ARPA's continuation as 'an operating element paralleling the research

. and engineering organizations of the military departments,'" but Mr.

Johnson's self-limiting policies did not permit this. Johnson
personally believed that the three sexvices ought to be combined

into a single service, and he had no desire to make ARPA into a
fourth service thus making things four times as bad as before.8l
Johnson also stated: "To ARPA, space is . . . a place to discover
new and bettet ways to do old military jobs; new ways to warn of
impending-attack, - to_communicate the alert to our forces, to actively
defend our Natiom." 1f space was thus to be a place where old
missions could be performed more effectively, no new concept of
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space power would supersede the old roles and wissions of the -
military forces. .t the completion ol ARrA research and developue-t,
woreover, operational space weapon systews were to be turned over Lo
military service for production and employucnt. &s a wethod of

procedure ARPA allocated most of its research and developuent
projects to the military services. In the dispositioa of funds so
allocated to the military services in the first year oJ its exis-.
tence, ARJSY placed 80 percent with the 4ir Foree (including original
Air Force funds in'the Discoverer, Sentry (aamos), aad Midas projects
that were transferred to ARPA and then reallocated bacli to: the Lir
Force),;  la:-pervcent with the Arwy, and 6 percent with the Navy.83

As cnacted. in fugust 1958 the Defense Reorganization Act created
the Director of Defense Research and Inginecring, with authority
direct and control, assign or reassign, and to wanage vescarch and
engineering activities within the Department of Defense with the
approval-of the Secretary of Defcuse. ~fresident Lisenhower appointed
Dr. York to this position on 24 Deceuwber 1958, and shortly there-
after York assumed responsibilities for the Lcsearch_and engineering
responsibilities in the guided missile field tuat had been exercised
by the Director of Guided lissiles. Seécretary licilroy nevertheless
desired to- retain Holaday as Director of Guided Missiles in order
that he Jight "pusH Torward™ the high-pil cy issile prOJcctlon
programs. cElroy was also determined to perscrve AR?4A as “'a fourth
opervating agency for research and engineering projects. nd4 Up until
this tiame ARPA had gottert most of its ideas from the wilitary
departaents, but McElroy seérved notice trdi hie wanted it to becowe -
"a think L&Ltory” and to plan a 10-to 20-year )roolam for the
military use of the space enviromment. 8

buring the spring of 1959 Congressional investigators wanted
to lknow whether #RPA should be continued. 1In an appearance before
the Senate Subcommittee on Governmental Ovganizacion for Spac
Activities, Under Secretary of the Air Force Malcolu A. “cIntch and
Major General Schriever praised the work of ix. Johnson, but they
stated their strong conviction that research and development wanage-
ment for space systems ought to be returned to the services whicih’

would operationally employ the space weapoa systeus. Without claiming

any exclusive Air Force jurisdiction over the realw of aerospace,
McIntyre and Schriever demonstrated that the Air Foice's defensive
and offensive missions were so affected by poteantial developuents in
space as to demand that it be recognized as tlie nation's primary
aerospace force. ''The 4ir Force,' Schriever said, '"has two combat
mission responsibilities: one is strategic air and the other is air
defense. ', . . I feel that by 1970, and pernaps long Lefore that,

in certain cases, that these cowbat wissions of the Air Force will
be taken over, to a large extent, by what you would call space
weapons Systems--ballistic missiles, oatellltes and space craft.
Schriever also argued that a separation of research and developmgnt
from copexations prevented an employment oi the principle of con-
current development that had so greatly compressed the time requited
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to establish an initial operational capability with ballistic
missiles. Responding to a pointed question, Schriever recommended
that ARPA should be liqutdated as of 30 June-1959, that policy
guidance and program approval be centered in the Office of Director
of Defense Research and Engineering, and that space research and
development projects be returned to the management of the wilitary
services.® : :

In an appearance before the House Committee on Science and
Astronautics, Army spokesmen pnsited: "Space is a newly entered,
largely unknown medium which transcends the exclusive interest of
any service or even of the Department of Defense." Secretary of
the Army Brucker emphasized the Army position that space exploration
was a national effort, and he believed that ARPA had served to
prevent "cutthroat" competition in the field.87 Before the Sub-
committee of the Senate Committee con Aeronautical and Space Sciences,
Lieutenant General Arthur G. Trudeau, Chief of Army Research and
Development, argued that since no single service had been assigned
sole responsibility for military space activities ARPA filled "a
very great need, and should not be eliminated.'88 Dr. York also
foresaw a continuing requirement for ARPA. 'Since it is evisioned
that military space activities will cut across all military opera-
tions," he reasoned, 'it would be difficult to attempt to assign all
military space operations to any one uwilitary service. '8

The position of the Navy in regard tc ARPA appeared to be sowe-
what between those of the Army and the Air Force. = Secretary of the

- Navy Thomas S. Gates, Jr., stated: “The Havy's aim in relatica to

space can be simply stated: To use space to accouplish naval objec-
tives and to grevent space frowm being used to the dectriment of tnose
objectives."90 vVice Admiral John T. Hayward, Assistant Chief of
Naval Operations (Research and Development) acknowledged that ARKA
had "done an excellent job' in the absence ol legislation. He also

‘thought that the agency was a worthwhile Departument of Defense

“"intarface" with the National Aeronautics and Space Agency. But he
did not believe that ARPA should be an operating agency, and he
thought that as a policy agency ARPA probably ought to be phased
into the Office of the Director of Defense Research and Engineering.9l
As early as February 1959 the Air Force officially requested
that in view of the impending completion of research and developwment
it should be assigned responsibility for the production and operatien
of the Sentry (Samos) reconmaissance satellite systew and of the
tMidas infrared missile defense alarm system.. When he appeared beflore
the Subcommittee of the Senate Committce on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences on 14 April, however, Lieutenant General Trudeau suggested
that a unified space command should be established under the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to take over operational employment ot vehicles or
satellites that were under development by ARPA. Major General
Schriever, on the other hand, urged that "it would be well to wmake
a decision as to which service should do what and thea give the
responsibilities to that service to develop and bring into being,
operationally, the particular system required to provide- the '
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- service.

" When developed, the operational military space systems

would be turned over to existing unified or specified commanders.92
Mr. Holaday, who had now been named Chairman of the NASA-DOD
Civilian—Military Liaison Committee, also recommended that 'military
operations in space must came under a unified or specified
command. "92

In a formal memorandum for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on 18 September 1959, Secretary McElroy ruled that & joint
military organization with control over operational space systems
did not appear to be desirable at that time. In this memorandum,

'McEiroy rurcher expressed his opinion that the number Or military

satellite vehicies that would be launched in the next several yegrs
would not be very large and that the utilization ot the existing
organization of the military departments appeared preferable to the
estabrLishment of a joint military organization to control operational
space systems. McElroy therefore assigned to the Department of the
Air Force the responsibility for the development, production, and

* launching of ‘space boosters and the necessary system. integration of

payloads incident to this activity. He announced impending trans-
ferc of developed systems from ARPA to the military departments:.
the Air Force would be assigned responsibility for Samos (Sentry)
and Midas; the Transit navigational satellite would be assigned to
the Navy; and the Army would receive operational charge of the
Notus communications satellites, ir .luding Courier--a delayed re-
pester communications system--and Advent--an active instantaneous
relay system.: These systems would remain under ARFA until develop-
ment was completed, and even after the systems were. transferred
McElroy indicated that ARPA would continue in being as the Defense
Department's agency for advanced military research.

In accordance with McElroy's decision the Air Force was
assigned responsibility in November 1959 for the production of Samos
and Midas and also fur Discoverer, the latter being a project to
test components, propulsion; and guidance systems to be used in

_other satellite projects and to develop techniques for the recovery

of space capsules. Secretary of Defense Gates was subsequently
asked to reconsider the McElroy decision on space systems, but on
16 June 1960 he, too, determined that the establishment of a joint

~military organization for the control of operational space systems
~did not appear necessary or immediately desirable. He further
directed that the services would make provisions looking toward an

orderly transfer of space systems to using unified or specified
commands, thereby accepting by inference the Air Force position that
the systems should be so assigned. 95 with the passing of tlme
virtually all defense space projects were taken out of the hands of

"

.. ARPA and transferred to ‘the 1nd1v1dua1 milltary services. ~ ARPA
- continued to conduct progects of very broad interest such as research
~on materials, solid propellant chemistry, detection of nuclear tests,

long range studies on antimissile defense, and research in the field

of tOXlCS and energy conversion, 2
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In the period of crisis in the autumn of 1957 the Department
of Defense had made decisions on the subject of space organization
on the basis of a belief that space was a vast unknown that lay out-
side existing roles and missions of the armed services. From this

position the Department of Defense gradually moved toward acceptance .

of the proposition expressed by Major General Schriever:

"Space . . . is a medium in which many military missions can be
accomplished more effectively. Actually, it can be better under-
stood when it is viewed as just what it is, an extension of a
medium--aerOSpace."9 The tacit acceptance of the concept that
space was a continum beyond the atmosphere was practical, but it was
not without limitations. So called "space systems' for example
would not be developed as a means for exploiting a medium but rather
in terms of existing military requirements. ''The major criterion

for the choice of g particular system to satisfy a particular

military requirement,' explained Lieutenant General Roscoe C.
Wilson, Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Development, in February
1960, "must be the relative effectiveness of that system compared
with other methods of doing the same job.' Thus orbital or space
systems could be developed only if they would" (1) perform an
essential military mission which could be performed in no other

way; “(2) ‘perform an essential military mission more effectively at

a justifiable increase in cost; or (3) perform an essential military
mission in an acceptable manner at a reduced cost.

% %* * %

"I think you ought to realize," stated Dr. T. Keith Glennan,
who assumed duty as the first idmlnlstrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) at its establishment on
L October 1958, 'that NASA was born out of a state of hysteria. n99
In the same months that Hational leaders were attempting to provide
a military organization for aerospace, they were also confronting
the even more complex problem of establishing a mnational space
program. In order to get guidance in this unknown field, President
‘Eisenhower announced on 7 November 1957 the appointwment of Dr. James
R. Killian, Jr., President of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, as Presidential Scientific Adviser. One of Killian's
first tasks was to visualize a national space program, and the later
noted that he approached the task with already firm ideas. "From
the beginning,' he stated, "it has been my view that the Federal
Govermment had . . . only two acceptable alternatives in creating
its organization for space research, development, and operation,

One was to concentrate the entire responsibility, military and non-
military, in a single civilian agency. The other was to have dual
programs--a program of space exploration and peaceful space activity
under the management of a civilian agency aad the military space
program under the management of the Department of Defense. . . .
possible third alternative, that of putting our entire space program
under the management. of the Department of Defense always seemed to
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me to have so many defects as to be practically excluded as a
solution. This is true because space exploration involves numerous
activities and objectives that are outside the defense domain.'100
As has been seen, President Eisenhower's report to the American
people made less than a week after Killian took office stated
distinctive criteria for space prOieccs that were undertaken for
scientific and defense purposes.‘10

- At the same time that President Eisenhower distinguished
between scientific and militarxy space technology, the United States
was already committed to a line of diplomatic action that sought to
secure an internaticnal arms control agreement limiting developments
in space to peaceful and scientific purposes. In the U.S. State
Department this proposal for ab initio arms control in space related
back to a belief that international control of the military use of
atomic energy, as a State Department spokesman said, "could have
been attained with relative ease' in 1946.  As has been seen, the
United States pursued this line of diplomacy throughout 1957 and
President Eisenhower continued to advocate it during the spring of
1953. On 12 January 1958 Eisenhower wrote Soviet Premier Nikolai
Bulganin saying: "I proposed that we agree tuat outer space should
be used only for peaceful purposes. We face a decisive moment in

- history in relation to this matter. Both the Soviet Union and the

United States ave now using outer space for the testing of missiles

~designed for military purposes. The time to stop is now.' Speeking

in the Sovie Union, Party Secretary Nikita Kruschev belittled the
Eisenhower offer with the remark: "This means they want to prohibit

that which they do not possess.' In another letter to Bulganin on

15 February 1958, however, Eisenhower renewed his plea: "A terrible
new menace can be seen to be in the making. That menace is to be
found in the use of outer space for war purposes. The time to deal
with that wenace is now. It would be tragic if the Soviet leaders
were blind or indifferent teward this menace as ‘they were apparently
blind or indifferent to the atomic and nuclear menace at its
inception a decade ago.' While the Soviets were not immediately
responsive to these proposals, the U.S. State Department accepted
them as a sincere objective, "The most immediate problem in the
field of space foreign policy,' a State Department oificial said on
14 kay 1958, ”iiogow to ensure that outer space is used for peaceful

‘purposes only."

In connection with a study of space science and technology that
it was making at Eisenhower's request, the President's Science
Advisory Committee headed by Dr. Killian prepared a brief "Introdu-
tion to Quter Space which was released on 26 MHarch 1958. The panel
of scieéntists distinguished four factors that gave ''importance,
urgency, and inevitability" to the advancement of space technology.
These factors were said to be ''the cowpelling urge of man to explore
and discover,'" '"the defensive objective for the developuent of space
technology," ''the factor of national prestige,' and the fact that

"space technology affords new opportunities for scientifiewebserva-

“tion and experiment which will add to our knowledge and-understanding
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~of the Earth, the solar system, and the universe. The scientists

.-noted that the development of military rockets had provided the

" technological base for space exploration, but they believed taat

- the important and foreseeable military uses for military space

- -.vehicles lay in the fields of communication and reconnaissance.

. Visualizations of satellite bombers or military bases on the moon
did not "hold up well on close examination or appear to be achievs’le
at an early date.'" Such military developments would become

 technologically possible in time, but they would be “clumsy and in-
effective ways of doing a job." '"In short,'" the report concluded,

. "the Earth would appear to be, after all, the best weapons carrier."
This report apparently reinforced President Eisenhower's conviction
that the world bore a great responsibility to promote the peaceful
use of space. "I recommend,'" Eisenhower informed Congress on 2

April 1958, "that aeronautical and space science activities sponsored

" by the United States be conducted under the direction of a civilian

. ‘agency, except for those projects primarily associated with military’
requirements.'

' bDuring the early months of 1958 proposals were made looking
. toward the establishment of an international space agency or an
American civil space organization. Senator Lyndon B. Johnson called
. for joint exploration of outer space by the United Nations. - Former
disarmament assistant Stassen advocated a United Nations space

o development agency which would send the first man into space and

S -~ the first photcgraphic inspection satellite around the earth.

i Senator Hubert Humphrey proposed that the United States ''take the
iead in marshaling the talents and resources of the world to unlock
the mysteries of outer space in joint research and exploration under
the auspices of the United Nations. n104 Meeting in Washington the
National Council of the Federation of American Scientists approved
‘on-3 May 1958 a statement noting the précedent of the Atomic Energy

‘Commission, where under civilian control "both military and civilian

" "uses of atomic energy have prospered in an atmosphere more con-

- ducive to scientific progress than that typically available under

 military direction." Critical "of the failure of the Pentagon

.. leadership to foresee the impact of the first satellites in the

. popular imagination," the Federation of American Scientists resolved

~in favor, first, of the establishment of a civilian space agency in

- the United States, and, second, that a united and coordinated

international space effort should be attempted under the authority:

of. the United Nations. "It would be tragic,' these scientists said,

"if the challenging task of space exploration were.carried on in the

competitive nationalistic pattern under which it has begun.”

The persons who believed that the Atomic Energy Comnission could

“ serve as'a model for a national space agency variously recommended

. that the Atomic Energy &ct of 1954 could be ameaded so as to add a

- division of outer space development to the Atomic Energy Commission,

~or that an entirely new commission on outer space could be estab-

‘lished following the Atomic Energy Commission precedent.
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In a speech in Washington on 14 January 1958 General Orval R.
Cook (USAF Retired), President of the Aircraft Industries Association,
apparently first proposed the seemingly simple solution that the
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NACA) already provided
an eXﬁfflng’organization capable of accelerating space explora-
tion. Two days later a meeting of the National Advisory Committee
for Aeronautics resolved that the NACA statutory authority te :

"supervise and direct the scientific study of the problems of
flight, with a view to their practical solution' was broad enough

to cover space flight as well as atmospheric flight and that NACA
had “an important responsibility for coordinating and for conducting
research in space technology either in its own laboratories ‘or by
contract, and, therefore, should expand its existing program and
add supplementary fac111t1es to those now available as necessary. 1108
Following these suggestions in his message to Congress on 2 qprll
1958, President Eisenhower recommended the establishment 6f a new
National Aeronautics and Space Administration into which NACA would
be absorbed. ' When he signed the Space Act into law, Eiserhower
remarked: '"'The present National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics,
with its large and competent staff and well-equipped laboratories,
will provide the nucleus for NASA. ~ The NASA has an established
record of research performance and of cooperation with the Armed
Services. The coordination of space exploration responsibilities
with the NACA's tradltlonal aeronautical research function is a
natural evolution.'

The Eisenhower proposal for the legislation which would be
known as the Naticnal Aerconautics and Space Act of 1958 was drafred
in the Bureau of the Budget in close cooperation with representatives
of NACA and with Dr. Killian. Since the President was said to be
anxious to have the legislation go to Congress prior to its Easter
recess, the draft bill ‘was sent to the Department of Defense for
review and comment on 26 March, and the deadline for receipt of
replies was set at noon on 31 March. Igside the Pentagon the
Department of the Air Force and other military. agencies were glven
twenty four hours to study and comment on the proposed law,
identical cogles of which were introduced into the Senate and House
on 2 Aprll *Even though Eisenhower considered that NASA would be
an evolution from NACA, the proposed law--with three exceptions--
followed the model of the Atomic Energy Act. The exceptions were
that the management of NASA would be vested in a single director,
there was no provision for a military liaison coumittee, and there
was no legislative oversight committee as was the case with the
Atomic Energy Commission.fll In the NACA control had been exercised
by a 17-member committee (including 2 wembers from the Navy, 2 from
the Air Force, and 6 from other specified Federal Agencies) which -
elected a Director. In the proposal for NASA, the President would
appoint the Administrator and an advisory Vatlonal Aeronautics and
Space Board with a maximumw of 17 members, of whom not more than 8,
including not less than one from the Department of Defense, would
be from government departments or agencies.  NASA was to be given
wide authority for the development, testing, launching, and
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.operation of aeronautical and space vehicles, The proposed legis~
lation also provided that NASA would exercise '‘control over aero-

.nautical and space research sponsored by the United States, except

insofar as such activities may be peculiar to or primarily
associated with weapons systems or military operations, in which
case the agency may act in cooperation with, or on behalf of, the
Department of Defense." ,

As the legislation was originally drafted the Department of
Defense was not given a clear mandate for space activities. Speaking
of this later on, Dr. Edward C. Welsh, Executive Secretary of the
Hational Aeronautics and Space Council, observed: "It is possible
that this omission was a result of careless drafting or evidence of
disinterest in military application to space or just optimism re-
garding our military position relative to that of the Communists,"}13
During &pril and May 1958 a progression of distinguished witnesses
appeared before the House Select Committee on Astronautics and
Space Exploration and the Senate Special Committee on Space and
Astronautics as they held hearings on the Space Act. DMany of the
scientists who came before the committees argued that a civilian
scientific program was essential because the non-military aspects
oi space exploration were too important to be entrusted to a purely
military program. Professcr James A. Van Allen of the State
University of Iowa spoke very strongly of the need for civilian

. supremacy in space. ''I feel,'" he said, ‘'the language of this bill-

should be strengthened substantially to make it clear that the NASA
will have primary and dominant cognizance of space matters among all

that an endeavor has a direct importance to our military prepared-
ness . . . shozld the primary cognizance reside in the Defense
Department."11

Believing that the favorable relations previously enjoyed with
NACA would continue, Department of Defense witnesses initially
supported the administration's space agency bill. Navy representa-
tives, however, suggested the desirability of adding a military
liaison committee to NASA similar to the committee that functioned
with the AEC.115 Air Force Under Secretary MaclIntyre stated his
understanding that the meéasure intended that military activities in

space would be the province of the Department of Defense, that civil

space activities would be handled by NASA, and that "in thne broad
twlight zone of dual usefulness, the two agencies should operate

-in close mutual cooperation with each other, under overall executive

direction, without douination of either over the other."116 When
queried about this, however, the Bureau of the Budget: did not agree
with MacIntyre's understanding. The Bureau understood that ''the
space respousibility of the Department of Defense would include only
those programs peculiar to or 'primarily associated with weapons
systems or wmilitary operations.' All other space programs would be
the responsibility of the civil space agency. . . . We recognize
that there will probably be programs of ailitary interest which are
not, however, peculiarly or primarily military. - The new agency
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~:would be responsible fer those programs, but we expect that the
" Departuent of Dexcnse would participate in their planning and
~1mp1enentatlon
S Becausec of this new interpretation ARPA Director Johnson
" returned to the hearings of the liouse comnittec on 12 May to protest
the restrictive language of the administration measure toward defense
~research and development in space.118 Both -the House and Senate
- committees and then Congress noted and objected to the narrow field
evidently intended for the military in space and to the permissive
rather than mandatory authority accorded for even this narrow
field. 119 Congress algo objected to the lack of formal liaison
-specified between the NASA and the Department of Defense. As a
result of this dissatisfaction a Scnate-House conferigge committee
made substantial changes in the administration bill, "We care-
fully wrote into the basic law,' stated Congressman Gerald R. Ford,
"that the military should have certain responsibilities in the area -
and by no means should the executive branch of the Government permit
NASA to preempt certain areas which the military believes will be
important in space.“121 In the preamble to the National Aeronautics
~and Space Act of 1958, which was signed by President Eisenhower on
29 July, Congress declared that the general welfare and security of
the United States required that adequate provision be made for
aeronautical and space activities. ' The Congress further declared
"that such activities shall be the responsibility of, and shall be
directed by, a civilian agency exercising control over aeronautical
and space activiities sponsored by the United: States, except that
activities peculiar to oxr primarily associated with the development
of weapons systems, military operations, or the defense of the :
B 0 United States -(including ‘the research and developient necessary to
s.0 - . make effective provision for the defense of the United States) shall
L - .'be the responsibility or, and shall be directed by the Department ot
dogwlo oo Detense.’! Too Lieutenant General schriever, who viewed the matter
~in context with his duties as Coumander, Air Research and Development
Command, this section of the Space Act clearly indicated the intent
" of Congress that 'the military must continue to conduct -a vigorous
research and development program ol couponents and subsystems, as
~well as basic research, if the full poten;xal of military space
fsystems is to be reallzed on a timely basis.
~“7:.The Space #ct established the National Aeronautics and Space
;dmlnlstratlon (NASA) headed by a Presidentially-appointed
Administrator. who was vested with authority to plan, direct, and
conduct aeronautical and space activities. The NACA ceased to
“exist, and its personnel and facilities were transferred to NASA.
~Other departments and agencies were to cooperate as required by
“HASA . !"in maliing their services, equipment, personnel and facilities
~available." NASA was charged to arrange for the participation of
the scientific community of the nation in space activities and was
permitted, under guidance from the President, to engage in programs
‘of international cooperation. = Recognizing tnat.there was "a grey
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area between civilian and military interests," the Space Act
authorized the President to determine which agency, ecivilian or
military, should have responsibility for specific projects. Instead
of the originally recommended National Aeronautics aud Space Board,
the Space Act provided for the National Aeronautics und Space
Council, to consist of the President, the Secrectary of State, the
Secretary of Defense, the NASA Administrator, and four additional
members to be appointed by the President. The Council was charged
to assist the President in surveying aderonautical and space
activities and to provide for effective cooperation between NASA
and the Department of Defense. Congress also added a provision for
the establishment of the Civilian-Military Liaison Committee, which
was to consist of a Chairman appointed by the President, and a
membership of an unspecified number of military and civilian repre-
sentatives from the Departwment of Defense and NASA. Through the
Liaison Committee, Congress intended that NASA and the Department
of Defense should advise and consult together with respect to their
activities. In case of unresolved disagreements the NASA
Aduninistracor and_the Secretary of Defense would refer the matters
to the President.

Getting about the lmplemenLatlon of the National Aeronautics
and Space Act of 1958 President Eisenhower on 8 August appointed
Dr. T. Keith Glennan, President of the Case Institute of Technology,
and Dr. Hugh L. Dryden, Director of NACA, as the Administrator and
Deputy Administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration.. NASA began to operate on 1 Ocfeober 1958, and in g
series of executive orders it received projects and facilities from
the Department of Defense. The projects included the responsibility
for launching Vanguard carth satellites, three scientific satellite
projects, four Pioneer probes, and a number of basic research
undertakings looking toward the development of nuclear roclket
engines,; fluorine engines, and a m1ll*on-pound thrust single-chamber
rocket engine. NASA took over the Army's Jet Propulsion Laboratory
in California on 3 December 1953, the Project Tiros meteorological
research satellite on 13 -April 1959, and the Centaur launch vehicle,
comprising an Atlas booster with a second stage liquid hydrogen
engine, on 30 June 1959. In a transf{er requested in 1958 and ,
announced as impending 1n 1959, 1ASA assumed control over the Army
Ballistic iissile Agency's Developnent Operations D1v151on under
von Braun at Redstone Arsenal elifcctive on 1 July 1960.1
Authorized a broad authority to request the transfer of Space prOJ—
ects and facilitdies frowm the Department of Defense, ..dministrator
Glennan observed that only a ''fuzzy line' seewmed to separate military
and civil space projects., "1 tend to regzard the nilitary elements
under the law,'" he said, 'as those umatters that relate priwmarily to
‘weapon systems and mlllta ry -operations in the defense of the Natlon,
those items which are moving toward operational systems, such as a
satellite early warning systewm-or a wissile warning systewm, or sowe
such tth"
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The organization of the National Aeronautics and Space Council
was completed when President Eisenhower appointed the additional
members from civilian status. Chaired by the President, the Space
Council held its organizational meeting on 24 September 1958 and met
thereafter as required to provide broad policy advice to the
President on such matters as transfers of projects and facilities
to NASA, international cooperation in space, assignment of national
priorities for space development, and the organization and operation
-of the nation's ground support facilities. Critics of the Council
-pointed out that this body was only one source of advice to the
President, who also got guidance from his scientific adviser and
from the executive departmental heads.126 According to Dr. Welsh
the Space Council really was ‘left dormant" under Eisenhower and
did not exercise its broad and comprehensive advisory authority.127
The Civilian-Military Liaison Committee was not set up until after
31 October 1958, when Eisenhower named Mr. Holaday as its chairman.
The Defense Department and NASA agreed that the Liaison Committee's
membership would include its chairman, four representatives from
NASA, and single representatives from ARPA and the Army, Navy, and
‘Alr Force. = The Liaison Committee held its first meeting on 25 '
November and thereafter assembled about once a month. The Committee
dealt successfully with some matters, but neither Glennan nor
McElroy was said to be '"willing to delegate to junior people
settlement of major issues.' Holaday soon reported: “"The committee,
because of its composition, that is, membership made up of repre-
sentatives who are subject to a higher internal authority, is in-
capable of making firm decisions."128 When it was unable to secure
a single point of contact with the Department of Defense through
the mechanism of the Liaison Committee for handling the tracking
and recovery of planned Mercury astronaut flights, NASA finally
appealed directly to McElroy for action. On 10 August 1959 McElroy
designated Major General Donald N. Yates, Commander of the USAF
Atlantic Missile Range, as the Department of Defense representative’
under the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the support of Project Mercury.
Yates was provided an assistant from the Navy for command of re-
covery forces.129 .

Speaking in March 1959 before the full impact of the National
Aeronautics and Space Act became apparent, Secretary McElroy
observed that it was the ''responsibility of the military in this
overall programming of outer space to make certain that those things
which are specifically military objectives are taken care of one
way or -the other either by NASA or by ARPA . . . that division seems
to me to be less important than the assurance that the job is being
done by competent people in one or the other.'l130 Rear Admiral
Hayward, on the other hand, suggested that "NASA should have been
set up similarly to the Atomic Energy Commission, with a division
of military applications in this agency; that we should have one
space program. ‘13l Lieutenant General Schriever differed with both
‘of these opinions. "I feel,' he said, "that the world in which we
live~-being what it is--our national security must have first
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priority. In other words, our ability to maintain the peace has to

have first priority. Therefore, I can only conclude that the

. important military programs should have first priority.'" The most

~important equation in research and deve .opment was wanagewent as a

function of time: the best means of beating the clock was the con-

- cept of concurrency that had permitted rapid acceleration of the

- intercontinental ballistic missile capability. Already, Schriever

..said, NASA was placing competitive orders with contractors working

“ for the Air Force. Schriever considered that the most serious

~.'threat to concurrency, however, was the idea being suggested that
‘NASA '"could become a ministry of supply type of organization which

- develops complete systems and turns them over to the military."

-~ Believing firmly in the concurrency concept whereby weapon systems

. were developed by the operating service, Schriever firmly opposed

-~ any idea that NASA should be designed to becoue a National Space

Commission and allowed to develop space weapon systems for operation

by the military services.132 while Schriever apparently feared the

effect of NASA's competition on military space programs, the official

Air Force policy sought to get an acceleration of aerospace hardware

even if it had tc divert key officers from its own progprams. In
March 1959 General LeMay stated that the Air Force would make its
personnel freely available for service in agencies of th§3nepartment

'*,,offnefense concerned with space activities and in NASA,

. Only midly apparent in the spring or 1y5Y, discontent with the
“~Nationai Aeronautics and Space &ct among certain elements within

- the Department of Defense burst into full flame in the autumn of
1959 and centered around the transfer of the Army's Saturn rocket

- to NASA.  Up until this time the Saturn program had been replete
with starts and stops, allegedly because of a feeling within Defense

T scientific circles that there was no military requirement for

- ballistic missiles larger than those programmed and that there would
« -be no necessity for a military space platform.. As a part of the
~continuing evaluation of the large multithrust booster problem Dr.
.. York convened a review committee in September to study the three

- planned boosters--Titan C, Saturn, and Nova. As a result of this

& study Dr. York was said to have agreed that the Saturn should be

“continued under development but that the project would have to be
transferred to NASA since the Department of Defense could not
“finance it within its budgetary limitations. On 21 October
"President Eisenhower announced that he would transfer the Army's
“‘rocket ‘development team and the Saturn booster to NASA. 134  The

. Commander of the Army Ordnance Missile Command, Major General John
B. Medaris, described the Army's agreement to the transfer of the
Saturn and the von Braun missile team to NASA as a Solomon's choice.
"First," he said, '"by the assignment of the space vehicle develop-
“ment, production, and launching mission to the Air Force, and

. secondly, the Army's total inability to secure from the Department
of Defense sufficient money or responsibility to do the Saturn job
~properly, we found ourselves . . . in the position of either
-agreeing with the transfer of the team, or watching it be destroyed
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' by starvation and frustration,"135 In the middle of this winter of

Army discontent,. 2resident Eisenhower sent Congress a message on
14 Janusry 1960 proposing amendments to the Hational Aeronautics
and Space Act. "In actual practice,' Eisenhower explained, "a
single civil-military program does not exist and is, in fact, un-
attainable; and the statutory concept of such a program has caused
confusion.' Eisenhower considered that the Department of Lefense
had ample authority outside the Space Act to conduct research and
development work on space-related weapon systems. - He therefore

proposed to eliminate the statutory requirement for the National

teronautics and Space Courncil and for the Civilian-i{ilitary Liaison
Comaittee and to allow NASA .to become responsible for the formula-
tion and execution ol ifs own program in its own right, subject to

_the authority and direction of the President.*

In the early months of 1960 related hearings held by the House
Commitiee on Science and Astronautics in review-of the space program
and on the proposed amendaent to the Space #ct served as a forum
for the presentation of the divergent views on space orgawization.
In a valedictory interview given as he was retiring from the Army
during the last week of January, Major General Medaris raked the
civil-military separation of national space programs as "funda-
mentally unrealistic' and called for the creation of a single
missile- sgace agency as a unified comwand within the Department of
Defense. Testifying in Washington on 18 February, Medaris
charged that the national space program was 'splintered into four
agencics, NASA and the three branches of our armed services.'" He
criticized the Départménﬁ of vetense directive that compelled the
Army and Navy to “buy' their space boosters from the Air Force,
since under this directive the ‘'problem of wedding the payload and
the vehicle must be settled by such anemnic devices as committees,
coordination officers, and other such inadequate administrative
devices." He again proposed that responsibility for a national

.space. program ou"ht to be unified within the Departiment of Defense.

Continued division of efforts in missile-space technology, he said,
"cannot but result in delay, duplication, and waste of both money
and manpower."'138 When asked how wuch support he had for his
proposal to establish a unified missile-space command, Medaris
vemlied:s "I can only comment that within the evening councils of
the renegades of our business, I have a great deal of support.'139
This support, however, failed to 'appear during the Congressional
hearings. Retired Lieutenant General Gavin observed that: he would
be .Yvery worried to see major portions of our space program in DOD;
however well intentioned they were, they couldn't get woney, where-
as I ltnow that NASA czn and very ]1kely will for several years."140
Rear fdmiral Hayward reiterated his familiar proposal that' the
United States should follow the "Atomic Energy Commission approach
to the whole space program.’' The Army now apparently subscribed to
this same approach to the problem, for Lieuteaant General Trudeau
also came out for ‘the creation of a Military Liaison Committee
patterned after the committee provided by law to function between
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“be standardized and made capable of [z2irly long ewploynent life,

~entirely w{iiimg,to support Zisenhower's proposed amendments to the

the Department of Defense and the Atowic Encrgy Comaission.
Trudeau thouzht that this coumittee couid well reploce:the in-
effective Civilian-Military Tiaison Counwmiittec.* :

Wheir he appeared belore tiwe House Cownaittee on Science and
Astronautics, Dr. Williawm H. Ziclhering, usirector of LASA's Jet
Propulsion Laboratory, agrced thac the nation requived a single
space prograin but he asserted that tie program should be straincd
by streangthening NASA ''to the point where ic effectively controls
a complete national space progran.! rickering cliarged that the
divided authority in the space i{ield was powerless to "'prevent
military space systems oi only peripheral value {rom deranding suci
a large share of research support in both che Departient oI belease
and perhaps the NASA that these eiforis dowinate the space prograan
to the detriment of our real objectives.” “His concluding rewarks
sumnarized his position: "I feel that at the presenc tie it Is wove
important that the primary effort in space bhe civilian oriented
rather than military oviented. . In other words, wy feceling is thut
the military applications of space are not clearly deiined at ©ais
time, that this may very well develop; i fact, past experience
would say almost surely that it will develop, but I would regard
tnis as being a natural development out of a program which is
oriented in the direction of a civilian space program.

In their testimony Under Secretzry of the 4ir Force Joseph V.

“Charyk, General White, and Lieutenant General Schriever opposed all

of the proposals to establish 'a single monolithic space azency."

~"From a national standpoint,' Schriever stated, ''progress in space

researcn 1is essential for both security and prestige. (Ciwilian and
military space operations complement each other, and both should
be pursued vigorously." Asked to explain the thoughts behind his
assertion that HASA and Defense objectives in space were divergent,

~Schriever explained that thic divergence had been ohscured by the
fact that NASA was couwpelled to use military rockets as boosters.

Looking toward the future, he pointed out that NASA would develop

‘unique experimental equipuent that might be used for only a few
'scientific proves under controlled circumstances. HMost HASA probes

would be handled by temporary task force organizacions, and NASA
would not require a large and permanent field organization.
HMilitary space systems, on the other hand, would be required in
quantity, would have to be simple and reliable, and would need to
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The Defense systems would have to strive to reduce the cost per
launch, while NASA could afford to pay larger prices for the lesser
numbers of scientific probes that it would mount, 143  Based upon
this line of reasoning as weli as the fact that the Air Force was
enjoying harmonious relations with NASA--"I would s v,' Schriever
interjected, ''that we are fast approaching the old, very good
relationship that we had with the old NACA. '"~-the Air Force was not
only anxious to continue the existing space organization but it was

Space Act,
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The statements of Charyk, White, and Schriever in support oz

the existing HASs-Defense relationship apparently indicated tnat the

&4ir Force policy ol cooperation nad borne positive results,
Schriever's earlier fears tihat NASA and the vepartuent oi Defense
might cowmpete for the scrvices of scarce space technologists had
appdarently not wmaterialized. In reference to this widely expressed
belief that the nation's technological wesources could not support
two space prograws, Dr. Simon lawmo, now Vice Jresident oi the
Thompson-Ramno-Yooldridge Corporation, pointed out that there was no
shortage of national technical resources to support a vastly in-
creased and even duplicative missile and space program. Ramo said:
"1f we chose to do so--and this is only a slight exaggeration--we
could almost have space prodes or ICBH's cowing out of our ears." 45
By the spring of 1960 Brigadier Gemerzl Don R, Cstrander and a
number of other Air Force officers nad been assigned to NASA, and,
in the same period that the Congressional heariags were underway on
the proposed reorganization of the natioftat space effort, NASA re-
quested the assignment to it of still wowre key project officers
from the Ballistic liissiles Division~--umen whow Schriever cousidered
to be greatly neecded for his own developmental programs. Learning
of Schriever's reluctance to assign the wen to NASA and concerned
about the proposals to reorganize 11454 along the lines of the Atounic
Energy Commission, General White believed that the time was right
for "a sermon trom the Chief of Staff to his staff.' On 14 April
1960, White igsued a memorandum sayinz: ''I ai convinced that one of
the maior. long vange elements of the 4ir Force future lies in space.
It is also obvious that NASA will play a large part in the national
effort in this direction and, wmoreover, inevitably will be closely
associated, if not eventually combined with the wmilitary. It is
perfectly clear to me that particularly in these formative years
the Air Force must, for its own good as well as for national. inter-
est, cooperate to the maximum extent with NASA, to include the.
furnishing of key personnel even at the expense of some Air Force
dilution of technical talent." VWhite later explained why he had
issued the wmemorandum.  "The sole. purpose," he said, "of this
memorandun~-~and 1 think I stated it very clearly--is that I want
to make 1t crystal clear that the policy is we will cooperate with
NASA=-and to the very limit of our abilit{ and evea aeyond, to the
extent of some risk in our own programs.' 46 _ : .
In the early stages of the hearings of the House Committee on
Science and ..stronautics, Deputy Secretary of Defense James H.
Douiglas expressed support for Eisenhower's proposed amendments of
the Space Act. He agreed that the Civilian-Military Liaison
Committee had been ineffective and ought to be eliminated, but he
still wished to see effective liaison established between the
Department of Defense and NASA.  On 14 March 1960 Douglas accord-
ingly proposed that cooperation between Defense and MASA should be
attained by the establishment of an Aeronautics and Astronautics
Coordinating Board, with the Deputy Administrator of NASA and the
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Director of Defense Research and Engineering to serve as co-chairmen
of the board, with supervision over subordinate board panels that
would be ‘established from HASA and Defense managerial personnel to
handle matters of rmutual interest. = Under Secretary Charyk warmly
supported this proposal, which he described as a broader projection
ol the Air Force-NASA discussions looking toward the establishment
of a COlettee of responsible people to handle launch vehicle
matters. 4’ Dr. Glennan also agreed that much of the iwmprovised
coordination that alrecady existed between Defense and NAS4 could
: well be formalized and announced his support for the establishment
2 of the Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board. 1438 When it
4 reported out the space rcorganization bill in the first week of

May 1960, the House Committee on Science and Astronautics added a

provision for the establishment of the Aeronautics and Astronautxcs

Coordinating Board.l149

After the matter had been further discussed ‘Glennan and
Douglas signed an administrative agreement on 1 July 1960 which
éstablished the Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board
(AACB).  As officially promulgated on 13 September, the agreement
specified that the Deputy Administrator of NASA and the Director of
Defense Research and Engineering would serve as co-chairmen of the
board, whose membership would comprise the chairmen of the board's
panels plus enough additional members to insure that each military
department was represented and that NASA had equal representation
with the Department of Defense. Six panels were established: wanned

“space flight, unmanned spacecraft, launch vehicles, space £light
ground environment, supporting space research and technology, and
aeronautics. - The joint directive charged the AACB to facilitate
the planning of activities in a manner calculated to avoid un-
‘desirable duplications and to achieve efficient utilization of

-available resources, to .ccordinate activities in areas of common °
interest, to identify problems requiring solutions, and to exchange
information between NASA and the Department of Defense. The board
was to meet at least bimonthly; or more frequently on the call of
its co-chairmen, and it was provided with a small secretariat to
maintain its records. 150 ;

Since the Senate proved unwilling to approve Eisenhower's
proposed amendments to the Space Act, the establishment of the
Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board proved to be the
only positive accomplishment of the lengthy debates of the national

» space program. In establishing the AACB, Glennan and Douglas care-
; fully avoided the defects found in the Civilian-Military Liaison .

! Committee, which had failed to work primarily because its members

- lacked authority. Within the AACB panel members were picked in

; accordance with their responsibilities within their agencies,

£ Meeting as necessary the panels examined problems, arrived at

§ suggested solutions, and made recommendations to the AACB.. VWhen
the AACB approved the recommendations, :they were passed down within
the Department of Defense and within NASA for implementation by the
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~ same officers who served on the panels. - The Cimilian-pilitary
o Liaison Commnittee continued in lezal existence, but Eisennower did
k M , not appoint another chairwman for it when ioladay resizgned the
N position, and the comnittee lapsed into inactivity. Some Senators
RO ¢ % criticized the administration for failing to execute an existiog
R , law, and Missiles and Rockets magazine observed that the "spidery

§ problem of defining clear-cut national objectives in space

o exploration’” was evidently going to be passed . on to a new Congress
and a new administration that would take office in January 1961, 151

‘3. Strategic Dialogue: ilinimum Deterrence or Couiterforce

S "The arm holding the hamuer and sicikle," General White observed
) ST in the alterwath 6T the Sputnik, 'has grown loager and stronger.''152
= At the same time that the sudden eStdblishwent ol SoViet missile
—F , and space capabilities demanded a. reorganization of fumerican
' military and space establishments, the wew Soviet thz&dt touched
; off an intense examination ol strategic thinking. = Many persons
- ? conceived that the employwent of nuclear missiles would lend a
gr { virtual mathematical certainty to the conduct of war, and new
- ‘ electronic computers promised to provide rveady answers to tuec

o complex equations of missile warfare. Early in 1958, for exawple,
the Air Force put a high-speed electronic dir Battle tlodel cowputer
~ e into operation which was able to work through three days of a two-
NI & : ‘ sided, strategic global air war in about seven hours, waintaining
N b ‘ and recording a net capability position by [ifteea-minute increments
ok j for the opposing forces as the war gawe progressed. "We have coue

; ; a long way since World War II,"” said Major General James Ii. Walsh,
: . Air Force Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff lor Intelligence, "in
1 ; : being able to predict the effects of our bombing campaigns, largely
s % - through the continued development or skilled target personnel, the
: - LA magic of cowputers, and above all the quantwu jump availaole in
' : nuclear firepower.'133 while cowputers provided a facile means of
war gaming, General White nevertheless insisted that "war is an art

that wanted to reduce war to wathematical equations. "In the age
of missiles,' he warned, "it is so easy to add up the number of
missiles, the C.E.P., the number of missiles required to lmoci out
‘a particular target, and come up with a table of equations and giwe.
it to a Ph.D. and tell . . . [him] to push XYZ buttons. I do not’
think war will be that way, because I feel that in this age of- =~
nuclear weapons the greatest confusion that mankind has ever faced
will reign. We will have variables and we wust be prepared for the
‘unexpected. Decisions must be based on huwan judguwent, able to fit

- many variable reactions to variable situations."”

Lo ~The deterrence of war had been an American objective since
©1945 and the concept of nuclear stalemate had been talked about
since 1954, but Sputnik precipitated an = immediate and intense dis-

- .-cussion of both of these matters. "It is a zrim enough world,"'

.~ said Dr. Vannevar Bush in November 1957, "if two countries face
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each other with such weapons that, if all-out war broke out, both
countries would be completely demolished. . . . But we feel that
under: those circumstances, all-out war would probably not break
out, because no man would deliberately throw us into that sort of a
holocaust where he and everything else would be destroyed. 135 For
some ‘time General: Taylor believed that the Navy and the Marines had
been wmoving closer to the Army position that nuclear stalemate was
likely and that the United States should emphasize the development
of limited war forces. In the winter of 1957-58 Taylor observed
that ‘"'the Navy and iarine Corps were ready to join in recommending
changes that would take into account the iuwplications of nuclear
parity, establish finite limits on the size for atomic retaliatory
force, and in general make for a flexible strategy Lor copiag with
limited aggression.'136 "Given a shield of wutual deterrence," said
Secretary of the Navy Gates, ''power to prevent limited aggression
and win limited war becomes decisive.”l 7 Up seneral nuclear war
now means, ' agreed Admiral BRurke, ''that both the United States and
Russia would be most severely dawaged. Under tiese circumstances,
initiation of a general war by Russia seems unlikely so long as we
have the capability of destroying her.'158 In appearances before

Congressional committees early in 1958 Burke pointed ocut that air-

craft carriers were useful to both general and limited war and
pointed out that Polaris submarines, whicl prowmised teo bve "in-
vulnerable to preemptive action by an cnemy,' would be a positive
deterrent to war. '"As long as an enewy kilows that no watter waat
kind ot blow he may first strike at us, he will himself be de-
stroyed in reprisal,’ Burke suggested, '"then he will not rationally
decide to start a war,'idY :
Many civilian strategists accepted the concept of a nuclear

stalemate and . the requircuents for limited war f{orces. Governor

" Nelson A. Rockefeller and the Rochkefeller study panel "felt that

there was increasing possibility that as the Soviets and ourselves
reached equal capabilities of destruction there might--under the
cover of our reluctance to use all-out force to oppose an action
which did not seem warranted now knowingz that such all-out action
would bring major destruction in this country--that there might be

~a nibbling away at the periphery by small wars that we would not

want to use all-out retaliation to oppose.'"!60 In January 1958 iir.
Paul H. Nitze published an article entitled "Atoms, Strategy and
Policy" which strongly endorsed the concept of graduated deterrence
that he had found to be popular in Europe. Nitze's proposal was
not so much concerned with deterring war as in confining war. He
considered that the requirements for graduated deterrence involved
the maintenance of a superior western auclear posture; the wmeeting

‘of aggression without the use of atomic weapons where this was

possible; the determination not to exteand geographically limited
hostilities to other areas unless the situation could not be ef-
fectively resolved otherwise; an avoidance of attacks against in-
dustrial and population centers and the use of atomic weapons ..
against military objectives primarily for attainment of control of
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the air; and the building of western non-atomic elements of strength
in order to red%gf the extent to which security would depend upon
atomic weapons.

In discussions as early as 1956 General LeMay had been willing
to admit in theory that a smaller size force might present a
deterrent effect upon an enemy, but he still held to his definition
that effective deterrence required the United States to maintain a
force strong enough to absorb the losses from a surprise Soviet
attack and then to inflict damage that would be "unacceptable' on
an enemy. "It is reasonable to assume,'" he observed, "that the
‘original force without losses should certainly be initially stronger
than the Soviet force."162 Speaking in August 1956 Secretary of
the Air Force Quarles believed that ‘''the problem before the worid
‘today is a problem of deterrence' and that 'the build-up of atomic
power . . . makes total war an unthinkable catastrophe." Quarles
proposed that the relative force strength of the United States and
the Soviet Union was less important than ''the absolute power in the
hands of each, and in the substantial invulnerability of this power
to interdiction.' He urged that it was necessary only to maintain

a level ot strength which he called '"mission c¢capability" and pointed

out that it was 'neither necessary nor desirable . . . to maintain
strength above that level."163 Quarles' statement was useful in
explaining why the Air Force could safely reduce its force from the
137-wing level, which had been justified as critical to the security
of the nation, and it seemed to equate deterrence with the mainte-
nance of capabilities for massive retaliation: ‘Also speaking in
1956 while he was still Air Force Chief of Staff, General Twining
emphasized counterforce rather than massive retaliation when he
said: "If we are attacked, the Air Force's main job is to knock out
the Russian long-range air force and Eheir capability to deliver
strikes against the United States.'l0

Partly in order to cause uncertainties to the enemy neither
President Eisenhower nor Secretary Dulles ever exactly defined
massive retaliation, and, as has been seen, the acceptance of
massive retaliation in 1954 did not cause the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to change the categories of target systems which they had estab-
lished for strategic air war planning purposes in August 1950,
During the Sputnik crisis, however, the Air Force gave some serious
thoughts to a counterforce strategy and for the first time assigned
some specific meanings to massive retaliation. Speaking in 1959

General White said that the strategic target priorities continued to

be: '"One, to destroy the enemy's capability to destroy us--that
would be the first priority; next would be to blunt the enemy

. attack against our deployed military forces in Europe and in Asia;

and, third, systematically destroy the Soviet Union's ability to
wage war.'" If it were given strategic and tactical warning, White
pointed out ‘that the United States would be able to implement these
orderly attack priorities, but he noted that the growth of Soviet
‘capabilities to attack the United States made it likely that a
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‘United States second strike might have to be somewhat improvised.
..~ '"In case of a surprise attack," he suggested, "the mission would
" be . . . to do the greatest possible dawmage to the Soviet Union as

a whole with attention to applying that destruction in such a way
.‘as to do as much damage as possible to their residual military
striking force."165 Following this sawe line of reasoning, Colonel

A Robert C. Richardson demonstrated that massive retaliation had
- always been a specific response within the whole American strategy.

~ . "Massive retaliation," Richardson wrote, ''relates principally to
- what happens after the enemy tries a surprise attack against the
* 'United States proper. The deterrent to an attack of this nature

lies in the Strategic Air Command's capability, even after having
- been hit first, to strike back, 'retaliate,' with sufficient atomic
power to wipe out the enemy's major urban centers. This is massive
" 'retaliation. The targets are cities; the forces used are those that
survive the initial attack; and the objective is to devastate the
enemy nation to the extent that it would not be able to capitalize
on its act of aggression. . . . Now, the ability to destroy cities--
the main target of massive retaliation--may constitute a deterrent
to surprise attack ageinst the United States. It does not, however,
“in any way deter aggression anywhere in the world, including NATO.
What has deterred aggression in Europe and in other vital areas for
the past ten years has been primarily the counterforce aspect of
the general-war capability, backed up by the expressed willingness
to use any and all forces to defend the free world if it shouid
become necessary.''1%6
; On the conceptual level Major General Walsh reasoned in
' December 1957 that Air Force thinking had turned full circle away
from the Mitchell-Douhet doctrines of waging strategic air war
against enemy industrial capabilities and had returned to the older

- doctrines of Clausewitz and Schlieffen that considered enemy

- military forces in being as the prime objectives of war effort. 167

Seen in terms of a counterforce strategy the requirements for

strategic air striking forces had to be calculated in terms of its

- capabilities and vulnerabilities in destroying hostile target" '

= systems--not in terms of the residuum that might remain after an

enemy surprise attack. - By early 1959 the United States air war

-plan was based upon an analysis and screening of over 20,000 targets

<-in Soviet bloc nations. While nothing was immediately published on

. the extremely sensitive subject, air targeting apparently became

"~ much more exact in the years after 1955-56 when the very high

~altitude U-2 reconnaissance aircraft became operational on foreign

‘s0il, "We know what targets must be destroyed,' stated an Air

. Force planner in 1959. "Our war plans are based on this target

~ analysis."168 Although the Air Force was apparently willing to

. accept counterforce as an objective, the Strategic Air Command
“continued ‘to plan on operating tactics which envisioned that

.- strategic air attacks would be speedily accomplished against all
' target systems in one mighty effort. Such an all-gut attack would

~ provide the largest degree of protection to SAC crews. By a
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predominant use of large nuclear weapons, moreover, one crew could
be counted upon to destroy many individual targets with single
weapons; thus achieving a "bonus eifect' that was thought to be
uite important in view of the many targets requiring destruction
and the limited size of the Strategic Air Command. While Soviet
cities were not targeted for air attack, many of them would
necessarily be de stzoyed by nuclear weapons almed at military ob-
jectives in their vicinity. -

* % * *

o

Although General Taylor considered that the conversion of the
Navy and the Marines to his views on nuclear staleuwate-linited war
was "'quite an dchievement,' the Aruy position was not accepted by
the Departwent of Defense or vy the Air Force. "One of the wmost
pressing objectives oi the De“ense Department,! Secretary ilcElroy

stated in January 1958, "uust be to make it obvious to any potential
enemy that we- have available ‘and are prepared to use weapons of
retaliation so devastating that the_cost to an aggressor of an
attack on us would be unbearable. 70  1g April 1958 icElroy foresaw
"less and less likelihood of limited war that would demand sizable
forces.'' While he granted that limited conflict 'could occur in
primitive countries,' he argued that the United States would never ;
consider a Soviet attack against NATO as a limited war. 'We oetter '
never let anyone,' he said, '"get the mistaken idea that we are not
coing to use our biz weapons il they are needed.'l7l Speaking as
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Ceneral Twining sgaid: "I
personally do not believe you can sa% that any particular for of
war is more likely than any other. BDoth Secretary Dulles and
-General Twining were on record with the view that the use of
tactical nuclear weapons would not necessarily cause a small war to
expand into a gencral nuclear war, 173  Geaeral Leviay pointed out
that deterreace was in the enemy's wind. "It is my beliei," he
said, "that the enemy will not consider as a deterrent a f{orce which
ne considers weaker than his force. . . . I think we would be
gambling wore than we should with the security of the country if we
should assume that a weaker force will deter him froam attack: "7
Appearing before the Hational Security Council ‘early in 1958,
General Taylor asked that the annual Basic Natiomnal Security Policy
directive b2 changed to accord limited war forces an active role in
ruture military operations and the atomic-retaliatory f{orces a
passive role. ‘Where zround forces in Europe had been the "shield"
betyind which the United States could wield its atomic swoard, Taylor

urged that-the atowmic ¥etaliatory forces had bLecowe the shield that :

would ward oflf hostile atomic attack while the limited war forces
would constitute the flexible sword. :Failing to agree with General
Taylor, the ilational Security Council found no changes in the
internactional situation that justified a change in the basic
security policy. In mid-summser the Department of Defense -issued
guidelines providing that the defense budget for fiscal year 1960
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would approximate that of 1959 and would retain the saue percCiiui .t
allocations to individual services.l73  As a resul: the 1950 lisci
year budget proposed a total of $41.2 bLillion in new obligatioua®
authority, to be subdivided $9.5 billion for the ;rmz S11.7 bitllon:
for the Navy, and $19.1L billion for the Air Force.

While the Department of Deflense budgetary decisions were oeliuj
made, two separate swall war incidents tested the capabilities o.
United States forces. The first incident occurred in the Middle
East where, in an effort to stabilize chaotic affairs, President
Eisenhower had announced with Congressional approval on 5 January
1957 that the United States would provide economic and possibly
military aid to any nation that asked for it and would also employ’
armed force ''to securc and protect the territorial integrity and
political independence of nations requesting such aid against overt
armed aggression from any nation controlled by international
Commmisn.”  In November 1957 the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed
the Commander-in-Chier, Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean, to plan for limited action in the iMiddle East in
the event of an overthrow of the Jordanian government or a coup
d'etat in Lebanon. 177

For several weeks after political unrest and riots broke out

on 9 May 1958, the Lebanese government wmade no request for 3531stancc“

and it séemed that the country would be able to settle its own
internal problems, but in the early hours of 14 July a military
coup d'etat overthrew the pro-western government of Iraq and caused
both neighboring Lebanon and Jordan to fear a similar fate. In
this crisis the governwent of Lebanon iumediately sought wilitary
assistance from the United States, while Jordan appealed to the
United Kingdom to send troops to it to prevent disorder. Following
President Eisenhower's decision to-assist Lebanon, Admiral James L.
Holloway, Jr., the Commander-in-Chief Eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean was designated Commander-in-Chief Specitied Command
Middle East to execute Operation Blue Bat for the reinforcement of
Lebanon. - Within 24 hours elements of the U.S, Sixth Fleet landed a
battalion of Marines near Beirut. Augmented by C-124 transports of
the Military Air Transport Service, the United States Air Forces in
Europe airlifted Army Task Force Alpha froin Rhein<=Main Air Base to
Lebanon via Adana Airfield in Turkey and began to provide logistical
support. to the Americans in Lebanon and-to the British forces in

_Jordan. At 1000 hours on 15 July the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed

that the Tactical Air Command dispatch CASF Bravo under the comuand
oi Major Genmeral Viccellio to Incirlik Air Hase at Adana, Turkey.
Taking off within two hours from Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, the
first F-100's refueled three times en route, and, after following a
circuitous route to avoid certain Mediterranean countries, they
arrived at Incirlik in less than 13 hours. Within 24 hours, 36
F-100's were at Incirlik and ready to support the ground forces.
Troop carrier congestion at the forward base then forced Task Foice
Bravo to hold a part of its forces in France, but within 50 hours

- the entire CASF»-two F-100 squadrons, one B-57 tactical bomber
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.~ squadron, and one RF-101/RB-66 composite tactical reconnaissance
- squadron--was in Europe, and in less than four days it was
“established at Incirlik. The Tactical 2ir Cowmnand employed its

own tanker aircraft on the Atlantic crossiag, and it aitso kept
several of the tankers in the air over Beirut to vefuel the tactical
- aircraft that covered the air landings of Army troops. Flown with
USAFE C-130's and MATS C-124's, the airlift effort of 110 planes

- moved 3,103 troops and 5,073 tons of equipment from Eurcpe to Adana,
~while the CASF airlift effort amounted to the movewent oi 860
 personnel and 202 tons of equipment from the United States to Adana.
At the peak of the build-up in early August about 6,000 MHarines and
8,000 Army troops were in Lebanon. The crisis cleared rapidly

after the election of a new Lebanese president, and the American
forces were withdrawn between mid-August and October 1958.

- As the situation in the Middle East was beginning to resolve
itself the Soviet Union and Comuunist China provoked another crisis
in the Formosa or Taiwan Straits on the other side of the world.

In this area Chinese Nationalist garrisons held the off-shore
islands of Guemoy and tatsu, and in accordance with the Formosa
resolution of January 1935 the President of the United States was
authorized '"to include the decuring aad protecting oi such related
positions and territories of that area now in friendly hands and
the taking of such other measures as he judges to be required or
appropriate in assuring the defense oi Formosa and the Pescadores.'
In July 1953 the Chinese Communists intensified their threats io
"liberate" Taiwan (Formosa) and began to move jet fighter aircraft
" into previcusly wvacant airfields in Fulilen Province opposite che
" Nationalist base on Taiwan. After four days of secret talks in
. Peking, Premier lao Tse-tung and Nikiiu ihrushchev issued a
_conmunique on 3 August dewmanding withdrawal of Anglo-American forces
- from the Middle East. The Comunists began to overfly Quemoy and
Matsu and improved their interceptions ol :ationalist reconnaissance
.. sorties over the coastal mainland of China. On 13 August- the Reds
- 'began to bombard Quemoy with artillexy sited in nearby.coastal
- postions, and after au intensifjed bombardment the Communist radio
- beamed a warning on 29 August that '"a 1and¢a6 is imainent' and
u;oed the Guemoy zarrison to withdraw.l79
. As a part of a gemeral reorganization in the Pacific on l July
‘;1957 the U.S. Pacific Command--as the unified theater headquarters

ﬁVsuperior to the Pacifiec Fleet, Army Pacific, and Pacific Air Forces--

“had assumed general responsibility for theater operations, in-
cluding the United States commitwents in defense of Taiwan. On &

~ “August 1958 the Air Force directed its commanders concerned’to

 examine their plans to support the CincPAC plan for the defense of
~Taiwan, and with the worsening of the crisis the Joint Chiefs of
Staff ordered the aircraft carriers Essex in the Mediterranean and
the MMidway at Pearl Harbor to join the Seventh Fleet off Taiwan.
‘On 25 August the Joint Chiels also authorized the deployment to

- Taiwan of a Marine fighter-interceptor group £from Japan and an Air
‘*\Force~fighterfinterceptor squadron froin Okinawa. -The Army was
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directed to expedite the shipment of a Nike battalion from Texas to

Taiwan. ~Since the Nineteenth Air Force was already committed to

the CASF operation in the lliddle East; the Tactical Air Command
directed its Twelfth Air Force to prepare CASF X-Ray Tango for
wovement to the Far East il it proved to be needed. .t 1400 hours
on 29 August the Tactical Air Comwmand was directed to deploy the
force, and under the leadership of Brigadier General 2lvin P. Tacon
the first planes carrying the task force departed their home
stations at 1630 hours on the sawe day. Had the CASF made non-stop
L£lights its planes could have arrived in the Far East within 43
hours flying time, but deliberate rest stops were scheduled for

the crews in Hawaii, Guam, and at either Midway cr Wake Islands.
With a strength of two F-100 squadrons, one B-57 squadron, two
RF-101 squadrons, and two C-130 squadrons, CASF X-Ray Tango was
completely in place on Taiwan by 12 September. Mainly as a '
psychological gesture a squadron of 12 F-104 Starfighter inter-
ceptors was transported aboard C-124 transports, and these planes
were put into action on 12 September after they had been reassembled.
In these movements a total of 137 four-engine aircrait of the
HMilitary Air Transport Service and the Tactical Air Command air-
lifted 1,713 personnel and 1,088 tons of cargo. As this strength
was building up, Chinese Nationalist Air Force pilots proved able

to handle the Red Chinese MIG-17 aircrafit in a series of engage-
ments over the Formosa Straits. In about 25 separate air encounters
the Mationalists lost 4 aircraft and destroyed 33 of the Red planes,
four ol the victories being scored with Sidewinder air-to-air
wissiles. After firing wmore than a nali million rounds of artillery
at Quemoy, the Reds announced a week's suspension of the shelling
on'6 October. -From this time onward the crisis abated, and the
United States forces that were deplcyed to Taiwan refurned to their

. perwanent stations within the following two wonths.

£ T SOUTE OIS

While. there was no doubt that American policy had been ac=
complished in. the Lebanon and Taiwan operations, evaluations made by
high-level officials revealed a diifercnce of opinion as to lessons
to be drawn {rom these operations and about the nature. of limited
war as well. To Secretary McElroy the Lebanon and Taiwan operations
gave “assurance' as to the United States capability for limited war.
He considered that the response in Lebanon had deterred the outbreak
of hostilities and that the action in Taiwan had confined the con-
flict and had permitted a discontinuation of it to be worked out.
"The speed with which you respond,' kicElrcy observed, "is really as
important as the force with whien you respond.” McElroy considered
that Lebanon and Taiwan were examples oi liamited wars. 'We do not
consider that Korea is a limited war," he added, 'We consider that
if you had to do Korea again, you probably would handle things some-
what differently.’ He also emphasized that the United States did
not intend to fight a limited war with the Soviet Union. "The
people of this country,' he said, ''should realize that if we are
going to fight Russia, we are not going to fight thew on the gzround
in the main. There will be some confllct on the ground, but general
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war -is the only kind of war that we visualize fighting with
Russia. 161 Speaking on the subject of Lebanon and Taiwan, General
Twining called attention to the fact that in ‘cach case the United
States had been given several weclts to ready its forces and to
react. Since no shots had been fired by Awerican units supply
problems had been simple. Twining nevertheless estimated that the
United States ‘‘could carry a half dozen" engagements like these,
but an engagement of the size of Korea would be a different matter.
In Twining's view the Korean conflict was "a big limited-war
operation," and if a limited war ot similar size occurred in the
future its requlrements would have to be met by the moblllzatlon
of reserve forces.

In presenting the Air Force assessment of the Lebanou-Talwan
crises, General White asserted: 'The Soviets have been contained
not by the U.S. battalions and ships and cactical aircraft that we
deployed but to a great de"ree oy the established capability of
American long-range air power.' In the case of the Gueuoy crisis,
however, White added that '"the Chinese Cowmaunists and perhaps the
Russians themselves received a considerable shock with the rapidity
with which we reacted and with the efficiency of our forces that
were there—-and by ‘our forces I an including the Chinese
Jationalists.'183 General Power saw Lebanon and Cuemoy as illus-

trations of the deterrence of both general and swall wars., 'Quemoy,'

he said, "was even better than Lebanon, because here we took.a-
firm stand for a pile ot so-called useless rocks. But it was
notice to the world that this country stands for something, that we
have principles and oppose the principle of blacluail through
wmilitary force. ' If we were willing to stand up and risk war for
some so-called useless rocks, what better proof could we give of
our determination to stand up to a wore serious incident?" Power
said that during the Quemoy crisis the Strategi¢ Air Command. had
been prepared to back up the other forces with planes that could
‘carry "any yield weapon." While he did not think it would be
efficient to employ SAC crews to drop conventional weapons, Power
poirnted out that he could 'convert into that posture very rapidly
in a matter of hours." ~Lebanon and Quewoy; Power said, '"were real
actions to deter war, The reason we could prevent those actions
from expanding is_ that we had the Strategic Air Command backing
these forces up."184 In a delayed analysis General LeMay emphasized
the role that American military aid and friendly foreign forces had
played in the Lebanon-Taiwan effort. "Assets such 'as Dases and
support capabilities as well as wany additional items which comprise
an effective small war readiness,' he said, "are direct results of
the Military Assistance Program Without these benefits, such
‘operations as last year's deployment of units to . . . both the
Mideast and Far East to assist our allies coqu not have been
accomplished, '"185

According to Secretary Brucker and General Taylor the Lebanon
and Guemoy crises were the latest incidents in a pattern ol
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of eighteen episodes since World War II in which the presence or:

- pressure of Coumunist ferces had been felt and exploited either
directly or indirectly. From this pattera, Brucker drew the lesson
that the Commu..tsts were using limited war as a device to achieve

PR their objectives on a pieceweal vasis. Vhen he was asked to defline

S R a limited war, Taylor found it easier to say thdt a zeneral war was

© . "a war between the United States and the Soviet Unioa in which they

{0, are participating and in which atouic_weapons. are used freely Ifrowm

; the outset.' A limited war was "any wilitary conflict shoirt of a

_general war, one- in which our national existence is not at stake."

Taylor described Lebanon as ''perhaps tite ext..ue of the small

limited war," and he believed that the advan: d warning, limited

force requirement; and lack of couwbat perations wade conditions so
favorable for the success of the Lebanon opevation as to make it
imprudent to atteuwpt to draw couclusions [rou the experience.

Taylor also aduitted under questioning that no Aruy forces would

have been required in a Formosan operation. ™If we had to go into

Formosa in sizable strength," "

ne said, ". . .- it would be largely
an air and a naval operation.' As he looked at the problem of
limited war, however, Taylor saw 'primerily an Army requireument
_related to sustained combat on the zround, wiiich is an Army task.
Viewing the problem of limited war in this light, he urged a {ive-
point program to improve limited war capavilities, nawely the
modernization of appropriate equinuent, the improved stratezic
mobility of liwmited war forces, the usc of preplanned airlift and
"sealift, expanded joint planning and training, and the advertiseuent
of such limited war strengzth once it was a rca.’.ity.LJ

While the national wilitary leaders tended to draw different
~lessons from Lebanon and Guewoy, there were some essential elewents

S the House Committee on Approvriations had called for a new study of
. the role of the super aircrait carrier in wmodern wariare. After
Lebanon and Quewoy Aduwiral Durke could state that Vthe deployed
attaclk carrier task force with wodein aircrait--teamed wiich a
marine landing force--is the logical ready wilitary [{orce.to counter
~ the threats of limited war in many aveas of the world."137  uithout
“derogating the importance of the aircrait carrvier, General Taylor's
‘-personal opinion was that "we have an awple nuaber of carriers."
He was veminded that 'in Kovea, which was a lurge liwited war, we
 never had nor needed morc than four carricrs on station. 'S
- General Wnite accepted the new inplication that aua aircrait carriex
was wore suited for limited than geneval war, dut he cpposed a new
carrier becausec he preieried to sce the money that uust zo into
“the carrier go on soie other weapoa systew whicii I would couaceive
" to be more iwportant.'C? Res.onding to a yuesiion, Dr. Yori was
quoted as sayiag that tile Lebanon cuergency had douounsiraied the

. enemy like Russid, they are going to be blowm up.' 20 4s a resulc
. of what Secretary McElroy descrided as "soul searching . . . at the

of agrecment. In its report oif the fiscal year 1959 wilitary. budget,

.- lmportance of carriers, destroyeis, and possibly cruisers as "distant
" bases.' He added that in a wajor war agaiansi g "ighly sophisticated
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very highest level of Government,' the Department of Defense budgei
for fiscal 1960 included the construciion of another Forrestal
class aircraft carrier. "The importance of the carrier as a means
of projecting our military power for a limited war situation into
the peripheral areas of the world," he explained, 'was very clearly
demonstrated in both Lebanon and Taiwan.'191 Where the CASF deploy-
ment to Lebanon had encountered problems of areas in which over-
flight rights were denied and where available airfields were scarce
and became congested, the Department of Defense noted that the air-
craft carrier was "a very important cold war instrument" since it
provided "a very eiffective limited warfare capability in places
where overflight rights for aircraft are oiten unobtainable and in
places where 1and1ncy fields often do not exist."192
In the months prior to Lebanon and Quemoy both Secretary Dulles
and General Twining had voiced the opinion that tactical nuclear
'weapons might be used without necessarily expanding a small war into
a general nuclear war. During these crises, however, the Soviets
attempted to convince the world that any use of atomic weapons
would mean general war. At the height of the Guemoy crisis on 7
September, Khrushchev wrote Eisenhower, warning: 'An attack upon
the Chl?%ﬁe People's Republic . . . is an-attack upon the Soviet
Union.' In another letter on 19 September, Khrushchev declared
that: ''Those who carry out plans of atouwic attack on the Chinese
People's Republic should not forget that not only the U.S, but the
other side possesses not only atomic but hydrogen weapons and also
the corresponding means of delivery, and should such an attack be
delivered on the Chinese People's Republic, then the aggressor will
receive a fitting rebulf by vhe same means. President Eisenhower
rejected Khrushchev's threat as “abusive."l But the threat that
local war could expand into general war if nuclear weaﬁons were
used could not be ignored. Vice Admiral Charles R. Brown, Comnander
of the U.S. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean, subsequently stated:
"I would not recommend the use of any atomic weapons nu matter how
small, when both sides have the power to destroy the world. . . . I
have no faith in the so-called controlled use of atomic weapons. '"195
The experience of Lebanon and Quemoy thus appeared to justify
General Taylor's argument bcfore the National Security Council
earlier in 1958 that in many limited war situatious the United States
" would not wish to employ nuclear weapons. 'We would always go into
a military operation prepared to use nuclear weapons,' Taylor ex-
plained in March 1959, ''because we never know what the outcome is
going to be. The decision to use them . . . would be determined by
the President.” At about this same time, General Henry I. Hodes,
‘Conmander-in-Chief U.S. Army Europe, defined limited war as a
conflict "in which atomic weapous may not be used freely or on a
large scale in the beginning and one in which our national survival
is not ot stake at least initially.”197 lMuch of this thinking on
tactical auclear weapons coincided with General Weyland's already
expressed oelief that flexibility demanded the retention of con-
ventional owrdnance delivery characteristics in tactical aircraft.l198
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‘A Tactical Air Command officer who visited Adana during the Lebanon

. could have performed conventional weapon delivery missions, although

St iy

~lacked an understanding chat tactical nuclear weapens could be

. commander with explicit objectives, including a restriction on

crisis found a considerabie doubt as to whethe» the CASF crews

all of them were fully qualified in the delivery of nuclear weapoas.
Only a few of the F-100 pilots had strafed;" he stated, ‘'mone¢ had
shot rockets or delivered conventional bombs.'" The B-57 crews were
also regarded as "incapable of performing efficient convenr:ional
weapon delivery."199 - o :

Despite a recognition that it would have had difficulty con-
ducting a conventional limited-war operation with crews that had
been trained for the delivery of nuclear weapons, the Air Force
remained somewhat less than enthusiastic on the subject of con-
ventional weapons. ~ 'We will carry out any instructions we are ,
given," noted Lieutenant General Irvine, "and we can fight an iroa
bomb war if that is what the President says he*wants us to do. . . .
We can only say if you want to destroy tar-ets efficiently, we zzu
do it better with a nuclear bomb.'200" As Comuander-in-Chief U.E.
Aixr Forces in Europe, General Frederic H. Smith, Jr., believed: tbat
many wen in scientitic, governmental, and military circles cvidently

employed without destroying countries or populations. In the spring
of 1960 he accordingly published an axticle designed "to deronstratie
that not only can the intelligent use of nuclear firepower in
limited war give us the greatest possible opportunity to win such
wars at minimum cost to us and to the country we may be defending
against aggression, but that it is highly probable that without the
use of such weapons our chances of winning in many areis are slim
indeed.' Smith ruled cut the pcssibility of a limited war in
Europe, but ke suggested that tactical ruclear weapons could have
been precisely- employed with great effecc in Korea and in Indochina
without serious danger of having provoked all-out war. To prevent
hap-hazard employment of nuclear weapons in a limited war. he

stated that higher auvthority would have to provide a local war

strikes outside a delimited zone of hostilities. He noted that new
criteria for tactical nuclear targets needed to be developed: these
could include ‘Ysituatio.i-control" targets such as narrow gorges in
mountains which could be closed by landslides or forest.cover which
could be defoliated with nuélear weapons, thus denying concealuent
to an enemy. 'We must achieve through education and through the
development of .clear-cut, logical tactical doctriae," Smith con-
cluded, " a general acceptance-by the United States of the require-
ment for the use of nuclear weapons in limited war. This country
cannot affort the tremendous outlay in dollars, resources, and iuen
needed to defeat aggression by man-to-iman combat on tne ground,
supported only by high-explosive bombs ané rockets, napalm, and
machine-cannon fire delivered from the air."20l While General .
Smith's article was well reasoned, the Lebanon-Taiwan crises had o
nevertheless demonstrated that American political and military - P
leaders were reluctant to commit nuclear weapens to limited wars. - <.
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After a study of the matter, Colonel Albert P. Sights, Jr., con-
cluded: '"The crises in Lebanon and in. the Taiwan Strait . . . marked
a turning point in relying on nuclear weapons for limited wats.
Thereafter planners were more inclined to accept the prewise that
such crises--if they turned into wars--would be conventional, at
least at the outset."

* * ok *

Speaking in support of the Department of Defense fiscal year
1960 budget in January 1959, Secretary McElroy accepted the Air
Force position that the military forces that would deter or win
general wars would also be able to deter or to win small wars. "It
is erroneous to view the U.S, military posture," he said, "as con-
taining a distinct general war capability per se. In reality,
those c¢apabilities which the United States has for a limited war are
equally applicable to general war and those capabilities which the
United States has for general war are with a few exceptions,
equally applicable to limited war. 203 “In this statement McElroy
also indicated that the United States defense policy was not pre-
pared to accept the concept of minimum deterrence, but the
Congressional budget hearings held early in 1959 were marked by a
growing vocallzatlon of the concept :

Initially held by a ground of diverse European intellectuals
the rationale of minimum deterrence was perhaps best sumarized by
Britain's nuclear pbysicist neutralist P. . S. Blackett, who
reasoned: "If it is, in fact, true, as most current opinion holds,
that strategic airpower has abolished global war, then an urgent
problem for the West is to assess how little effort must be put
into it to keep global war abolished. "20%4  The proposition of
minimum deterrence was persuasive to many persons including General
Taylor, whose suppressed article prepared in 1956 contained the
view that: "The avoidance of deliberate general atomic war should
not be too difficult since its unremunerative character must be
clear to the potential adversaries.- Although actual stockpile
sizes are closely guarded secrets, a nation need only feel reasonably
sure that an opponent has some high-yield weapons, no matter how
inwefinite their exact numoer, to be 1mpressed with the possible
' consequences of attacking him.'

In his appearance before the Subcommittee of the House
Conmittge -on Appropriations on 29 January 1959, General Taylor first
informed the public of the schism in strategic thought within the
Department of Defense. Taking note of the fact that he would retire
as Army Chief of Staff on 30 June, Taylor stated flatly that the
nation had an excessive number. of strategic weapons and weapon
systems in its atomic retaliatory force, which included the aggre-
gate of bombers in the Air Force, the Navy, the oversea Awerican
aund allied cosmands, of the ICBM's and IRBM's in the Air Force, and
of the Polaris system in tne Navy. -Taylor reasoned that it was

560




Ypossible to establish thg fac: that 'i' targets successfully
attacked with 'y' wezatoas is equal to the destruction of the
enery. .. . Then, having determined tue boubds vequired oa tarzed,
: . you can calculate all the possidle losses due to eancuwy scilon,
oL adorts, imeffectiveness of the weapons, and so forth, and deterwine
how many delivery vechicles are required. When sucii a cowputation
Y : is made, you end up, in wy boolk, not with thnousands, but wicth
DR ‘ hundreds of vehicles as a wequirement.'" In respounse to & question,
Taylor estimated that the United States possessed a capaovility to
X , annihilate the enemy sowe 10 times. In a subsequent ajpearance
e B ‘ before the Preparedness Investigation Subcommittee of the Senate
' ~E Armed Services Comnittee on 11 March, Taylor urged that the delense
; budget ought to be made functional by wission avcas rather than to
3 continue to wmake appropriations by scrvices. - Such mission areas
A could include general war forces and limited war forces,  "“There
E is,” he explained, "a fundawental need to deterwinc scandards of
sufficiency ida“the various categorics of wilitary forces which we
maintain and to which all services contribute, 200 :
General Taylos's charge that the United States possessed
4 thousands of units to deliver strategic nuclear strikes when only
it : hundreds were needed--a condition soon popularxly described as
O : “overkill'--drew support from Navy officers iIn appearances bdoth in
: ‘ and out of Congress. . Early in February 1959, {fdwiral Burke inforued
A ; the House Subcoumittee on Appropriations that he believed the United
¥ : States possessed too much-tetaliatory power and ougzht to put move ,
money into limited war capabilities. . “Hight now," he said, "I thinii - -
there is nothing Russia can do to prevent her from deinz de= ) ‘
: stroyed. .. . . What we can destroy would be the ability oi Russia
Lo to continue a war. . . . We would breal her back. . . . You would
: not sirilke every ailitary target, but you would strilke eaough of
thea to prevent Russia froa recovering. You would break her baci, 207
Rear Aduiral Hayward reasoined that deterrence of war comprised
"what the Russian planner thinks, not what you or I think. If he
thinks he is going to be destroyed no watter what he does, he is
not geing to start it.’' Hayward added: "If you have a system that
is invulnerable to surprise attack and effective so it would be
possiple to be effective even if a man read in the iew York Times
‘we were attacked, and still destroy your cnemy, tnis is. the thing
you are working for. . . . Any system cowpletely vulneradle to a
surprise attack is a weal one, deterrence should be inevitable.'208
Some days later Hayward told inquiring Senators that he believed
in the years to come, any systew_that is wvulneravle to surprise
attack will fade from the scene. 09 yhat the Navy had ia wind in
the way of future deterrent capabilities began to be evident on
5 February when Adniral Burke sctated: "To knock out the Polaris
weapon system . . . the enewy would have to kaock out all the
Polaris submarines simultaneously. They would have to Kill all of
these submarines at the same time they initiated their attack., I
think that this is impossible."210 When asked during a national
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television interview on 22 March how many Polaris submarines would
be needed, Burke replied: ''You can take from the number of Russian
cities the number of megatems it takes to destroy a Russian city,
the reliability of the missile, the accuracy of the missile, and
you can compute it pretty accurately yourself. And then you double
it just to maAe sure and you come out soineplace ir the neighborhood
of perhaps 30.2

As advanced by Navy spokesmen the strategy of minimum de-
terrence--or ''finite deterrence" as it was soon called apparently

. to avoid a connotation of gambling with the nation's safety--visu-
- alized that a positive threat and a capability of destroying

between 100 and 200 Soviet civilian centers of population would be
sufficient to deter the ememy.212 writing under the title, ''Finite
Deterrence, Controlled Retaliation," in the U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings in March 1959, Commander 2. ‘H. Backus, Executive
Secretary of the Navy Ballistic Missile Committee, provided a
coherent description of the strategy of minimum or finite deterrence.
Backus reasoned that the Soviet capability to deliver thermonuclear
intercontinental pallistic misslles nad rendered obsolete the
strategy and the force commitment of massive retaliation. Because
of its vulnerability the Strategic Air Command was being compelled
to disperse to hardened bases, but the hardening ot SAC bases
promised to set oft an arms race since the Soviets couid also
harden their bases. To plan upon the “blunting'" operations of the
massive retaliation strategy--Backus equated ‘blunting"™ with
"counterforceé--would also set off a spiralling arms race since
proportional -additions to the U.S. deterrent/retaliatory forces
would be required .each time the Russians added a new missile or a
new air base. The weakness of the United States deterrent posture
was its vulnerability. 'If then,' Backus reasoned, ''our deterrent/
retaliatory forces were relatively invulnerable, no matter what the
Russians tried to do, we might in fact truly put behind us" the
frightening possibilities .of general nuclear war.'" Backus asserted
that the Polaris submarine would be the perfect weapon for finite
deterrence since it possessea inherent invuinerabillity to-a con-
siderably higher degree than any other weapon system. - It the
Russians knew that even if they launched a surprise attack the

- majority of their industrial concentrations would be reduced to
.~ rubble, they would not imitiate a deliberate attack. In the event.
. that the Russians accidentally initiated a general war, Backus

proposed that the United States should hit back instantly and hard
by destroying two or three predesignated Soviet cities. In this
case the United States would retaliate in a controlled manner,
allowing time for negotiation between strikes. Such controlled
retaliation would be destructive, but it would not reduce the world

to rubble. Backus pointed out that the United States had compelled
“Japan to_surrender in World War II by progressively destroylng her

cities
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Both in public ‘statements and in his book, The Uncertain
Trumpet, which he published in 1959 following his retirement,
General Taylor wrapped up the proposals for finiteé deterrence, the
avoidance of overkill, and the determination of standards of
sufficiency in various categories of forces in one comprehensive
outline for a new national strategy of '"flexible response.' Taylor
visualized "the rejection of a strategy of massive retaliation and
the adopting of one of flexible response; the determination of how
much is enough for all categories of operational functions; the
subsequent building of a small mobile and secure missile force and
a fully modernized Army and supporting services; a revised structure
for the military budget to show clearly what it buys in terms of
operational forces; and a new statement of roles and missions to
show, then, what we really mean by the Army, Navy, and Air Force. "2l4

The grave need to prevent nuclear war without draining the
national economy provoked a great debate on the subject of flexible
response, overkill, finite deterrrence, and the other proposals
offered by Taylor amd Burke. A new generation of civilian military
analysts--many of whom who had worked in the '"think factories' such
as RAND and ‘the Army's Operations Research Office--jointed political
and military thinkers in the great debate on strategy. In the
debate Department of Defense and Air Force spokesmen found it
difficult to engage in a many-faced discussion of a new strategy
without disclosing security aspects of the existing United States
war plan. As the Department of Defense pointed out, moreover, it
was practically impossible. to answer General Taylor's guestion:

How much is enough? This had always been one of the most difficult
questions under constant study by military planners, but it was
impossible to determine standards of sufficiency in neat categories
of force commitments and still preserve the versatility and flexi-

. bility requisite to the -fact that there was no clear line of de-

mareetion which would be drawn between limited war forces and
general war forces in all cases.2l3 vynder these circumstances Air
Force spokesmen found it necessary to debate the proposed new
strategy ‘in detail rather than in its generalities.

The central theme of the new deterrent ‘strategy was the
proposition that a general nuclear war had lost its utility as a
means ‘of resolving international conflict.  "A nuclear warx," the
proponents of finite deterrence warned, “is too horrible to
contemplate, too mutually annihilating to consider.'" For many
years the Strategic Air Command had used the motto "Peace is Our
Profession," and a ranking Air Force commander had said, "If nuclear
war breaks out, SAC has failed in its mission.! .General White,
however, was unwilling to agree that all participants in a nuclear

- war would be defeated. "I think,'" he said, 'nuclear war is some-

thing that is horrible and difficult to contemplate, but I am
afraid that is the sort of thing civilization is faced with."216
White consistently maintained that the United States and its allies

"must possess combat capabilities which can deter or--if necessary--

defeat' Soviet aerospace forces.?7 1n briefings and papers prepared
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-at the RAND Corporation and published as a book entitled On
Thermonuclear War, physicist Herman Kahn also presented the case
that thermonuclear war was not unthinkable but probable and
reasoned that with proper precautions the United States could
survive such a war even though great casualties were incurred, 213
While many Defense spokesmen began to visualize the prospect that
the United States would seek to "prevail' rather than to "win% in

a thermonuclear war, an Air Force policy paper subuwitted to Congress
in #March 1960 insisted that the nation wust possess a ''war wirning
capability.”z_l9 The Air Force considered that there were sound
strategic reasons for maintaining a war-winning capability in its
strategic striking forces. netired Air Force Biigadier General
Giffin also suggested that the rationale of a wmilitary wan required
a concept that conflict could ve resoived. 'The wmilitary wind,' he
wrote, ‘'cannot but accept General iacArthur's dictum that there is
no substitute for victory. ' Yet the meaning of victory in.a total
nuclear war would be more in Cterms or tihe survival of the Uaited
States as a self-determining power--and tine eliwination of the
present  principal threat to the integrity of the United States--
than in terms of classic wmilitary triwwph,”

‘In view of the long-standing policy that the United States
would not strike the first blow in a war, tie Air Force had iLollowed
the policy during the 1950's that strategic capabilities awust be
prepared to accept the enemy's first strike and then be able to
strike back effectively in reaction. As long as the Strategic Air
Command was the nation's main deteérrent force the wmatter of first
or second strike was relatively unimportant since the maintenance
of the coummand at a level oif strength needed to survive a ihostile

- first strike insured that it would possess capabilities needed ior

a first strike, The finite deterrence proposal vastly changed this
strategic equation, and in January 1959 General Power insisted: 'You
always must have a capability to strike first, because obviously if
these people thought we never could start a war, why, then they
could just take this world away from us, piece by piece, because
they would know that as long as they do not strike us, we could
never do anything about it. So you must have a capability to strike
first."22l "Unless the United States possessed a superiority of
force, Lieutenant General Schriever demonstrated that it could not.
possess what he called a “positive deterrent.' He defined 'positive
deterrent" as a posture ''which permits this country to take the
initiative militarily if it wants to take the initiative, or one
which inhibits the Soviet from taking the initiative in the fields
of limited warfare, in the field of economic and psychological war-
fare. Such a deterrent posture is achieved only if we can knock out
all of this military capability to strike us. . This means hard
targets, in fact every military target which has the~capability oi
waging total war against this Nation.

In the process of developiag the reasons for malncalnxng a
first strike capability, Air Force spokesmen were careful to note

that they did not contemplate ''preventive' war, or the initiation
‘ y P ‘ )
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of a war on a nation's own timing. They nevertheless offered the

- "preemptive war,
" had received positive tactical warning ol an impending enewy attack.
A preventive war might be launched months in advance of an antici-

o targets but before they impacted on their assigned targets.zz

. sure that it would not be a small aggregacion of nuclear missiles

- anybody tells you they know what the minimum deterrent is, tell then

. the Revolution and has lost some 20,000,000 people in World War 1lI;
-'while the Chinese Communists were said to have ‘"liquidated”™ as many

- force strategy., At least at first, counterforce evolved not 'as a
i positive statement but in opposition to the 'counter-city' aspects
- of finite deterrence. Writing in March 1939, as has been noted,

- Colonel Richardson determined that the counterforce aspect of the

- taliation aspect which would have been directed against Soviet
l-cities~~had been the efiective deterrent to Soviet worldwide attack.

: . have in our strategic effort," Richardson wrote, 'will lead to

opinion that the first strike capability might be used for
" or attacks which might be made by a nation which

pated attack, but a preemptive attack could be wade hours or even
minutes before the launching of a hostile strike.423 If the United
States strategic force had the ability to wake an almost instanta-
neous .reaction, moreover, the United States would be able to make
strikes while enemy aerospace vehicles were en route to their

- The Air Force leaders found it diificult to determine what tche
exact size of a minimum deterrent force would be, but they were

capable only of destroying Soviet cities.” 'People sometimes ask
me,' said General Power, 'what I think the miniwmua deterrent force
is. They ask as though it were a package that one could get at the
local store and buy off the shelf with a price tag on it. . . . I
tell these.people, 1 don't know what the minimum deterrent is, and
what is more, there is nobody in this world who knows. . . . If

for me that they are liars. The closest to one man who would kinow
what the minimum deterrent is, would be rr. Kovushchev, and frankly
I don't think he knows from 1 week to another. He wight be willing
to absorb more punishment next week than he wauts to absorb today.”
Power also pointed out that no one should assume that what would
deter the United Stages would deter the Soviet Bloc. The United
States had sustained some 600,000 casualties in the Awmerican Civil
War; the Soviet Union had killed an estimated 9,000,000 people in

as 20,000,000 to 30,000,000 persons in tieir revelutionary. effort.

- Americans and Communists thus attached different values to human

life. As for the overkill charge, rower estimated that the Strategic
Air Command received about 18 percent oi the defense dollar while

"]Lit carried over 90 .percent oi the responsibility for deterrence.
. ~MIf that is babying and pampering,” he coucluded,” 1 do not agree
- with you. 225 : o

Although‘the Air Force began to advance "counterforce" as a

- more desirable alternative than finite deterrence, Air Force leaders

were initially unable to provide a complete rationale for a counter-

United States general war capability--rather than the uiassive re- ' ;

"Failure to maintain the flexible counterforce capability we now
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establishing unlimited requirements for local defense operations.
This is a policy which could lead to political, economic, and
military bankruptcy, and which would almost inevitably spell
defeat. 226 - Again as has been seen, Lieutenant General Schriever
informed a Congressional committee of the need not only for a
first-strike force but also for a positive deterrent force that
could knock out "every military target which has the capability of
waging total war against this Nation." Treading lightly in dis-
cussing a sensitive area, Schriever observed that because ''we way
not know where some targets are located today, it does not follow
that we may not know where these targets are at some future date, 1227
~In an Air Force anniversary statement in September 1959,
General White categorically disagreed with the overkill augmentation.
"Our strategic objective, .in the event of global war,' he said, "is
to eliminate an enemy's war making capacity in the mininum period
of time. In determining the force requirements needed to do this,
we must take into account not only the number, location, and
vulnerability. of the targets but the reliability, accuracy, and
warhead yield of our weapons--as well as countless operational
variables and our evaluation of expected enemy defenses, '228 During
the winter of 1959-60 the Air Force accepted the position that an
"effective force'' was a force in being, a force in place, and a
force of such size and capability that when measured against enemy
surprise attack its retaliation would be sufficient to insure
clearly unacceptable damage to the enemy, that it could destroy the
enemy's nuclear delivery capability in the event the United States -
was forced to take the initiative, and that would insure that the
United States would prevail regardless of the circumstances under
which deterrence might fail. While Air Force leaders now made a
clear distinction between '"deterrence' and "'war winmning capability,"
they continued to explain counterforce by revealing the fallacy of
minimum deterrence, . If the United States limited the size of its
long-range muclear delivery force to a capability which could do
nothing more than destroy some 100 Soviet cities it might be able
to deter attack against the United States proper, but if the Soviets
attacked an ally of thé United States the possession of a2 minimum
deterrent force would not permit the United States (even if it
possessed strategic warning) to launch its forces against Soviet
cities, thereby exposing itself to Soviet attack with undamaged
forces. On the other hand, if the United States finite deterrent
failed and the enemy attacked, his first targets would doubtless be

.- the U.8; strategic forces. The enemy would do this in order to
reduce the U.S. ability to strike back, and he could well afford to
"save American cities as hostages for later attacks. With a minimum

deterrent attrited by the enemy's first strike, the Uaited States
would lack strength for any kind of counterforce -effort. I1f it

“attacked Soviet cities, the Soviets could return and easily destroy
_American cities. 'Finite deterrence,' the Air Force reasocned, 'is

purely a bluff strategy and does not include the capability for
military victory. On the other hand, the clear capability to-
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attain military victory would be the most reliable, longest lasting,
and most widely applicable deterrent that the enemy could face.
Thus we must plan a counterforce strategy and back it with the
weapons systens need®d ian the amounts needed. 1229 At least three
civilian strategists found reason in the Air Force arguments, for
Robert Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kintner, and Stefan F. Possony
soon described the strategy of finite deterrence as "a mutual
suicide pact,"230
Because they appeared to offer economy, a check on the arms

-race, and reduction of devastation, the proposals for wminimum
deterrence, plus limited war, plus arms control were said to have
been accepted by many intellectuals interested in military affairs,
a vast majority of foreign and domestic lay analysts, and many
military planners. In December 1959, however, James E. King, Jr.,
Paul H. Nitze;and Arnold Wolfers, research associates of the
Washington Center of Foreign Policy Research, completed a study for
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that gave a limited endorse-
ment to counterforce.” This study recommended that top pr1ority
should be given to the reduction of the vulnerability and the iun-
provement of penetration abilities of American and allied strategic
forces, to accelerating the development of solid-fuel interconti-
neftal- ballistic missiles and emplacing them in hardened and
-mobile configurations, to strengthening the forces capable of
dealing with lesser aggressions ranging from subversion to very
substantial conventional attacks on free oversea nations, to the
equipment of American and allied troops with dual-purpose nuclear
and conventional weapons, and to the e: ploxtatzoﬁ of space tech-
nology for defense. It recommended that the overriding purpose of
the U.S. strategic veapons program ought not to be the "matching'
of assumed Soviet capabilities in intercontinental missiles but
instead the early attainment of an inventory of diverse and
relatively secure systems that would prevent the enemy from rlsklng
a surprise attack. It suggested that the United States ought not
to seek to maintain a ‘'first strike' strategic force, since such
action would negate a more desirable alternative 'aimed at in-
creasing the stability of the strategic equation by unilateral
action, by the encouragement of reciprocal action, and by an arms
control policy directed at strategic stability.' The United States
should nevertheless retain in its ''second strike' strategic force
“Y3 measure of counterforce ability sufficient for rational target
selection in a retaliatory strike, as well as for limited war
capabilities and other purposes." - Although the goal of maintaining
an effective first-strike force would become increasingly difficult
and even undesirable in terms of strategic stability, there were
several reasons for making continued effort to maintain counterforce
capabilities. First, if a local or limited war should break out
the United States would be severely handicapped in its choices of
“action if it had no means of hitting elements of the enemy's
strategic force, while the enemy had substantial counterforce
capabilities. Second, in a general nuclear war following a hostile
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first strike counterforce capabilities would énable the United
~ < States to conduct militarily useful operations and to minimize the
~ damage to its population and industrial centers that might be
inflicted by subsequent Soviet strategic strikes. Third, only by
continuing research in counterforce weapons could the United States
~insure against still unforeseen technological developments that
- might upset the strategic balance. Finally, American possession of
counterforce weapons would force the Soviets to divert funds to
expensive defense efforts that might otherwise be expended for the
creation of an overwhelming Soviet first-strike counterforce
capability. “In the chaos and confusion attending the launching of
a second strike following an initial Soviet attack, the Un.ced
States would quite probably attack both city and counterforce
targets, but the study nevertheless recommended that, "in order to
maximize the military value of such a strike and to wminimize the
dangers to civilian populations, a wmajor effort can and should be
made to direct the retaliatory attack against the enemy's strategic
forces and targets as much as conditions permit.*232

If the proponents of finite deterrence expected a change in
security policy when newly~appointed Secretary Gates began to put
together the defense budget for fiscal year 1961 they were doomed
to disappointment. - According to General Taylor there was to be no
change in the Basic National Security Policy,233 and the- Eisenhower
administration ruled that the status of the international situation,
the state of military technology, and the general economic situation
prevailing in the autumn of 1959 demanded that the fiscal 1961
military budget should not exceed the level of expenditures during
fiscal 1960. Although service requests for fiscal 1961 budgeting
totalled $43.9 in new obligational authority, the final defense
budget submitted to Congress in January 1960 amounted to $40.5
billion in such new authority.234 When he appeared in defense of
~this budget on 13 January 1960, Secretary Gates pointed out that
~wmilitary forces could not be arbitrarily categorized as being for
“Vgeneral' or "limited" war purposes.  'All forces," he emphasized,
"are a detcrrent to and would be employed in a general war. Most

- oi our forces could be employed in a limited war, if required. For

'example, air defense aircraft and antiaircraft missiles can be, and
in . fact are, deployed overseas. The aircraft of the Strategic Air

" Command .could also be used if needed." When he spoke of the enemy

Gates asserted that "in order to maintain a valid deterrent we have
‘to maintain a deterrent force capable of knocking out his wmilitary

*power and not just bombing his cities. Wnat we would actually do

- depends on circumstances, but we are adjusting our power to a
counterforce theory; or a mixture of a counterforce theory plus
attacks on industrial centers and things of that character. We are

. not basing our requirement on just bombing Russia for retaliation

i purposes. . . . The validity of our deterrent must be of such a
..character .. , . _that an enemy will belleve hlS mllltary power will

el oe devastated " 35
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In his appearances before Congressional committees duriag the
early wonths of 1960 the new Army Chief of Staf{f, Géneral Leunitzer,
voiced his personal belief that the Soviets and the free world were
approaching a period when both would possess '"a virtually in-
destructible nuclear capability' and that this situation would
render limited war wore likely. '"Under such circusstances," he
remarked, it seems to me that the most likely form of conflict miy
well involve the use of integrated land, sea, and air forces in
their wodernized, yet basically traditional, roles.' Lemnitzer
was not as adamant on the subject of overkill as his predecessor
had been: he recognized that. the development oi higihly-efiective
Soviet surface-to-air wissile defenses promised to increase. the

~attrition of American bowbers . 236 Appearing before these saue

committees, Navy officers continued to argue . the case for {inite
deterrence and to stress overkill. Admiral Burike subscribed to all
the statements he had wmade on tiuese macters a year earlier,; and une
still felt that the United States was overconcentrating in re-
taliatrcy forces, although the balance was getting better., Just

-as he saw no reason why the United States should build overkill

forces, he professed not to fear Soviet overkill. ‘''No uatter what
Russia does,'' he said, ''there is no possibility she can avoid
destruction. -She is going to get a terrific beating if she starts
a war, no matter how or when. . . . I{ she builds 500 missiles or
2,000 wissiles and does it in 7, 8, 10, or 15 years, socwetime in
the future, it does not afifect our deterrent capability.”

Speaking eveén wore positively than previously, Rear Admiral Hayward
asserted that if he could have his way he would put the entir
deterrent force at sea. He specified the total nwoeber of uiegatons
placed on targets in Russia that he considered to be adequate as a
U.S. deterrent. Wnilc this total was not disclosed in the puolic
record, Hayward noted that 45 Polaris submarines would ''come close™

- to provxdxnu the total deterrent that the United States needed.239

In stating the Air Force requirement for a iirst- strike:
counterforce capavbility, General White caaracterized finite

deterrence as equating with the abaandoned "Fortress America' concept.

He pointed out that finite deterrence would be extremely dangerous
since such a posture would not provide the wmilitary forces neceded
to meet the first-place obligation ''to minimize the dawmage on the
United State$ under any circumstances.' He also found finite
deterrence inconsistent with requirements of modern war: ''riodern

warfare," he said, "has as its objective~-No. 1, the destruction

of the enemy's capability to fight; and secondly, his will to
fight.’ Finally, White pointed out that a finite deterrent posture
would strip the United States of its influence in the world. "A
nation which does not have the capability to go on the initiative,
have  the capablllty to knock out the enemy's military power,'" he
asserted, 'is hogeless in my opinion, politically, diplomatically,
and militarily."?39 1In an article describing the faliacy of minimum
deterrence which he published in the spring.of 1960, Brigadier
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.. General Robert C. Richardson 111 stated that city-bombing violated
- - two basic principles: '"The only rational miligary objective in war
B ‘is the enemy forces, or targets that affect the forces. Destruction
“‘which does not affect the outcome of the war in one's favor is
irrational and politically and morally unjustifiable." Wnile the
strategic bombing campaigns of World War II had been directed i
b against hostile industry for good reason, in an atomic war production o i
and mobilization would contribute little or nothing to the out- o 1
come. . ''"Today,' he wrote, 'victory lies not in the ability to L g
destroy the enemy industrial and manpower potential but rather in
the ability to destroy his existing capability for delivering ' A o
destruction." As for the allegation that Soviet missdile sites B
~could not be targeted, Richardson pointed out that new intelligence Lo ‘f
/
1
I

. techniques should provide knowledge of the construction of hardened
missile sites, that the vulnerability of mobile missiles to slight
overpressures should allow them to be targeted and attacked on anm B By
area basis with the help of reconnaissance, and that within the A

time~frame of concern the United States would have constant L i
satellite surveillance which should provide ‘intelligence on missile g
movements -or site construction. "The winimum-deterrent strategy 3 o /i
sought by critics of the existing counterforce deterrent capability,” ' e B

Richardson wrote in summary, "is one which would lead to unlimited B
requirements for limited war."'240 LT
While Admiral Burke was presenting the case for finite i
deterrence to the House Subcommittee on Appropriations in January ' i /
1960, outspoken Congressman Flood exclaimed: "This theory I do not
believe. This is terrible.'24l When it reported the defense budget
bill out in April, the House Committee on-Appropriations expressed.
disbelief in finite deterrence. 'In the final analysis,' the
committee noted, ''to effectively deter a would-be aggressor, we :
should maintain <cur Armed Forces in such a way and with such an N
understanding that should it ever become obvious that an attack ‘ : i
upon us or our allies is imminent; we can launch an attack before
the aggressor has hit us or our allies. This is an element of
deterrence which ‘the United States should not deny itself. No
~other form of deterrence can be fully relied upon.”242 Whea final
‘action was completed in July 1960, Congress voted $41.4 billion for
defense, including approximately $500 willion more than President
Eisenhower had requested. MMost of the additional funds were
allocated to the Atlas, Minuteman, Polaris, and the B-~170 programs,
and the total funds was to be divided to include $9.6 bLillion for.
the Armz $11.8 billion for the Navy, and $18.9 for the Air
Force.?2 3 ) S o
Despite verbal statements by Secretary Gates, the Departument e D
S of Defense budget for fiscal year 1961 did not clearly implement e ¢
B either a counterforce or a finite deterrence concept but actually R SN /g
. augmented both strategic and limited war forces. It did not provide R L
: the first-strike strategic force that the Air Force considered : oo y oA
i _ necessary to the counterforce strategy. The compromise pleased
,f neither side of the strategic controversy, and the great debate on
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‘strategy continued to brew.24% "Our national policy at this
“rweiting," Herman Kahn observed in 1960, '"seems to be drifting
s (mostly as a result of decisions evaded or decided for relatively
. wminor technical reasons) toward accepting a strategy between finite
~ deterrence or counterforce as insurance.''243 Strausz-Hupe, Kintner,
<. and Possony described the official United States position as oeing
one of "win strike second' counterforce, but an Air Force reviewer
of their book commented: '"We do not now have the ca Capdblllty to
“fight such a war even though this strategy is the most
“desirible. . . . We lack the forces needed to replace the so-called
‘massive retaliation' policy.' v246  On the other hand, the Naval
" 'Warfare Analysis Group issued a ''Resume of Major Strategic
-~ Considerations' on 17 October 1960 which continued to argue for a
finite level of deterrence. Distributed by Navy officials and
said to represent a good summary of Navy views the resume argued
that United States efforts to build counterforce capabilities, to
harden missile sites, or even to comstruct civilian defense shelters
would accelerate the arms race by forcing the enemy to develop
additional overkill capability, and might even cause the enemy to
fear that the United States was preparing to attack and to unleash
a preemptive strike, thus starting a war rather than deterring
conflict, 247 :

During 1958 and 1959 the Air Force advanced counterforce as an
alternative and wiser strategy than finite deterrence, but the full
implications of a damage-limiting 'no-city' counterforce war did
not become exactly evident until the early months of 1960. . Working
in the Pentagon, Brigadier General Noel F. Parrish, Assistant for

‘Coordinatisn to the Air Force Deputy Chief of Stafi for Plans and-
Programs, and Lieutenant Colonel Donald F. Hartin began to war game

- existing strategic plans as opposed to a new strategic concept

. which wade the most scrupulous efforts to employ appropriately-

. sized weapons only against purely military targets. The new concept
~ ¢ made sense in its own right since a good many missiles would be

. required to kill enemy mllltary Lorces in the first place, but the

- real surprise was that a no—01ty attack plan promised a tremen=-
~dous saving of civilian life in the event of a thermonuclear war
‘" between the United States and the Soviet Union. War would remain -
horrible but it would not necessarily be suicidal.. Taking tueir
scratchpad figures to Gbneral Whlte, Parrish and tlartin obtained
approval to war game the 'no-city' counterforce strategy on the
Air Force's Air Battle idodel computer. No matter how the situation
or the: force levels were changed, the '"no-city" counterforce plan
promlsed tremendous savings of American and Soviet life.?

.. -Although the "no-c1ty“ plan was not yet a strategy, the Air
Battle Model results confirmed General White's belief that a city-
destroying war did not make sense. In a landmark address delivered-
to the Air Force Association in September 1960, White stated: 'As
1 see it, effective deterrence includes the possession of military
forces to deter and, should war occur, the military strength to
*prevail;*EThere are two key thoughts here: deter and prevail. It




wight appear that this is a contradiccion since tne ability to
prevail in war is needful orly ii our policy oi detersence ialls.
levertheless, thz ability io prevaill 1s wna¢ provides real and
eifective deterrence. "'24 In a suoscquend wessage o all air
commands,; White soon direcied thut all Lir Force persoancl should
understand counteériorce and its dilievence ilow winiiatin dettecence.
"By counterforce,’' the messajge stated, 'the Allr Force means cie
ability o selectively aand decisively ueaLLo/ euemy m~lltu1y torces
that could otherwise destvoy. us, 220

Writing in the winver o: 1900-01, Licutenantc colenel iiartin
explained tne Air-Force corception ox countersorce. Lartin de-
fined ¢he sir Force's objectives ia jeueral wai as uveing to zain
militury dowinance over tac eneily oy fue destruction oi his '
wilitary foxce, to liwit damage to Cthe United Staces and its
allies, and by so doing to acitieve a ravorablc outcoume oi tue
hostilities. On the basis of tuc 'mo-city” war gawe studies,
Hartin presented a couparision of tie cosis or tie finite-deterrence
terror strategy as opposed to a ‘war-iigncing counteriorce sirategy.
1l an-aggressor launched aa attackt against United States wilitavy
forces and tue United 3tates respouded against tiae cuewy's wiiicory
rorces, sowe 5 percent of tae U.S5. population would not survive.
On the otuer hand, ii tae agzressor launcired gn attacii agaiastc
United States mlllL““] Lorces and tuc United States rcecallated
against nostile military iforces uad cities, sowe 90 pevceat ol tic
U.S. popuTation would not survive a counteraitaci agaiastc U.o.
cities.. Locking ahead to 19063 whea increasced nuaders oi aucleas
weapons WOJ“d e available, tue countevicvce straleygy would result
in~u perceat destruction of Ualted States industery wiile the tervor
strategy would lead to the destruciion oi 50 perceai oi thc ,
indusicy of the United States. Tue foregoinyg,' martin ooscrved,
"are poweriul arguments rfor accepting a counteriorce stiaiegy
favoring. survival rather than a strate.y taulawount to suicide.
The difference in the strategics can be wmeasuved ia Cers ol this
Nation's continued existeuce. 2°l ‘the sir Force had prov.ided a
concentual justification ior a counterioice strategy, dut ac-
ceptance or rejection oi it would awail &the aew nauLonal aduinis=
tration that would take oifice carly ‘la 1SG6L.
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CHAPTER 11

THE NEW FRONTIER: REDIRECTICN OF DEFENSE STRATEGY

‘1. Evaluation of Military Posture, 1959-1960

In the middle 1920's during the,formative years 6f the Air Corps
Major General Mason M, Patrick had been favorably impvressed by
Captain Basil H. Liddell Hart's Paris: Or the Future of War. Based

- upon the experiences of World War I the British milicary commentator

had spoken against the frontal assault doctrines of Napoleon and
Clausewitz and in favor of direct action designed to break the
cability and will to resist of a hostile nation. 1In 1960 at the

- height of the Unites States presidential campaign, Senator John F.

Kennedy, the Democratic candidate, found time to review and agree
with a new book by Liddell Hart, entitled Deterrent or Defense.
Kennedy endorsed Liddell Hart's grand theme, which was that '"the
West must be prepared to face down Communist aggression, short of
nuclear war, by conventional forces.'" He observed that this same
judgment was supported by other books by ''respoasible military leaders
such as Cenerals Gavin and Taylor." 1In an expression of his own
views on defense requirements Kennedy stated that the United States:
(1) must guarantee that its deterrent was safe from sudden attack
and capable of effective penetration of enemy defenses, (2) must
bring rapidly into being the new generation of Polaris and Minuteman
mobile missiles that "should diminish the need for hair-trigger
decisions and should give the United States, and the world as a
whole, a greater degree of stability," (3) must ''think through
afresh’ the military mission of the North Atlantic Treaty Organizatiou
and ensure that NATO had sufficient ground divisions "to provide a
persuasive deterrent to the Russian temptation to seek a limited
advance in Europe, on the assumption that the West's only protection
is a nutlear attack the West would not use," (4) mus:t tak:s steps t>
provide greater air and sea mobility for conventional Army and
Marine forces not to fight limited wars but to remove the temptation
to Moscow and Peking to attempt local aggression, and (5) must
insure that United Natione forces (such as had been used in the
Middle East and the Congo) '"must be ready for insiant movement,"

- Senator Kennedy also emphasized the importance of :arms control

negotiations. "The notlon that the Free World can be protected
simply by the threat of 'massive retaliation,'" Kennedy added,
no longer tenable.'l

Senator Kennedy's review of the nation's defense requlrements
provided a convenient summary of the criticisms that Democratic
leaders were bringing against the military policies of President
Eisenhower,. These criticisms included dissatisfaction with the
‘level of defense appropriations and with defense management,
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allegations that a concern for balanced budgets was causing a
"missile gap," demands for increased conventional forces and for
augmented airlift, and strong statements of a new need for civil
-defense. ~The Democratic dlalogue on national defense would provide
"a background for thé new national strategy of flexible-response and

~multiple-options that would be implemented when President Kennedy

took office in January 1961.

% * * *
"It is a fact,'" stated Senator Lyndon B. Johnson on 11 March
1959 after hearing testimony on major defense matters as chairman
of the Senate: Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee, '"that the .
strength of the Nation's security cannot be measured solely, or
even primarily, in terms of money. . . . Throughout these hearings
I have been unable to escape the conclusion that we are not doing
enough, fast enough, or thoroughly enough."2 Johnson indicated a
grave fear that the Eisenhower defense budget ceilings might be
jeopardizing security. While defense spending under the Eisenhower
administration had inclined upward from $35.5 billion in fiscal
year 1955 to $41.2 billion in fiscal year 1960, the Department of
Defense computed that in terms of constant value fiscal year 1953
defense dollars the net purchasing power of defense appropriations
had decreased from $34.9 billion in fiscal year 1955 to §32.5
billion in fiscal year 1960.3

Following his retirement as Army Chief of Staff, General Taylor
criticized. the defense budget ceilings which he said were arbitra-
rily iwmposed by the Bureau of the Budget and also recommended
budgeting by military task rather than by military service.4 1In
another influential post-retirement book, Lieutenant General Gavin
charged that the United States would find itself in a "missile-lag
period" which would be most critical in the years 1960-64. "Ac-
tually,” Gavin wrote, "sor: of our most important missile programs -
have been slipping steadily because of the diminishing value of
the dollar and the increased cost of labor and scientific help."d
At ‘the RAND Corporation a group of analysts headed by economist
Charles J. Hitch proposed that the existing Department of Defense
financial management system did not 'facilitate the relating of
costs to.weapon systems, task, and missions," did not "disclose
the full time-phased costs of proposed programs,' and did not pro-
vide the data needed to assess properly. the cost and effectiveness

' of alternative programs.

Closely related to the defense budget ceilings were allegations
that the National Security Council had failed to provide realistic

. gtrategic policies. General Taylor described the Basic National

Security Policy papers issued annually as being ''so broad in nature k

‘and so general in language as to provide limited-guidance in

practical application.'"7 In an address made in September 1959,
Paul H. Nitze charged that dlssatxsfactlon with the ‘National Securlty
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Council technique caused the Eisenhower administration to rely more
and more upon outside committees of private citizens to assist in
the task of policy review and. formulationi: These distinguished
c¢itizens groups included the Kelly, Sprague, Killian, Gaither, and
Coolidge committees. Although charged to make important policy

" recommendations, these outside groups were necessarily powerless

';_f§~_ b : to perform a necessary step in policy formulation: to help the
S ' fight to secure adoption of recommended policies within the govern-
T~ : ment.8 Despite the important role that Secretary of State Dulles

played in national policy formulation, Senator Henry M. Jackson
B ‘observed: "Judging by his appearances before Senate Committees,
g7 'Mr., Dulles seemed not to be well informed on military scientific
F developments having an important bearing on foreign policy and
ﬁv , tended to regard budgetary questions as being outside his proper
- concern,"9
Speaking in support of the fiscal positions of the Eisenhower
administration that had prevailed during his tenure as Department
of Defense Comptroller, W. J. McNeil did not consider '"the word
'ceiling' used in connection with the budget. . . a nasty word at
all." Comptroller McNeil emphasized that governments had operated
under budgetary ceilings in the past and.doubtless would do so in
the future. After studying the experience of the Truman adminis-
tration which had operated for a time during the Korean war without
: : reference to fixed budgetary ceilings, McNeil recorded that the
9. § - 'Eisenhower administration had determined that the defense plateau
{ of the nation ocught to cost "in the neighborhood of $35 to $40
billion a year."10 Closely questioned about budgetary ceilings in
February 1959, Secretary McElroy was confident that the nation would
be willing to pay whatever it needed for its security. But McElroy
insisted that any country had "just so many resources,' and he
maintained that defense spending had to be computed in context with
national requirements for schools, roads, aid to underdeveloped
. nations, and an advancing standard of liv1ng. "It is inherent in
the obligation of an administration,' McElroy said, '"to consider
not only what its cbligations are in national security, but what
its obligations are in the administration of the resources of the
country for the various projects that have to be taken care of by
the whole thing." He also explained: '"The thing that you try to
do in defense is to determine what you need for your national
security and to have enough cushion there so that you are not taking
a substantial chance with the national security. If you are doing
that, then that is all you should do and you should use the remain-
ing resources for other constructive purposes.'ll
Since the Eisenhower administration believed that military
force possessed flexibllity, its key officials found it impossible
to define "limited" or ''general" war and impractical to design
forces to participate in specialized forms of combat., While
Secretary Gates considered in March 1960 that increased amounts of
money had been put into limited war capabilities each year, he

i
[

1 el R

o

575

i o /,/ LN N _' Ve e ~ PESE L L ek



"~ maintained: "Many people have tried to put our budget on a functional

- basis, and we have found it impossible to do so.'"12 When pressed to
“'state official definitions of limited and general war in 1959, the
_Department of Defense responded: "With respect to the duration and
‘scope of the actiony and the selection of weapons to be used. . .

there are an infipite variety of possible combinations. For this
reason. . : there is no practical way in which we can precisely
define limited and general war in these. SpeCiflc terms, or even
index-all the possible situations which might fall into these two
broad classifications."13 As a result of this experience as Defense
Comptroller under both Truman and Eisenhower, McNeil pointed out

that any process of budgeting forces to perform speciflc defense

tasks '"would not be conduc1ve to economy of force" and ''tends to

compartmentalize the forces." "If we budget by certain weapons

system type compartments,' he urged, '"it tends to freeze the use
of forces thus supported. . . . I would far rather support the
forces -at the approximate level we thought would do the job and
leave flexible the use of forces where, as, and if, necessary.''l4

* * * *

“The facts are,'" Senator Stuart Symington informed his
colleagues on 27 January 1960, 'that a very substantial missile gap
does exist, and the administration is going to permit this gap to
increase.' iS The gnawing apprehension that the Soviet Union enjoyed
a substantial margin of superiority in missiles over the United
States traced back to an interview with Nikita Khrushchev reported
by James Reston in October 1957. 1 Chlnk I will not be revealing
any military secret,' Khrushchev said, 'if T tell you that we now
have all the rockets we need: long- range rockets, intermediate-
range rockets and close-range rockets." From this time onward,
Khrushchev asserted that surface-to-air missiles had made bombers
obsolete, good only for display in museums. 'We do not want to
scare anyone,' he told press correspondents in late 1959, "but we

“can tell the truth--in saying that we have now stockpiled so many
‘- missiles and so many atomic and hydrogen devices that, if we were

attacked, we could wipe all our probable enemies off the face of

.. the ea*th. « » « In one year a plant that we visited produced 250
- wissiles with hydrogen warheads on the assembly line.'" Appearing
- before the Supreme Soviet in January 1960 Khrushchev asked and
~““'received authority to reduce the manpower strength of the Soviet
,“armedlgorces from 3,623,000 to 2,423,000 persons by the autumn of
1961,

Based upon demonstrated technological achievements of the

 Soviets U.S. estimates made in 1958 credited the Soviet Union with
-the ability to possess a significant missile threat in the years

1960-63 when the United States would be missile limited. This

 estimate appeared additionally creditable because the Soviets had
‘demonstrated an already developed long-range missile technology,
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while the delay in U.S. missile programs was attributable to develop-
ment rather than to production. One commonly accepted estimate in '
1958 and 1959 was ‘that the Soviets would possess a 3-to-1 superiority
of intercontinental ballistic missiles over the United States in the
early 1960's. Speaking in the Senate in 1958, Senator Kennedy
announced: '"We are rapidly approaching that dangerous period which
General Gavin and others have called the ‘'gap' or the 'missile-lag
period'--a period, in the words of General Gavin, 'in which our
offensive and defensive missile capabilities will lag so far behind
those of the Soviets as to place us in a position of great peril,'"l7
As officially conceived for implementation in the winter of
1957-58 the Air Force ballistic missile program envisioned deploy-
ment of 4 Thor and 4 Jupiter IRBM squadrons to Europe between Decem=-

“ber 1958 and March 1960 and deployment of 9 Atlas and 4 Titan ICBM

squadrons at bases within the United States by January 1963. This
was not as large a force objective as the Air Force believed
necessary. As Supreme Allied Commander Europe, General Norstad had
requested the assignment of 10 IRBM squadrons to NATO, and the Air
Force wanted to program 16 Atlas and 11 Titan squadrons. instead of
‘the force authorized. Early in 1958, however, Secretary McElroy
was inclined to give emphasis to the deployment of the IRBM's., "I
think that we become stronges:,' he said, "as of the time we. have
some IRBM's deployed in our allied countries in Europe and the Far
East, . . . where we have some Polaris submarines around the
periphery of Europe, and where we have ICBM's which can be deployed

~in this country and have manned bombers." The successful develop-

ment of the solid-propellant SM-80 Minuteman would affect the ICBM
program since this missile would be cheaper and easier to deploy in
protected positions than Atlas or Titan.l8 1In February 1958
McElroy announced that he urgently favored production of long-range
wmissiles as soon as practicable, He nevertheless stated three rea-
sons for a cautious approach to missile production: he was reluctant
to go into large-scale producticn until missile testing programs
were more advanced; he expected great progress in the field of
solid-propellant missiles and did not want to build up large inven-
tories of early-model missiles; and he wanted to avoid duplication
in building inventories of different missiles. In short, McElroy
wanted to. get more time in which to test and decide what missiles
should be put into production.19

Even though he wanted more time to make dec1sions on the ICBM's
McElroy believed that the Department of Defense should take "a
calculated risk and move faster than the testing results would in
themselves justify' in preparing for operational deplovments of
Thors and Jupiters.20 “The negotiations for oversea bases which were
begun late in 1957 and actively prosecuted in the summer of 1958
dictated the extent of the IRBM programs. Great Britain agreed to
accept four Thor squadrons (60 operational missiles) which would be
manned by Royal Air Force perscnnel, with the United States retaining
custody of the nuclear warheads. According to General LeMay the
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British were "never verykenthusiastic about Thor as a wéapon system,'

" but ‘this deployment was brought to completion early in 196C when the

60th operational missile was airlifted to Great Britain.2l France

- did not accept the-Jupiter squadrons offered, but Italy accepted
' two squadrons (30 missiles) and Turkey agreed to take one squadron

(15 missiles) of the Jupiter IRBM's. Shortly after deployments to
Italy were completed and while the establishment of wmissiles in
Turkey was still in progress, a subcommittee of the Congressional
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy recommended on 11 February 1961
that the Italian Jupiters be replaced with mobile IRBM's and that
the Turkish deployment should be halted. The subcommittee demon-
strated that the thin-skinned, liquid-fueled Jupiters were particu-
larly vulnerable to sabotage and would be easily destroyed by a
Soviet first-strike missile attack. The committee recommended that
a Polaris submarine operated by U.3. personnel should be assigned
to NATO in lieu of the 15 obsolete Jupiters slated for deployment to
Turkey. At this time the United States did not have a Polaris sub-
marine immediately available for such an assignment, and the Turkish
government was unwilling to modify the existing agreement. While
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara would later state that "the
Turkish Jupiters should never have been placed in position," the

- e e

United States proceeded with the agreed program, and the Jupiter
missiles became operational in Turkey by about July 1962. As was
the case in England, United States crews controlled the nuclear
warheads for the missiles sited in Italy and Turkey.22

Despite a rising feeling of national concern about the predicted

missile gap, President Eisenhower's fiscal year 13960 defense budget

submitted to Congress in January 1959 called for 9 Atlas and 11
Titan squadrons to become operational by June 1963. '"The reason why
the Defense Department does not plan to produce the same number of
ICBM's that the Soviets are estimated to be capable of producing
over the next few years,' Secretary McElroy explained, "is that, in
the judgment of the President of the United States, the National
Security Council and the military experts of the Department there

~is no particular logic in trying to match everything it is estimated

our opponent mlght do." McElroy urged that there would be no gap

in the nation's defense posture if all combinations of delivery
systems were considered. He acknowledged that the United States had -
a capability to produce more of the first-generation missiles than
it would produce, and he suggested that the Soviets, who would
doubtless recognize the deficiencies of early-type missiles, might
not be willing to produce anything like the number which the
national intelligence estimate credited them with an ability to

~ produce.23

Before submitting the fiscal 1960 budget to Congress, Secretary
McElroy had cautiously sought and received a statement that the

~ Joint Chiefs of Staff found no ''serious gaps" in its "key elements."

As far as missiles were concerned, the military leaders supported the
administration's objectives when they appeared before Congressional
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 committees. When asked about the missile gap, Gemeral Taylor
. replied: "I would not be unduly concerned at this time because we
© . have so many other compensatory weapons which can do the same job
of putting bombs and missiles on target.''24 Admiral Burke agreed
that the United States had sufficient strategic weapoins. "I think,"
. he said, "we do have too much retaliatory power, and I think that
. we should put more money into limited capability." 25 General White
called attention to the slow reaction time of the first-generation
Atlas and Titan missiles and observed: "I feel we should not
"increase the production of either of those missiles under the
“present circumstances when all factors including the manned bomber
ST are considered plus the fact that the Minuteman, the second genera-
e gL N tion, the.solid fuel missile is, shall we say, just around the
; T : corner."26 speaking for the Strategic Air Command, General Power
e - said: "I think you should produce the Atlas at the maximum logical,
- ~ 'practical rate, because you are going to get it first, . . . I 3
think we ought to get it as fast as we can; and get it on hardened :
sites." But Power was even more enthusiastic about the Minuteman,
which would be relatively cheap and could be deployed in large
numbers either in hardened underground silos or on mobile railway
trains. '"This is really the philosophy of deterrence,'" he explained,
"in that we will have so many of these wissiles. . . . Then it
A . becomes mathematically impossible for an aggressor to destroy them
L : “all, and you will always survive with a percentage high enough to
g S strongly deter him."27 Only Lieutenant General Schriever, who
: _admitted that he ''would have to be considered as not necessarily
biased but certainly perhaps narrow'' in his viewpecint, strongly
‘urged the need for more ballistic missiles at an earlier date.
Schriever considered that the Atlas and Titan missiles would be use-
ful throughout the 1960's and would have "considerably greater growth
potential than the Minuteman.'28
, Although they supported the Eisenhower ‘ballistic missile program,
- General Power and the other Air Force leaders were apprehensive
-+ about the Soviet missile threat to the United States.. On the basis
" of tangible evidence, Power privately admitted that the United
< States knew the locations of the experimental and test missile sites
- in the Soviet Union, but he pointed out that the Soviets might not
.+ be deploying their operational missiles from the same type of
- relatively ponderous sites that the United States was erecting.29
i In an effort to reduce the vulnerability of the Strategic Air
" Command, General Power sponsored the testing of an airborne alert
. posture during 1958, In this concept bomber crews flew courses and
-7 met gerial tankers at optimum points which ensured that the bombers
“could attack an assigned target at any time that they were in the
~air. Early in 1959 Power requested the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
+ authorize SAC to begin a continuocus airborne alert.30 When he
- . appeared before the Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appro-
" priations in February 1959 Power explained the airbhornme alert concept.
~ "I feel strongly," he said, ''that we must get on with this alrborne
ﬁalert to carry us over thls period. "31 :




During the Congressional hearings on the defense budget for
fiscal 1960, Democratic members found little satisfaction in the
expectation that the United States would lag behind the Soviets in
intercontinental missiles. In February 1959 the House Committees on
Armed Services and on Appropriations asked for pertinent data on
the possibility of matching the Soviets m15311e for missile, After
study, the Air Force recommended against a ''crash progrzz' in May
but found it possible to plan for the orderly establishment of 17
Atlas squadrons, 12 Titan squadrons, and 3 Minuteman (159 missiles)
squadrons by June 1963. In July Secretary McElroy anncunced that
the Soviets possessed only 10 long-range weapons 'at most,'' but
Congress proved in no mood to accept the adwinistration missile
program. . In August it accordingly voted an additional $85 mission
looking toward eight additional Atlas squadrons and $87 million to
further accelerate the Minuteman development program. Congress also
added a section to the 1960 appropriation act authorizirg the
Secretary of Defense, upon the determination of the President, to
provide for the cost of an airborne alert as an excepted expense.32

In preparation for his defense of the fiscal 1960 cefense budget,
Secretary McElroy had referred the individual service budgets to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and they as a corporate body had advised
McElroy that they '"found no serious gaps in the key elements of the
budget."33 With such reassurance, McElroy informed the Senate on

17 June that he would probably spend any additional money appro-
priated for Minuteman but would impound any additional funds for
Atlas,34 Accepting the need to permit flexible decisions, the 1960
approprlatlon bill authorized the Secretary of Defense to transfer
funds in order to accclerate the missile programs he decc—ed advan~
tageous. This action seemed doubly wise since Atlas tests conducted
during the spring of 1959 were marked by a spectacular series of
failures, leading General White to comment: - ""A faint hear: in, . .
February to July 1959 could well have caused a program cancellations
of Atlas.'" - In the autumn of 1959, Atlas began 'turning in a
remarkable performance,'" and new and better informed decisions could

" be made -on the ICBM programs. Prepared under the direc¢tion of
Secretary Gates, the defense missile program for fiscal year 1961
called for 13 Atlas and 14 Titan squadrons and for funds to establish
a production facility to manufacture 30 Minuteman missiles per month,
this despite the fact the the Mlnuteman was still in research and
development .35

‘In the last half of 1959 the Department of Defense also considered
‘General Power's request that the Strategic Air Command should be :
augmernted in order to undertake an air alert posture. Power specifi-
cally recommended that the Strategic Air Command should be given men,
- spare parts, and operating funds to permit a continuous air alert
with one-fourth of its B-52 force. General White was umwilling to
go along with Power's proposal that the continuous air alert be put
into effect, but he recommended that SAC be provided an on=the-
shelf capability to conduct the around-the-clock alert with one-quarter
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of its B-52's in times of national crisis. To make a long story

“short, the Joint Chiefs of Staff zcrepted air alert in principle,

but they were not willing to accept the estimated $3 billion that
Power's proposal would cost. Shortiy after he took office,
Secretary Gates released $85 milliom to enable SAC to begin procure-
ment of long ieadtime spare parts for an airborne alert, and he '
directed the Air Force to make plams for implementing an airborne
alert program without increasing its manning level, As subsequently
worked out between Gates and the Air Force the defense budget for
fiscal year 1961 made provisions whereby the Strategic Air Command
would have an emergency capability o maintain one-eighth of 1its
B-52's on a continuous airborne alerz. This action satisfied the
Department of Defense and the Joint Thiefs of Staff, but it did not
satisfy General Power. "I am compelled to reiterate,' Power wrote
White on 10 December 1959, ''that the goal for a heavy force must be
one~fourth. - Any steps short of this, while certainly steps in the
right direction, are based on aygamble too great to take=«-the
security of the United States,'36

While defending the fiscal year 1961 defense budget on 13
January 1960, Secretary Gates emphasized that no '"deterrent gap"
was in prospect, but he conceded that: "If we compare the estimated
Soviet ICBM and sea-launched missile programs with plans for deploy-
ment of U.S. ICBM's and Polaris missiles, we note that the Soviets
may enjoy at times a moderate numericsl superiority during the next
3 years.'"37 Looking for new methods of evaluating the potential
threat, Gates announced on 20 Janusry that the National Intelligence
Board would begin to estimate projeciions. of Soviet ICBM strength
on the basis of "intent'" rather than "capability." Based upon
"intent" the revised national inteliigzence estimate accordingly
reduced the number of long-range missiles that the Soviets were
expected to have by mid-1961 by 66 percent of the figure that had

‘been accepted earlier.38

The Eisenhower administration's zssurances did not quiet public
fears about the missile gap and what it could mean. In The Uncertain .
Trumpet which was published in January 1960, General Taylor stated:
"My personal conclusion is that until sbout 1964 the United States
is likely to be at a significant disadvantage against the Russians
in terms of numbers and effectiveness gf long-range missilesg<-

unless heroic measures are taken now." 9 Speaking before the

Economic Club of New York City on 1% Jsmuary, General Power stated
that with 300 intercontinental missiles the Soviet Union could
virtually wipe out the 100 facilities from which the United States
could launch aircraft or missiles. ™with adequate and timely
preparations for meeting added demands for support,' Power added,
"“SAC can maintain an airborne alert lomg and effective enough to
bridge what could otherwise become the most dangerous gap in our
military posture since Pearl Harbor.™0 On the floor of the Senate
on 27 January, Senator Symington urged that the unfavorable missile
gap still existed even when new estimeszes based on Soviet intent
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. radhet than capability became the standard of prediction. “"The
. trith is,” he said, "that if we compare the ready-to-launch missiles
. agtributed to the Coviets on the new intelligence ‘basis with the
official readiness program for U.S. ICBM's, the ratio for a
congiderable length of time will be more than 3 to 1,"41
, Obviously seeking to allay public apprehension in late March
1960, the Department of Defense summarized its views in a 17-page
" letter sent to some 600 business leaders. '"For more than a year
- now," the letter stated, "a few critics of the defense program have
been successful to an incredible degree in confining discussion -
of our military strength to one single segment--the intercontinental
ballistic missile."42 From General Twining down, Air Force officers
-who appeared before Congressional committees supported the adminis-
tration's viewpoint about the missile gap. 'On the basis of all
the information available, and in view of the #iix and strategic
locations of our retaliatory weapons systems,'" Twining said, "I just
do not believe that any nation posgesses the ability to destroy us,
or attack us, without receiving unacceptable damage in return."
While General White first observed that he would personally 1ike to
see more ICBM's, more B-58's, and a number of other things if '
had more money," he submitted a written statement two days later to
the House Subcommittee on Appropriations which declared: ''The Air
Force has taken into account all the known aspects of the threat
and the forces required te deter that threat, within the major para-
meters of time, numbers, and state of the art. The present mix of
ICBM's. . . is in our judgment the best force obtainable within
these limitations."44
: Apparently seeking to head off a political issue, the Republinan
‘Party platform adopted in the summer of 1960 pledged the party to
accelerate missile programs, but the "missile gap’ continued to be
a rich political issue. Both Senator Kennedy and Senator Johnson
~had been active critics of the Eisenhower defense program, and in
" the course of the presidential campaign Kennedy demanded “new
~ defense goals" and attacked the Republicans for not doing enough in
- the missile gap crisis.45

2" In his speeches during the two years prior to 1960 Senator
']Kennedy often expressed his conviction that the Soviets would take
~advantage of their growing strategic nuclear missile capability as
a "ghield from behind which they will slowly, but surely, advance--
. through Sputnik diplomacy, limited brush-fire wars, indirect non-
“overt aggression, intimidation and subversion, internal revolution,
“increased prestige or influence, and the vicious b”ickmail of our
‘allies." He maintained that the Soviets had "invalidated the
-original strategic concept of NATO, by outflanking its key clement--
. the deterrent power of the U.S. Strategic Air Command." Kewmedy -
‘criticized the Eisenhower adwinistration for cutting the numbers and
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- strength of Army and Navy‘groﬁnd fbrces and for fgiling to/prdvide

the airlifc snd sealift needed to give those forces sgwift mobility
for deploymest anywhere in the world.45 As has been seen, General
‘Taylor's projyosal for a national military program of 'flexible
responge”™ 2130 emphasized the development of limited war forces
deployed in theaters of operation, limited war reserves in the
United States, and Zrovision of sea and airlift wobility for the
limited war forces.47 X

On the hiiloscphical level the Air Force did not deny that small
wars might & becoming more likely, but it was unable to accept ‘the
argument that since small wars might be more probable than a general
war the United States must devote more of its scarce resources and
planning to them. One Air Force speaker observed: 'This is like
an investmenmr counselor advising the head of a family to buy auto-
mobile insurzice before life insurance because he .is more likely

to dent his Zenders than he is to die."48 Speaking of the airlift

problem on Z7 January 1960, General White noted that it had been
around a2 good many years and was sclely attributable to the fact
that no one *ad been able to establish a definite requirement for
additional zirlift within existing budgetary guidelines. "If there
is to be more airlift," White added, 'the oaly question is to
establish & requirement for it, and provide the funds,"49

Within tie Department of Defense the problem of providing air
mobility Zfcr the Army traced back to 1954-55 when the Army advanced
the concept %74t limited war was the most likely threat to the
United States. Within the Air Force the problem of military airlift
involved the izparate capabilities of tactical troop carrier
aviation wioss old wmission was curtailed at the lower extremity by
the Army's develepment of organic airlift and of the Military Air
Transport Sewvice (MATS) whose capabilities were kept in check by
civil air czrriers which insisted that military air transportation
unfairly and Inefficiently competed with the civil reserve air
fleet, Expentitures for transport aircraft also competed unfavorably
for money a3 zroductive capability required to support combat
aircrafc. ,

During =Xe Korean war the Air Force had accepted the Tactical

Air Command's concept that intratheater troop carrier airlift forces

should cocprise heavy, medium, and assault troop carrier wings, the
latter to be cwomposed of a fixed-wing group and another rotary-wing
group. Such # force would be able to serve all theater airlift
requirements irom the front lines to the theater's rear area, and
requisite umits were programed in the 137-wing Air Force objective,
The ‘Air Porce grocured C-124 aircraft for the heavy wings, C-119's
for the mediumw wings, C-123's for the fixed-wing assault groups, and

" H-21 carzo helicopters for the rotary-wing assault groups. This

program was cninged even before it was accomplished.  Late in 1954
the Army stzt=: that it had no requirements for Air Force rotary
wing support within the combat zone.90 Despite a successful
employment ¢f zgsault-rotary wing troop carrier squadrons in the
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"Sage Brush' maneuver in November and December 1955, the Air Force

~~decided in January 1956 to concede superiority in rotary-wing air

' transport to. the Army, this decision being based both upon the
Army's manifest determination to possess its own combat-area air

- transport and a belief that helicopters were too short ranged and
vulnerable to serve as assault aircraft. The Tactical Air Command
dropped plans to activate additional rotary-wing assault troop
carrier groups and inactivated the existing units of this type in
July 1956.51 As a part of the Department of Defense's establish-
‘ment of a single manager and industrial fund system for military
airlift, the Tactical Air Command's C-124 wings and groups were
transferred to MATS on 1 July 1957. These C-124's would continue to
perform the same Army training maneuvers, DEW-line support, and
‘other nonscheduled tasks as they had previously been performing.52
In May 1956 troop carrier capabilities met stated requirements

for existing emergency war plans, but General Weyland nevertheless
considered the troop carrier end position in the 137-wing program
to be marginal at best since the programing did not reflect growing
demands for intratheater airlift.33 Army officers stated that
troop carrier deficiencies existed, but the Army did not make
official requirements for added theater airlift units.54 Early in
1957 Weyland also protested that the assignment of the €C-124's to
MATS would vastly complicate the Tactical Air Command's CASF deploy-
ments. As it happened, however, the Tactical Air Command began to
profit from acquisition of new C-1304 and C-130B Hercules troop
carrier aircraft as repiacements for C-119's. The versatile turbo-
prop Hercules had good short-field characteristics, truck-bed loading
heights, and an airdrop capability, and it appeared to be a suitable
aircraft to replace the C-123 as well as the C-119. Interested in
getting intercontinental transportation for its CASF's, the Tactical
Air Command also placed a requirement for the development of a long-

range version of the Hercules, designated the C-130E.. The increased

capabilities of the Hercules permitted reductions in regular troop
carrier unit- strength. When the retrenchment neared completion in
1959 the Tactical Air Command possessed two wings of C-130's and
two wings of C-123's. In the theaters, the United States Air Forces
.in Europe possessed one wing of C-130's and one wing of C-119's and
~ was additionally supported by one squadron of MATS C-124's on
rotational duty,..  .The Pacific Air Forces had one wing of C-130's and
“was additionally supported by two MATS C-124 squadrons. In order
to receive the troop carrier aircraft released from regular units,
the Air Force in November 1957 programed the strength of the Air
Force Reserve at.a force structure of 15 troop carrier wings, By
1959 the Air Force Reserve had 14 C-119 and 1 C-123 wings, all of
which were available to the Tactical Air Command for airlift and
for exercises and maneuvers with the Army.55
When the Military Air Transport Service was establlshed in
1948, the Navy chose to maintain the organizational integrity of
. Marine Corps assault transport squadrons and Navy fleet logistic
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‘the Atlantic Fleet and one to the Pacific Fleet) provided special,
_immediate, and unpredictable airlift required by the fleet commanders.56

B o s

The two fleet logistic air wings (one Being aésignad to

By . y 1957 the Navy had 40 four-engine aircraft assigned to MATS and

112 transport planes (including 35 €our-engine aircraft) assigned to
‘" fleet logistic air wings.37 The Air Force followed the same pattern
- for the transportation of nuclear weapons. In order to provide

-~ expedited weapons delivery anywhere in the world, the Air Materiel
'~ Command activated three logistic support squadrons in the years
©.1952-54, These squadrons collectively possessed 36 C-124 aircraft
-in 1959. By 1959 the Strategic Air Command also employed three

- strategic support squadrons, each with 16 C-124 aircraft, to move
 nuclear weapons between its bases within the United States.58

- Baced upon the seminal thinking of Major General William H;

‘f”Tuﬁner, who was then Deputy Commander, Air Materiel Command, and
- upon the work of Brigadier General John P. Doyle, Air Force Director
of Transportation, the Air Force accepted the concept in 1953-54

that accelerated air delivery of high value logistical support items

' (particularly aircraft engines) would result in large savings of

high cost items that otherwise would have to be stocked in large

v " quantities., Issued on 30 March 1954 the controlling Air Force

policy regulation described the objectives of the use of air trans-

- portation as being to develop a wartime capability for providing

rapid and flexible deployment of men and materiel, to expedite the
transaction of business, and to reduce the nonproductzve time of =

" men and materiel by a reduction in pipelinc time.39 Extending the

policy throughout the government, the White House on 26 May 1954

.~ issued a directive charging all agencies to make wider use of air
' transportation.60 In the Air Force the use of airlift for the

~ transportation of engines and other "High Valu' spares resulted in
-~ an estimated $1.5 billion savings in the purchase of spare equipment
- between 1955-58 and also permitted the c1081ng of a-number of over-

sea air depots, 61 but it also posed a requirement for highly-

~ . -reliable spec1a1 air transport services. = Beginning in June 1954 the
. Air Materiel Command annually contracted with civil airlines for

the services of some 54 C-46 Logair aircraft which were employed in

_scheduled flights between Air Force depots, air bases, and ports

of aerial embarkation in the United States.62 In addition to its:
organic air transport capabilities the Navy in :July 1950 instituted

‘a-‘contract air service--called Quicktrans--to facilitate 1ogist1cal
gsuppor" within the United States. The Navy ordinarily contracted
each year on a bid basis for the performance of these services with-
‘out specifying the number of aircraft that the civil contractor
would employ. In 1959, however, eight DC-4 (C- 54) cargo aircraft

were being used by the Quicktrans contractor.
Although the Military Air Transport Service had been establlshed
in 1948 ‘as the Department of Defense air transport agency, the

jperformance of this mission was necessarily affected by the prollfera-'
-tion of special purpose transport organlzations outside of its control.
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The mission of MATS required it to '"provide under one authority, for
‘the transportation by air of personnel (including the evazuation of
sick and wounded), materiel, mail, strategic materials, and other
cargoes for all agencies of the Department of Defense and as author-
ized for other. Government agencies of the United States, subject to
priorities and policies established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.''64
War requirements for military airlift were dictated by the emergency

-war plans approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the routine

usage of MATS airlift was allocated by the Joint Military Transport
Committee. Except for the Navy transports assigned ‘to it, MATS was
funded and supported by the Air Force. and such new planes as it

‘received came principally from appropriated Air Force funds.65 Call-

ing attention to the many duplieative air transport services that
existed, the Hoover Commission on Governmental Organization in 1955
recommended that the Secretary of Defense issue directives merging
all of the services within the Department of Defense (except for
administrative aircraft, which ought. to be ''drasticzlly reduced" in
number) into the Military Air Transport Service. It also recommended:
"That the peacetime operations of the integrated MATS be restrictad
and realistically limited to persons and cargo carefully evaluated

as to necessity for military air transportation and, only after
commercial carriers have been utilized to the maximum practicable
extent, should transportation on Service carriers be authorized,''66
Issued on 7 December 1956 the Department of Defense directive
entitled "Single Manager for Airlift Service" designated the Secretary
of the Air Force as the single manager and stated that he would work
through MATS which would be the single manager operating agency.

The intent of the directive was to integrate into 'a single military
agency of the Department of Defense all transport type aircraft
engaged in point~to-point service whose operations are susceptible

of such scheduling, and such organizational and other transport air-
craft as may be specifically designated by the Secretary of Defense."
As has been seen, the Air Force transferred the Tactical Air
Command's C-124's to MATS, and the Navy similarly assigned 15 four-
engine aircraft from its fleet logistic air wings to the single
management agency. When industrial funding was begun on 1 July 1958
MATS received a one-time appropriation of $75 million to use as a
revolving fund that would be replenished as airlift was sold to

. service customers.®/ The reorganization of MATS on the single-

manager industrial fund basis ended complaints that a considerable
part of the military airlift traffic comprised items that did not
require air movement, but the industrial fund also emphasized the
airline characteristics of the military air service. Moreover,
‘some 920 Air Force and Navy transport aircraft remained outside the
control of MATS.68

The conversion of the Military Air Transport Service to
industrial funding did not affect the fact that its modernization
aircraft would have to come from appropriated Air Force or Navy funds.
When he was in command of MATS, Lieutenant General Joseph. Smith
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~. strongly opposed to a diversion of KC-135 resources which would

insisted that MATS required new jet transport aircraft. In order
that it would be able to handle outsize missile cargoes, MATS
began to take delivery of a total of 23 turboprop C-133 Globemaster
III aircraft in August 1957. The C-97's replaced by the new C-133's
were transferred to Air National Guard squadrons.  When Lieutenant
. General Tunner took command of MATS on 1 July 1948, he also insisted
that modernized equipment ought to be provided, but his planning
brought him into quick competition with the Strategic Air Command.
Tunner's studies indicated that the most feasible means of providing
~cargo-jet (C-jet) airecraft would be to purchase a quantity of
"swing-tail" C-<135 planes. This was the same plane that Strategic
Air Command held in highest priority for procurement as the KC-135
tanker. While SAC admitted that jet transports would speed the
recovery and relaunching of post-strike and restrike forces, it was

reduce the strength of its initial striking force. Speaking of the
situation in July 1958, General LeMay said: "I would like to have
some jet transports." But he immediately added: "If you gave us
money now for jet airplanes, I would buy tankers, not airplanes for
MATS. . . . I think we would increase our combat capability more in
that manner than we would in augmenting the MATS fleet,''69 General ;
Twining emphasized that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had an open mind
in regard to airlift, but, with only so much money available, he
had to observe: ''Somewhe. the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a corporate
body has to make up its mind what you are going to buy."70 ‘
At the same time that it had a secondary priority to combat
forces, the Military Air Transport Command was jealously regarded by
many civil air carriers. From its establishment, MATS had figured
its aircraft requirements in peacetime in terms of the capability
it would require to perform a D-day mission. Under ideal circum-
stances the military air transport force maintained in peacetime
would have equalled D-day requirements and its aircrews wouid have
been flown at wartime rates in order that they would be capable of
surging to the wartime requirements without delay. The maintenance
of such a fleet in peacetime, however, would have been very costly,
and the most practicable means of augmenting military airlift
involved use of planes from the Civil Reserveé Air Fleet (CRAF). Even
-with such augmentation, MATS would have to surge into all-out action
on D-day and maintain a high tempo of operations for 3U days. This
posed a requiremant for well-trained military crews, who needed to
be flying at least 40 hours a month in peacetime in oruer to be
‘proficient, From experience, MATS had learned that it had to
exercise its system at -a daily aircraft utilization rate of 6 hours
if it was to be able to meet wartime requirements. At the beginning
_~of the Berlin airlift, for example, MATS had been operating its
aircraft at about 4 hours a day, and it was able with priority effort
to get its rate up to 5% hours a day.by the end of 30 days. At the
start of the Korean war, MATS was operating at a rate of 2% hours »
day, and it was able to increase to only 4.3 hours in the first
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30 days. In each instance, MATS was able to purchase civil airlift
to augment its resources, but the civilian planes were unable to fly
into either ‘Berlin or into Korea. During the Korean conflict the
cost of the civil airlift amounted to $69,941,034 in fiscal year
1951, to $68,951,344 in fiscal year 1952, and to $70,843,376 in
fiscal year 1953,71 With the ending of the war in Korea government
contracts for civil air transport rapldly decreased, but for two
years shortages of civilian airlift in an expanding economy allowed
the ¢ivil carriers to maintain their prosperity. By 1956, however,
the civil airlines were receiving new equipment in large amounts,
and the supply of civil-airlift began to exceed demand. By flying
~ MATS at a rate of slightly more than & hours a day in fiscal years
1956 and 1957, ‘the Department of Defense was able to provide
$43,269,349 and $49,746,935 in contracts with the civil air carriers,
but the civilian operators nevertheless needed more business. Pecople
whom Assistant Secretary of the Air Force Dudley C, Sharp sadly said
should have known better began to describe MATS as "a billion dollar
boondoggle," a "second family car,'" "plush,"” “excessively costly,"

unnecessatily large," and most frequently»"competitive with the
carriers."72 T

In the spring of 1958 Congressional committees investigated the

ATS-CRAF problem, ~The House Committee on Government Operations
recommended that the MATS fleet should be modernized, but it also
recommended that MATS ''should concentrate on outsize and special-
cargo traffic and technical missions, leaving to the civil air
carriers the primary responsibility for the transportation of passen-
gers and more conventional kinds of military cargo.'73 Concurrent
hearings by the Senate Commerce Subcommittee arrived at similar
conclusions. Speaking of MATS, Senator ‘A. S. Monroney said: ''Our
quarrel is that they haven't got any special-duty modern equipment
except the C-133. ., . while they are duplicating, and continuing to
duplicats in new purchases, the passenger carrying capacity that is
‘available in large amounts., "74° gseeking a solution to airlift
problems, President Eisenhower asked the Secretary of Defense on

23 July 1958 to make a study of the military role to be performed

by MATS in peace and war. During the year and a half that this
study was underway in. the Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Supply and Logistics) an extraordinary amount of atterition was
given to the future of the Military Air Transport Service. According
to General Twining the Joint Chiefs of Staff made 18 airlift studies
during 1958, three being major studies "about the size of the New
York telephone book.' Airlift, Twining added, ''has been studied and
restudied more than any other single problem we have,"75

Shortly after he assumed command: over MATS, Lieutenarnt Jeneral

Tunner stated a strong case for the assignment of jet aircraft to
the military airlift command. These planes could be justified by
their relatively low cost of operation, their ability to fly non-
stop to Europe, and the personnel savings incident to their use.
Tunner also announced criteria for an effective air transport force,
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it difficult to reconcile the different emphasis that General Taylor

ikl

namely the ability to be “immediately zvailable and responsive to
tight military control. . . . conditioned to operating as part of a v :
military combat effort with attendant consideration of command and ' 3
discipline. . . . trained and ready to undertake flying in unusually
hazardous conditions. . . . prepare[d]. . . for use of very large
volume capacity aircraft, and for the handling of large bulk and,

- frequently, very sensitive cargo loads. . . composed, in part, of
‘aircraft which are readily convertible from cargo to passenger and

to patient=~evacuation use. . . be able to shift operational effort
over wide geographical ranges."76 Tunner recognized that MATS

“depended upon the civil reserve air fleet for augmentation, but

he insisted that there was a hard core military mission that must be
performed by military crews flying modern aircraft. HeVmaintqing¢‘,_$ﬁ
that these military planes must be flown at a peacetime rate of -

5 hours a day in order o meet wartime surge requirements. This
interest of the national economy had to be used for the movement of
defense traffic¢.?7 The expericnce of MATS in the Lebanon and Taiwan
crises in the autumn of 1938 bore out the need for military

manning of a hard core airlift. Tunner believed it inadvisable to
send any transports into Lebanon and Taiwan that were not manncd by
military crews under military discipline. No civil augmentation

was required in the case of Lebanon, but when cargo backed up at - : o

San Francisco during the Taiwan crisis MATS sought civil assistance
for a part-way shuttle to mid-Pacific bases. At this moment, how-
ever, the civil airlines werc in the midst of the tourist season
and either demanded high prices for their services or refused to P
bid on the government business. In November 1858 Trans-Worlid Airline i‘(
'eéployees,went on strike, and MATS had to take over all but four of ‘
TWaA's contract flights.78 »

At the same time that MATS faced charges that it was in com-
petition with the civil air carriers, General Taylor expressed
dissatisfaction with the availability of airlift for local war
deployments. When they criticized airlift, Army officials did not
specify that there was a shortage of airplanes. General White found

placed on airlift inside and outside the Joint Chiefs of staff.’

In January 1958 Deputy Secretary of Defense Quarles observed: “The
air transport we now have provided does meet the Joint Chiefs of
Staff requirements for air transport, but it does not meet the Army
concept of what the air transport should be."80 When asked to speak
to these charges in February 1958, Taylor responded: "When I look

at the four engined-aircraft--the so-called strategic aircraft
available in all the services--in MATS, in the Navy, in' the Air Force
and in the Marines, and then look at the airlines I am impressed

that we have large assets. The real question is: Do we have the ;
means to assemble these assets fast enough, and when the time comes
what will be the decision as to their allocation? ’Because there
will be lots of customers for airlift. So with these question marks
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- 4n my‘mind, I have difficulty in saying dogmatically 'Yes, there is
. enough or there is not enough.'"
“airlift requirements, Taylor requested the Joint Chiefs on 17 June

In a positive statement of Army

1958 to preallocate sufficient strategic airlift to deploy the
spearhead elements of a two-division force<-5,840 personnel and
7,438 short tons of impedimenta.82 By early 1959, however, the Army
was contemplating a movement of at least two of its three Strategic
Army Corps divisions anywhere in the world within 30 days by a
combination of precommitted airlift and sealift.83 As a result of
the detailed studies made during 1958, General Twining testified
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that airlift capabilities to
meet general war requirements were 'generally adequate" and that
four of the five members agreed that airlift capabilities were.also
"adequate as a basis for planning to meet limited war situations."
Twining added: ‘'We are still working on this problem to meet with
General Taylor's views. But the problem here is that you can let
your imagination run wild and have six or eight limited wars going
on at one time,.''84 IR R

When they received General Taylor's specific airlift require-
ment in June 1958 the Joint Chiefs of Staff deferred final considera-
tion of it pending the submission of detailed transportation require-
ments from the unified and specified commanders during 1959.85 Al-
though action was thus suspended,; the Air Force got agreement from
the Department of Defense to include $50 million in its fiscal year
1960 budget for an "off the shelf'" purchase of 10 turbojet transports
(converted Boeing 707's or something similar) to begin the moderniza-
tion of MATS.86 Early in 1959 Senators Monroney and Symington
advocated government assistance for the development of a civil cargo
aircraft, which they said was '"essential, not only in terms of our
specific defense needs, but also if we are to maintain our inter-
national leadership in commercial aviation."87 On the other hand,
Congress refused to appropriate the funds that the Air Force
requested for the procurement of an initial order of turbojet trans-

ports and added a provision to the defense appropriation requiring
- $85 million of the funds voted to MATS to be made "available onl

for the procurement of commercial air transportation services."8
Following another series of hearings in the spring of 1959 the

V'Hnuse:Committee on Government Operations repeated its earlier
_recommendation that MATS should concentrate on the handling of out-<
- glze and special cargo and technical missions and leave the trans-

portation of passengers and conventional military cargo to civil

~ alr carriers.89

; The Joint Chiefs of Staff reopened their airlift studies early
in 1959. They considered airlift requirements for a war that might
begin under three assumed conditions: 'six months of mobilization
followed by 60 days of general war; general war occurring without
warning or prior mobilization (D-day and M-day coinciding); or the

" resumption of hostilities in Korea. On 15 October, the Joint
. Chiefs reached an agreed position on airlift requirements on the.
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basis of p.unning assumptions.90 The new Army Chief of Staff,

-‘General Lemnitzer, requested enough strategic air transportation to:

(1) 1ift at least two reinforced battle groups and their combat
equipment to any trouble spot in the world within hours of the time
that the order to move was given; (2) to move by air within a matter
of days enough troops and supplies to build up a full division force
with necessary logistical support in the combat area; (3) to increase
the size of the fighting force to two divisions within 2 to 4 weeks
and to provide it with adequate supplies and supporting forces to

“conduct operations for an extended period of time. In regard to

tactical airlift in both general and limited war situations, the
Army required sufficient troop carrier airlift to lift and support

‘the assault echelon of at least one airboyme division,?l The Joint

Chiefs of Staff did not deterwine airlift requirements for limited
wars other than in Korea. ‘Once again, General White explained that

" "limited war variations were so infinite that yon could not state

a simple limited war requirement for airlift and . . . a hypothetical
case was not one. . . upon which you'can justify military require-
ments.'"92 '

Inasmuch as the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not state aitxlift
requirements for limited war other than in Korea, Generals White :nd
Lemnitzer agreed to tackle the problem at what lemnitzer described
as the "grassroot level."93 On 20 November 1959, the Air Force
directed the Commander, Tactical Air Command, to serve as the sole
contact with Department of Army commands for all Air Force airlift
applied to joint airborne training. During a visit vo the Head-
quarters, Tactical Air Command, and Headquarters, Continental Army
Command, con 21 December, White and Lemmitzer furcher agreed that
the Tactical Alr Command should be made the single Air Force focal
point not only for joint training but also for the development and
testing of air plans for the deployment of CONARC forces in support
of emergency or contingency war plans. White and Lemnitzer also

."agreed on the need for a joint planning group at the CONARC-TAC

level, for a lower-level joint plans development group, and. for a
joint CONARC-TAC strike force headquarters that would be capable of
rapidly deploying Army and Air Force units placed under it. Upon

“returning. to Washington, White and Lemnitzer concluded an agreement

under which the Army specified the forces and timing for a typical
limited war deployment over a long line of communications to an
area with limited logistical and command facilities and the Air
Force agreed to attempt to secure sufficient airlift to meet the
Army requirements. As a matter of fact, the Air Force had the
capability to move the specified number of people but not within
the specified time parameters. The White-Lemnitzer agreement was
set down and signed on 15 March 1960.9%

Obviously exasperated w1th the long airlift controversy and
wanting to get some matters "off my chest,' General White spoke
quite frankly on 27 January 1960. '"The airlift presently available,"
he said, '"meets the criteria established by the Joint Chiefs of

- Staff. . . . I would also submit that under the guidelines and total
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defense budget. . . the most important mission the Air Force has is
“the strategic retaliatory force. . . . I would also say that a
proper air defense of this Nation is of a very high order of impor-
tance. . . o In addition to that, we have the tactical strike
missions in support of the Army. . . . I sometimes think that the
Air Force is impairing its own future by standing for the Nation

in those very important roles. . . . They take an enormous part of
our budget. Yet at the same time we are accused of not providing
airlift., There are even suggestions that the airlift functions
should go to some other service. . . . I say we want it and cannot

get it within the budget guidelines and within the priorities. . . .

If there is to be more airlift, the only question is to establish
‘a requirement for it, and provide the funds."95 1In the same month
that General White got his opinions in the open, the long freeze on
air transportation began to show signs of thawing.

In anticipation of changes in government airlift policy,
Secretary cf ‘the Air Force Sharp appointed a civilian committee
headed by Gordon C. Reed on 4 January 1960 to investigate the most
advantageous method by which MATS could contract for commercial air-
1ift, the number of hours of training exercises that MATS should ‘
fly in order to assure its readiness for emergency operations at
6 to 10 hours a day for 30 days, the dependability of the Air Force
Reserve and Air National Guard for providing backup airlift to
MATS, ard the most advantageous equipment for the modernization of
MATS. Working against a very short deadline, the Reed committee
recommended that a greater proportion of MATS' peacetime capability
should be employed in training exercises. While the committee
recognized that the one~year, competitive bids through which MATS
negotiated for CRAF support provided airlift augmentation at the
cheapest costs,; it suggested that the CRAF operators could hardly
modernize their aircraft under such circumstances. It therefore
recommended that MATS procure transportation from certificated and
‘supplemental air carriers at civil tariff rates approved by the

- Civil Aeronautics Beard. 1t also recommended that certificated
route carriers be given the right of first refusal to all defense
traffic over their routes. The committee acknowledged that its

"~ recommendations would cost the Department of Defense a great deal
‘more. money, but it believed that they would make the CRAF operators

m..¢ able to prcride themselves with modern aircraft,96 These
‘recommendations were on hand early in February when the Department
of Defense study requested by Eisenhower in 1958 was released under
the title of "The Role of Military Air Transport Service in Peace
and War." Mindful that the feeling against MATS airline-type ,
operations had become so strong as to constitute an effective block
to the modernization of military airlift capabilities, the Defense
report recommended that MATS should withdraw from routine channel
operations: to the extent that the function could be performed

effectively and at reasonable cost by commercial carriers without

detriment to the "hard-core' military mission or unnecessary
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11ft problem.

"duplication of airlift services. The'feport recommended that MATS |

should "coaSist of a modern military air transport nucleus (hard-
core) capable of meeting effectively those airlift requirements

which by nature and timing must be woved by military aircraft.'97
 Secretary Gates immediately accepted the report. "I have concluded,™

‘he informed the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 'that the
level of airlift capability mgintained within MATS should, as an

. objective, be the minimum required to accommodate the Department of
. Defense hard core airlift requirements, and that the peacetime

opérations of MATS should be geared primarily to hard core mission
support rather than regularly scheduled channel operations.'98

As submitted to Congress early in January 1960, the Department
of Defense budget request for fiscal year 1961 included $120.4
million for modernized airlift, the amount comprising $70.4 million
for the purchase of 25 C-130B wedium range troop carrier aircraft
and $50 million for the development of a new "uncompromised cargo
aircraft' that would be able to perform either tactical or strategic
airlift functions.99 Obviously dissatisfied with these limited
proposals during the annual military posture briefing presented
to the House Armed Services Committee, Chairman Vinson named
Representacive L. Mendel Rivers to head a special subcommittee to
conduct "an inquiry into the adequacy, or inadequacy, of the
national airlift, insofar as that national capability relates to
the requirements of national defense.'l00 When he appeared before
the House Appropriations Subcommittee on 15 February, Lieutenant
General Tunner posed requirements for aircraft modernization that
far exceeded the administration’s requests. Turner submitted that
454 of MATS aircraft were "obsolescent in speed, range and overall
capability.' He posed a requirement for three types of planes:
an airplane for movement of outsized cargo which was already being
met by the 50 C-133's which were on hand or on order, a modest
numbex of fast reaction planes for the support of nuclear strike
forces, and, finally, "an austere workhorse airplane which will
form the backbone of the military airlift forces." He proposed
that the fast-reaction planes should be provided by off-the-shelf
purchases of 94 swing-tail jet planes, of which 45 might well be

.~ cargo versions of the KC-135 tanker. He anticipated that MATS

would need 188 ''workhorse' aircraft, planes which would have to be

: developed as a result of a special operational requirement (SOR) and
‘which would come into the MATS operating inventory in about f1ve
- years.101

Looking back at the opening of the hearings of the Spec1a1

" 'House "Subcommittee on National Military Airlift, Chairman Rivers

“would note on 8 March 1960 that ''there was no sentiment whatsoever

~in the Defense Establishment for the support of interim modernization .
..~ of MATS, and there was open hostility in some quarters outside of
‘:;fthe Defense Establishment.' For the first time, however, the mili-

~‘tary. services 801nt1y participated in a full discussion of the air-
While it was still taking testimony the subcommittee
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arrived at. a decision that MATS required expedited modernizatxon,
~and on 30 March Rivers appeared before the House Appropriations
Subcommittee and recommended that $50 million be appropriated for
the SOR development and that an additional $335 million be
appropriated for the procurément of 50 C-135's and 50 C-130B's
with extended range (the latter subsequently designated as
' C=130E's).103 At the conclusion of its hearings the Rivers sub-
‘committee found that strategic airlift capabilities were seriously
inadequate in terms of requirements that would be encountered in
the first 20 days of either general war without warning or limited
war under any then-current planning assumptions. It recommended
that the military transport and troop carrier forces should be
modernized, .that MATS be limited to a3 hard-core mission, and that
Air National Guard and Air Reserve units would continue to receive
the planes released by the modernization programs. The committee
also recommended that the  CRAF fleet be modernized (this to be
facilitated by longer-term contracts based on negotiated contracts
that would be fair and reasonable to both parties) and that the
responsiveness of CRAF crews to military requirements be increased
either by legislation or by cowpany-negotlated agreements against
work stoppages.104 .
In its wversion of the fiscal year 1961 defense appropriation
bill the House of Representatives not only appropriated the
_originally-requested $120 4 million but added $250 million for the
procurement of 50 C-130's with extended range as well as an
unspecified number of a cargo version of the C-135, This amount of
money was more than the Department of Defense wanted, and in an
appearance before the Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations Deputy
Secretary of Defense Quarles asked that the additional amount be
reduced to $150 million, The Senate reduced. the $250 additional
. wmillion to $190 million and provided that 50 C-130E's would be
procured from this added sum. In its final bill, Congress specified
that the $310. 8 million voted for airlift modernlzatlon could not
be diverted to other purposes, nor should any of the money be used
for the procurement of aircraft to be used for scheduled passenger
service. As matters worked out, the 50 C-130E's specified for
‘mandatory purchase would cost about $170 million, and the .additional
funds voted by Congress would thus not permit the purchase of a
meaningful number of C-135's,105
While the Department of Defense proved unwilllng to accept the
total amount of airlift funds that Congress appeared willing to
appropriate, Ceneral White nevertheless believed that the airlift
hearings by the Rivers subcommittee had been beneficial. Working
closely together as the hearings progressed, White and Lemnitzer
achieved a meeting of minds as to what the Army wanted in the way
- of airlifr and this, White said, "implies an Air Force obligation
tce do its reasonable best to get it.'" Even though the Joint. Chiefs "
of Staff did not pass on the White~lemnitzer agreement, White
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remarked that "in JCS deliberations in the future, at least the Army
~and the Air Force will be together on some subjects that we have not

been together on in the past." White also welcomed the fact that

Congress had expressed an opinion that modernized airlift was needed. 106

* * * - %

In the evaluations of military posture during the heat of the
presidential campaign of 1960, Senator Kennedy demanded ''new defense
goals" and ‘attacked the Republicans for the "missile gap" and for

"unrealistic limited war preparations." On the other hand, the
Republican candidate, Vice President Richard M. Nixon, pledged him-
self to accelerate missile programs, to intensify development of an
active civil defense, and to strengthen the military might of frée-

‘world nations.. -

Viewed. on the record the election year debates of 1960
narrowed the military differnces between the Republican and Democratic
parties, Thus in August 1960 ‘the Eisenhower administration released
some $476 million previously qppropriated for additional Polaris
submarines, modernization of army weapong, greéter airlift capability,
the development of the B-70 as a weapon system, #nd increased capa-
bilities for the Strategic Air Command airborne alert. 1In the
preparation of the national defense fiscal year 1962 budget, the
Department of Defense required the services to accept the 1961 budget
as a starting point, but the services were authorized to present a
"C'" budget which exceeded the 1961 obllgational authority by 5 per-
cent and a "D" budget that included all other desirable priority
items. On the basis of this guidance, the Eisenhower defense budget
estimate for fiscal year 1962 totalled $44.9 billion, an increase of
about 5 percent over.the $43.2 billion appropriated for fiscal year

11961,107 At the same time that the Eisenhower defense budget was -
being increased, Secretary of State Christian A, Herter in an address
in September 1960 stated new requirements for military forces that
were significantly different from those that had been required under
the massive retaliation strategy. Herter said that the nation's ‘
foreign policy sought to prevent war, to reinforce historic trends
that would reshape the world along constructive lines, and to move

. toward a world of law. This foreign policy required the United

. States to maintain an invulnerable strategic deterrent; to maintain
"a secure and diversified capability for responding to, and '
suppressing, a wide variety of lesser threats to the peace;'" to
maintain collective security arrangements that would diminish the
chance of conflict by miscalculation; and to seek "safeguarded arms
reduction" which would "diminish-the zisk of war resulting from a
continuing and spiralling arms race.''108

Even though the Republican strategy appeared to be moving away
from a transcendent emphasis on the strategic deterrent, President
Eisenhower could not agree that his defense programs, kept under
control by annual budget ceilings, had been inadequate forx the
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'security of the nation. In a final address to the Amer1can people
~on the eve of the inauguration of President Kennedy, Eisenhower
~warned: "In the councils of government, we must guard against the
acquisition of unwarranted influence; whether sought or unsought,
by the military-industrial complex. . . . Only an alert and
knowledgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of- the huge
industrial and military machinery of defense with our peaceful
methods and goals, so that security and liberty may prosper
together,"109 = : .

2. The Kennedy Agministratidn: Redefinitions of Defense Policy

,Early in 1961 in the days before the new administration took
office on 20 January, President John F. Kennedy assembled the new
- men who would form his government for orientation briefings and
informal talks about the affairs of state. . In these talks, Robert
S. McNamara, who was coming to Washington from the presidency of
the Ford Motor: Company to be Secretary of Defense, and Dean Rusk,
who would become the new Secretary of State, agreed that there were
few great issues of military policy and posture that were -met . ’
inextricably wed to the field of foreign policy. As will be seen,
the appreciation of this fact would lead to the establishment of
closer and more intimate organizational relationships between the
State and Defense Dgpartments. In these early days, Kennedy also
directed McNamara to.recommend the size and type of military
establishment required to protect natinnal security without regard
to arbitrary budget ceilings and that, having done this, to take:
every possible action to provide the military establishment of  the
appropriate size and type at the lowest possible cost,110 "I ywould
say," McNamara recollected, ''that a major instruction which I
received from President Kennedy was to develop a defense program
" that would assure the security of our Nation without regard to
arbitrary budget ceilings. - I think this 1nstruct10n b{ itself mdy
have had much to do with the change in the program.’
In his State of the Union message delivered in person to
Congress on 30 January 1961, President Kennedy stated that he had

. instructed Secretary McNamara to reappraise the entire United

States defense strategy and that pending this study he had ordered

. quick action to increase military airlift capacity, step up the
' Polaris submarine program, and accelerate the missile programs,l12

- In the reappraisal of the national defense strategy one of the
first concerns of the Kennedy administration was to inform itself
- in greater detail of the changes that were taking place in the '
. structure and strategy of the Soviet armed forces. Following his

'“‘;“announcement in January 1960 that the size of the Red Army forces

. would be greatly reduced, Krushchev had announced in May 1960 the
o establishment of a new rocket command as one of the five main
.~ directorates of the Ministry of Defense, on coequal level with




ground, air, air defense, and naval forces. These Soviet actions
-appeared to be designed to adapt the Soviet forces to new military
technology, including nuclear weapons and missiles,113
~Assembled in Moscow in November 19€®; s @mnference of World

Commumnist Parties addréessed the problem of defining Communist
strategy during an era of thermonuclear mlsaxles, ‘and Chairman
Krushchev reported the findings of the confererice in a speech
entitled "For New Victories of the World Communist Movement"
delivered on 6 January 1961,  After describing the horrors of a
. thermonuclear war, Krushchev drew the conclusion that Communist
“ideology could no longer regard a general thermonuclear war or

evenr a limited war that would rapidly escalate ‘into thermonuclear

war as being a useful instrument of policy for the extension of

world communism. Krushchev nevertheless asserted that "liberation
wars and popular uprisings' were ''not only admissible but inevitable,"
In order-tc hasten the historical inevitability of the triumph of
world communism, Krushchev stated that the Soviets would support
subversion,. guerrilla, and insurgency wars, particularly in the
emerging nations of the world. Shortly after he took-office,
President Kennedy secured a detailed analysis of Krushchev's speech,
which he circulated among the top governmental officials with
instructions to ''read, mark, learn, and inwardly digest.' Referring
back to this speech, McNamara later commented that in it Krushchev

"stated as clearly as any one has ever stated, to my knowledge, the
strategy of the Soviet Union.'"11l4

During his first fortnight in office McNamara examined the

relative missile capabilities of the United States-and the Soviet
Union. In August 1960 the official estimate of the number of TICBM's
that the Soviets could be expected to have by mid-1961 had again ‘ ;
been reduced, so that the estimate was only 30 percent of what it ' : B
had been at the beginning of the year.ll5 ‘McNamara soon determined,
‘as he said, ''that although there might have been a missile gap

there certainly was no deterrent gap and that in any event there

almost certainly would not be a missile gap at any time in the near -

future if this country pursued an appropriate missile procurement ‘

program,'"116  On the evening of 6 February McNamara met with a group

of news correspondents for an off-the-record background briefing and

one of them. subsequently broke confidence and stated that McNamara

said there "appeared at this time no signs. ¢f a.Soviet crash effort

to build intercontinental missiles, though ‘overall Russian military
preparations were continuing at a rapid pace.'" McNamara subsequent-

ly said that this statement was an unwarranted publication that

came 'directly from our national intelligence estimates."ll7 At a

press conference on 8 February, President Kennedy noted that the

Defense Department had not yet indicated whether or not there was

an existing missile gap, but with the passing of time it became : ; » ;//
evident that the Soviets were procuring only a small fraction of the o £
number of ICBM's that they had been believed capable of producing in
1959.118 Exactly why the missile gap did not materialize remained-
a mystery. Looking back in 1964 General Schriever believed that
the missile gap had existed in 1957 and 1958, even though the
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expected numbers of Soviet ICEM's did not materialize. "The threat,
particularly in the ballistic missile area,' he argued, '"was real."
Schriever believed that the Soviets had been ahead in the production

“of ~liquid-fueled missiles, but that they had been slow to make a
breakthrough into solid propellant technology. 'I personally believe,"

he added, ''that the solid-propellant breakthrough is the most impor-
tant breakthrough since World War II. Relatively speaking it made
it possible for us to mass-produce ballistic missiles. - The Soviets

- were far down the line with a large liquid-fuel wissile with which

they are unable to match us in numbers. So it was this breakthrough

V‘~that really has given us the upper hand in ballistic missiles.’119

Facing the need for a revision in the Eisenhower defense budget
Secretary McNamara conceived that the defense budget had to "start

.with the political objective, the formulation of which is presented

to us by the Secretary of State and upon which the President
indicates his desires that we develop a military program that will
support the political objective."120 As announced by President

Kennedy on 28 March 1961, the new basic U.S§; “ﬂefense policies were
~ as follows:

¥

1, The primary purpose of our arms is peace, not
war--to make certain that they will never have to be
used--to deter all wars, general or limited, nuclear or
conventional, large or small--to convince all potentiagl
aggressors that any attack would be futile--to provide
backing for diplomatic settlement of disputes=-~to
insure the adequacy of our bargaining power for 'an end
to the arms race. . . .

. 2, Our arms will never be used to strike the first
blow in any attack. . . . In the area of general war,
this doctrine means that such capability must rest with
‘that portion of our forces which would survive the

- initial attack. We are not creating forces for a
. first strike against any other nation. . . .

: 3. Our arms must be adequate to meet our commit-

. ments and insure our security, without being bound by
“arbitrary budget ceilings. . . . We must, of course, take
~advantage of every opportunity to reduce military out-

lays as a result of scientific or managerial progress,

‘new strategic concepts, a more efficient, manageable and
thus more effective Defense Establishment, or inter-
national agreements for the control and limitation of

~arms. But we must not shrink from additional costs

where they are necessary. . . .

4, Our arms must be subject to ultimate civilian
control and command at all times, in war as well as

-peace. . . » This requires effective and protected
organization, procedures, facilities, and communications

“in the .event of ‘attack. . . as well as defensive
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measures designed to insure thoughtful and selective
: decision by the civilian authorities. . . . ‘
oo 8, . Our -strategic arms and deferises must be
,'adequate to deter any deliberate nuclear attack on
. the United States or our allies--by making clear to-
. any potential aggressor that sufficient retaliatory
- forces will be able to survive a first strike and
-penetrate his defenses in order to 1nflict unaccept-
~ .-able losses upon him. . . .
e 6. :The stength and deployment of our forces
‘in combination with those of our allies shoiild de
. sufficiently powerful and mobile to prevent the
'gteady erosion of the free world through limited
. wars; and it is this role that should constitute the
" primary mission of our oversea forces. . . . In
- most areas of the world, the main burden of local
-defense against overt attack subversion and guerrilla
warfare must rest on local populations and forces,
But given the great likelihood and seriousness of
this threat, we must be prepared to make a substantial
~contribution in the form of strong, highly mobile for-
. ces trained in this type of warfare, some of which
must  be deployed in forward areas, with a substantiat
;i alrlift and sealift capacity and prestocked oversea
" bases. ' ' :
7. Our defense posture must be both flexible
- and’ determined. Any potential aggressor contemplating
an attack.on any part of the free world with any kind

of weapons, conventional or nuclear, must know that our

response will be suitable, selective, swift, and
effective, ., . . We must be able to make deliberate
.. choiges in weapons and strategy, shift the tempo of
our production, and alter the direction of our forces
/ to meet rapidly changing conditions or objectives at.
~.very short notice and under any circumstances. . . .
" To purchase productive capacity and to initiate
+.» development programs that may never need to be used. . .
-adopts an insurance policy of buying alternative :
'”xfuture options. ‘

7. 8. Our defense posture must be designed to reduce
athe danger of irrational or unpremeditated general war--
“the danger of an unnecessary escalation of a small war
into a large one, or of miscalculation or misinterpre-
‘tation of an incident or enemy intention.: Qur
-diplomatic efforts to reach agreements on the preven~
“tion of surprisa= attack, an end to the spread of
-nuclear weapons--ladeed all our efforts to end the arms

race--are almed at this objective, :

R




These basic policies were uged to direct the revision of the defense
budget for fiscal year 1962, and they would continue to provide
guidance to national defense posture, since the Kennedy administra-
tion would not issue the Basic National Seswxity Pelicy paepers-that -
had aunually gulded the preparatlon of defense budgets during the
LlSenhower era,

de Sk ‘ % o

, Inside the Department of Defense the work of reetructurlng the
national de:i nse posture in terms of the characterlstlcs of the -
forces desived by President Kennedy and (1nferent1ally) by Secretary -
Rusk woula b2 accomplished first by making ''quick fix' amendmerts ‘ {
“to the 196 fiscal year budget and then by the preparation of a

longer rangé S5-year defense projection which would be offered to
Congress with the fiscal year 1963 budget. To make the basic
reappraisal of military strategy and capability directed by the
Presiceat in his State of the Union address, McNamara appointed _
several special.task groups, each under the direction of a senior
government official and with representatives from the Joint Staff

and the military services. The task group assigned to study

strategic delivery system requirements was headed by Charles J.

Hitch, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Comptroller; Paul H. Nitze,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,
headed the task force reviewing limited-war requirements; and

Dr. York, who continued to be Director of Defense Research apd
Engineering, headed the task force that reviewed research and-
development projects. 122  Not content to depend upon briefings and
special studies for his information, McNamara alsc prepared a list

of 96 questions relating to defense projects--called by some
"McNamara's Ninety-Six Trombones''--which he sent to. the Joint Chiefs
and the service departments for answer. These questions were
subsequently expanded into some 150 research projects.l23 Accom-
panied by General Lemnitzer, who had become Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on:30 September 1960, McNamara went to Omaha . late

in February for briefings on the Strategic Air Command's strike
planning and to discuss wilh General Power the means for increasing
the Strategic Air Command's ground alert posture to 50 percent

thereby reducing i:s vulnerability.l24

_Among McNamara's associates both Hitch-and Nitze were famlllar

with the counterforce strategy proposals, and, ia addition to

this, McNamara asked to be briefed on the subject of counterforce
shortly after he took office. After hearing the briefing of the
Strategic Air Command's strike plans, McNamara was said to have
disliked what he called the “'spasm war' that seemed inherent in an
all-out salvo of nuclear weapons at the beginning of a general war.125
After having become.acquainted with counterforee and having studied
the finite deterrent strategy favored by the Navy, McNamara noted

that both strategic concepts stressed the requirement for highly-
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survivable second-strike forces and the importance of malncain;ng
positive and secure command and contrcl systems. As early as

February, McNamara was inclined to accept some elements of counter- -

force as one of the building blockrs in the new defense strategy
because uf the multiple options that it offered but he did not
believe that the terms "“Zinite deterrent' or counterforce were
"used sufficiently consistently or precisely'" to warrant their
being applied to the revisions of the defense budget which were
submitted to Congress on 28 March 1961.126 :

Instead of emphasizing any particular strategy, the McNamara
revisions to the Eisenhower budget followed the same categories of
interest ‘already made evident by the establishment of the task
forces. The first categories of budget changes were concerned with
the development of strategic delivery systems for nuclear weapons
that would be able to survive an attack with sufficient power to
destroy the enewy's warmaking capacity in 4 second strike. McNamara
announced that it would be necessary to shi.c ‘'as rapidly as possible
from the first-generation Atlas and Titan pr. grams to second-
generation solid-fuel Polaris and Minuteman missiles, The Eisenhower
budge: included funds for the comstruction ef 5 Polaris submarines
in fiscal year 1962 for a total of 19. Drawing upon fiscal vear
1961 funds, President Kennedy had already authorized 3 additional

Polaris submarines, and McNamara asked Congress to add 5 more to

the 1962 funding, making a total of 29 Polaris submarines to be
constructed. In view of the increase in Polaris submarines,

McNamara stated that plans to mount Polaris missiles on the nuclear-

powered cruiser Long Beach had been cancelled. Wrere the Eisenhower
budget had fundeéd for a 13 squadron Atlas program and a 14 squadron
Titan program, McNamara advocated the deletion of 2 Titan squadrons
in view of the funding of 12 Minuteman squadrons, each to possess

50 missiles which would be widely dispersed in well-hardened under-
ground sites.  The Eisenhower budget had programed 3 squadrons of
train-mounted mobile Minuteman missiles, but the cost of the mobile
squadron was expected to be over 50 percent greater than that of a
fixed-base squadron and the revised budget deferred mobile Minuteman
deployments. McNamara additionally recommended that the production
capacity of Minuteman should be doubled, looking toward eveun greater
procurement of these missiles for ‘the future. The Polaris-Minuteman
mix had been carefully thought out: the Polaris submarines appeared
to be relatively invulnerable, bu: a Polaris deployment cost more
than an equivalent Minuteman deployment, and there was an additional
danger that some breakthrough in antisubmarine detection apparatus
might reduce the invulnerzbility of the Polaris system. Both
Polaris and Minuteman fitted into President Kennedy's defense
criteria: '"Polaris, and to a somewhat lesser degree Minuteman,'
McNamara vointed out, "are not dependent for their survival on a
hair-trigger response to the first indications of a batlistic
missile attack -and, therefore, lend themselves to a more caiculated
and deliberate response,'" He urged that these -missiles wownid
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~significantly increase the nation's deterrent powei. "It is essen-

tial if the deterrent is to be a successful deterrent,'" he said,
"that an enemy understand that we have developed a deterrent power
which can survive a surprise attack with sufficient force to des-
troy an enemy and it is that element of credibility whi ch makes it

" a deterrent,"127

- During World War II McNamara had served with Army Air Force
bomwber units as a statistical control officer, and he remarked that
it was difficult for him ''to conceive of a time when we would not
have them." Nevertheless, when judged acccrding to the new defense
criteria that strategic weapons had to be either sgurvivable or
capable of quick reaction, manned bombers did not compare favorably
with the Minuteman or Polaris missiles, Speaking of manned bombers
in April 1961, McNamara observed: "I think the evidence points to
a declining emphasis on them, but I am not prepared personally at
the present time to say for sure that they are on the way out,'128
With B-47's still in the inventory at the time that the old B-36's
were being phased out by new B-52's and the supersonic B-58's were
becoming operational, the Air Force manned bomber strength reached
its postwar peak of 1,800 aircraft in the 1957-59 time period.
General White personally favored retention of the admittedly
obsolescing B-47's as long as possible since they could provide mass
for a strategic air campaign, but he nevertheless agreed to phase
out the B-47's at a rate of two wings of B-47's for each additional
B-52 and B-58 wing added to the Strategic Air Command's strength.
Based upon the build-up to 14 B-52 wings and 2 B-58 wings, the

. number of Air Force strategic wings declined from 43 in mid-1959

to 37 in mid-1961, £nd the number of strategic bombers was reduced
from 1,800 in 1957-59 to something over 1,500 in mid-1961.129 In
addition to normal bomb loads, later model B-52's were equipped to
carry two GAM-77 Hound Dog missiles for use in stand-off attacks:
the air-breathing Hound Dog had. been successfully test launched
from a B-52 in April 1959 and late in 1960 they were cperationally
available in one Strategic Air Command wing. It was planned that
the Hound Dog would be replaced by GAM-87A Skybolt air-launched
missiles and that a B~52 would be able to carry four of these 1,000-
mwile-range missiles. By employing Hound Dog and later Skybolt, the
manned bombexrs would be able to penetrate through increasingly
difficult Soviet surface-to-air missile defenses,130

Since the equipment of the planned numbers of Strategic Alr

. Command B~52 and B-58 wings would be completed with funds provided

in prior year budgets, the Eisenhower defense budget for fiscal
year 1962 did not contain funds for the procurement of additional
strategic bombers. Based in part upon Congressional insistence

that the Air Force required the B-70 as a follow-on weapon system to

the B-52 (Congress had voted an additional $265 million for the
B-70 program in July 1960), the Eisenhower administration released

funds for reinstatement of limited weapon system development of
the B-70 in November 1960, and the Eisenhower defense budget for
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fiscal year 1962 contalned $358 milllon for the development of one
stripped prototype XB-70 and two test- quantity YB-70's, the latter
to-have weapon system capabilities. Given the §$358 million,for
continuing development and adequate funding in subsequent years, the
Air Force planned to have a B-70 combat wing in its inventory by
August 1968.131  In departmental considcrations of the 1962 defense
budget late in 1960, General White was willing to accept the cut-off
in the B-58 program at two wings or 116 aircraft: although these
planes had supersonic dash capabilities they were very expensive,
relatively short ranged, and were unable to carry either Hound Dog
or Skybolt missiles. At the same time, White argued against the
decision to terminate B-52 production. Pending the demonstration

of missile reliability and the availability of B-70's, White urged
that B~52 production facilities should be kept .in operation as a
hedge and insurance against unforeseen events: . he actually wanted
to keep both of Boeing's B-52 lines open, but he was willing to

“settle for one line and for a modest feasible rate of continuing

B-52 production--say about four planes per month,132 :
Already in difficulty during the Eisenhower administration, the
Air Force manned strategic weapons program fared poorly in the
defense reevaluations early in 1961. 'In reevaluating our general
war position,' McNamara noted, 'our major concern was to: reduce our
dependence on deterrent forces which are highly wvulnerable to
ballistic missile attack or which rely for their survival on a hair-
trigger response to the first indications of 'such an attack. Con-
sequently, we sought to place greater emphasis on the second
approach--the kind of forces vhich could ride out a massive nuclear
attack and which could be applied with deliberation and always under
control of the constituted authority."133 Since strateégic bombers
could not be deployed in & mode which gave them a good .chance to
survive an attack, they had to be launched into the air within a
relatively short tactical warning time--about 15 minutes--or risk
destruction on the ground. ‘In an era in which the enemy would be
able to launch an intercontinental ballistie missile attack with
little warning, the number of bombers on an alert status and capable
of ‘immediate launching promised to be much more. important than the
total number of bombers available in the inventory. McNamara
accordxngly did not recommend the procurement of add¥tional bombers
in fiscal year 1962, but he instead urged that the number of bombers
maintained on constant alert be substantially increased. Only the
B-=52's were believed to be suited to ground alert, and, in order to

‘provide the additional personnel that the Strategic Air Command

would require to raise its ground alert posture from 33 to 50 per-
cent, McNamara programed a phase out of B-47 wings faster than
planned and the inactivation of the superseded Snark air-breathing
long—range missile wing in December 1961 rather than June 1963,

The B-52's and B-58's would continue in the SAC inventory throughout
the 1960's but no additional aircraft of these types would be
procured.134 ,
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Based upon this same estimate of the situation relative to the
vulnerability of bombers and the fact that ballistic missiles would
be plentiful in 1968, McNamara conceived that the Air Force would

‘not have a valid operational requirement for the B-70. - Even though

the B~70 would operate at mach 3 at 70,000 feet altitude, it would
not be able to employ Skybolt missiles. 1In his personal opinion,
McNamara believed that a B-52 equipped with Skybolt missiles would
be "a more effective, efficient delivery system" in the late 1960's
than the B-70. On the other hand, there were important advantages
inherent in amixed missile and bomber force, and, from a purely
technical point of view, development of a B-70 would afford an
opportunity to explore the many diverse problems involved in flying
a large aircraft at great speed and at high altitudes. After
weighing advantages and disadvantages, McNamara terminated the B-70
as a weapon system and limited the program to three XB-70 proto-
typec. He established a projected development ceiling of $1.3
billion, including $800 million from prior-year funds, for the
XB-70 program, and reduced the funding for it requested during fiscal
1962 from $358 to $220 million. McNamara emphacized that President
Kennedy had personally made the decision on the B-70 based upon
recommendations which McNamara had made. McNamara dalso explained
that his personal recommendations came out of exhaustive personal
analyses and a two-day discussion of the problem with the Secretaries
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.135 The Eisenhower fiscal 1962 budget
had not included additional development funds for the Skybolt
missile in the belief that the $150 million available in the 1961
appropriation could be stretched out, but McNamara believed that
the project should either be dropped or efficiently pursued and
accordingly added $50 million for Skybolt development in the revised
1962 budget,136

While President Xennedy had committed himself to an improvement
of limited war capabilities, the Department of Defense task force
studying limited-war requirements ran into some initial difficulties.
For one thing, the new Army Chief of Staff, General George H.
Decker, called for a "man-for-man" ground force capability. "I
think we should have the capability,'" he said, "to fight man-to-man

" if the occasion demands it, and I am sure there will be times in

the future when that will appear to be the best course of action.'137
In the revised 1962 defense budget submitted to Congress on 28 March
1961, Secretary McNamara allocated only small strength increases to
the Army and Marine Corps. The Army would continue to be structured
at 14 combat divisions, but it was allocated 5,000 addditional spaces-~
3,000 of which were to be used to double the size of the Army
special forces who were tra’aed for guerrilla warfare. In order to
enhance the effectiveness, versatility, and readiness of limited war
forces, however, McNamara emphasized a twin program aimed at
increased mobility and the establishment of dual conventional-atomic
capabilities. Immediately after President Kennedy's State of the
Union message in January, the Defense Department increased procure-
ment of Lockheed C~130E transport aircraft from 50 to 99 planes, a
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part of the augmentation order comprising the deletion of 26 shorter-
range C-130B troop carrier planes. ‘The Defense Department also
directed that 17 KC-135 jet tanker aircraft which were on the
production lines- should be turned into a transport configuratioen and
ordered 13 additional C-135's, making a total of 30 €-135's which
would become available at a rate of two per month beginning in June
1961. The revised defense budget also increased the Navy's appro-
priation for modernized sealift. Most of the changes in the limited
war program, however, had to do with an enhancement of non-atomic
capabilities. "Even in limited war situations,” McNamara explained,
"we should not preclude the use of tactical nuclear weapons, for
no one can foresee how such situations might develop. But the
decision to employ tactical nuclear weapons in’Timited conflicts,"
he added, ''should not be forced upon us simply because we have no
other means to cope with them. . . . What is being proposed at this
time is not a reversal of cur existing national policy but an
increase in our nonnuclear capabilities to provide a greater degree
of versatility to our limited war forces.' The revised budget
provided augmented funds for purchase of modern conventional weapons,
including heavy orders of Bullpup missiles and non-nuclear bombs,
and a substantial increase for research and development in conven-
tional ordnance. Funds were also included for the improvement of
the capabilities of F-105 tactical fighters to handle conventional
ordnance and for the initial cdeveclopment of a new triservice: tactical
fighter. '"In general,' McNamara said, ''what we are striving for is
one fighter to fill the needs of all the services--a fighter which
could operate from the larger number of existing smaller airfields
all over the world and yet fly without refueling across the ecean,
thus greatly increasing its value for limited war purposes.'138

When he appeared before the House Subcommittee on Appropriation
on 6 April 1961, McNamara was asked the reason why '"more bodies' had
not been provided for the Army and Marines, Although he noted that
limited war studies had not been completed, he replied: '"Point No. 1,
one of the most effective elements in any limited war are the
guerrilla forces. We are proposing a more than double increase in
guerrilla forces. I thirk that is a tremendous step forward. Point
No. 2, a major factor affecting the effectiveness of a military
force in limited war is mobility. We are proposing a very sizable

increase in modern, long-range transport cargo aircraft."139 Later
~on before the same committee, McNamara loosely defined "limited war"

as 'nonnuclear warfare." "I think," he stated, "by 'limited' war

 _we simply mean war that.is carried on, for the most part, with non-

nuclear weapons, and what we are proposing in the budget is a

- further emphasis on the procurement and potential use of such non--

nuclear weapons in order to be better prepared to meet any situation,"140

. In their appearances before Congressional committees in the
spring of 1961, Eugene M. Zuckert, the new Secretary of the Air Force,
and General White, whoc was making valedictory appearinces imminent -

 to his retirement as Air Force Chief of Staff on 30 June, were
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gravely distrustful of the strategic implications of the forces en-
visioned by the revised defense budget. ''The Nacion's military
forces," Zuckert emphasized, "must be designed not just to wreak
‘unacceptable destruction but to win. . . . Since America's defense
objective is more than just survival, our forces must be designed
and adequate to carry through the initial engagement with the will
and means to put an end to the further use of force by an aggressor
« « + o What you are going to do, .. is to destroy his military
potential,"l4l General White maintained "that a nation that is
going to live has to make survival a part of its national policy.
If it gets in a war it is going to try to win it." He admitted that
winning a nuclear war would be difficult, but he urged that "we
can't afford to have any other basic philosophy than that our
military force is designed to win a war if it is forced upon us,'142
White conceived that a future nuclear war could be won only by con-
centrating forces against "those elements of enemy strength that can
do the greatest damage to us, namely, his military forces,''143
Among  the members of the Senate Armed Services Committee, White
encountered a friendly skepticism about the counterforce strategy--
particularly its plan for a measured employment of force. "If you
ever start using the atomic weapon,' Chairman Russell speculated,
"I say there is no way to control it or to limit it, and I think
you nad better use the whole arsenal right after they hit us with
the first atomic weapon.'l144 White admitted that war had always
been full of surprises and speculated that '"in the next one. . .
there will be more confusion, more surprises, and more uncertailnty
than ever existed in human histery befeore," but he continued to
endorse counterforce and provided the Senators with the Aixr Force
definition of the strategy. . This written statement read:

in the Air Force view, '"counterforce" is a military

concept for the design and employment of military forces
to destroy, neutralize, <. ..ader impotent the military
capabilities of an enemy force, under any circumstances
by which hostilities may be initiated. It is not a
"strike first' concept--it is a concept for the develop--
ment of ‘a- capability to prevent under any conditions of
attack. This concept has, as its central theme, the
~application of superior offensive and defensive military
force against enemy strengths that directly threaten
the continued freedom and security of the United States
and her allies,

Implementation of a counterforce strategy demands
a well-integrated national military structure. This
concept 1s both offensive and defensive--a point often
misunderstood. It requires strategic offensive forces
capable of surviving Iinitial enemy attacks and of ‘
destroying enemy offensive strike forces and control and
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support structures. It requires defensive forces in
depth to destroy enemy mass destruction weapons in
€light and as far from the United States and its
allies as possible, Tt also requires forward area forces
which, in conjunction with our allies, can conduct
initial holding action to deny enemy access and prevent
the infiltration or overrun of friendly territory. The
- size and effectiveness of a military force necessary to
defeat the enemy's military force are dependent upon
the size and effectiveness of that enemy force. A
civil defense effort to provide greater protection to
our civilian population is an additional strength that
complements this military concept.145 -

In a succinct summary of these same thoughts, White stated: "Until
such time as worldwide disarmament under a positive system of
controls and inspection is achieved, the United States and its
allies must be superior to. . . our enemies in ‘decisive military
power. They must possess the ability to destroy the military
strength that would hurt us while, at the same time, minimizing
damage to our own military forces, to this Nation and to our friends
and allies as well,"146

To General White the Soviet Union's growing aerospace weapons
inventories and the many uncertainties that were likely to prevail
in a period of ureasy peace and possible general war demanded that
the United States maintain a proper mix of manned and unmanned
weapons in its future aerospace forces. He: thought thdt there was
no question that the nation's defense posture would be greatly
improved by the acquisition of intercontinental ballistic missiles;

" a8 a matter of fact, he disagreed with the decision to delete two

squadrons of Titan missiles, since these missiles could carry large
warheads which would be required against extremely hard targets.
Without dismissing the value of mobility, White was willing to accept
McNamara's decision to delay the mobile Minuteman in order to get as
many migsilec as soon as possible. But he nevertheless insisted:

"We will have to rely on manned weapons systems tg perform vital

war functions which require on-the-spot trained, human judgment."

- Manned bomber systems, for example, would be required to prosecute

"hunter-killer" follow-up attacks against imprecisely located
counterforce targets in the wake of an initial missile salvo. Beyond
this, White maintained that there would be "two incontestable over-
riding mandates'' for the continuation of manned systems. The first
of these concerned the '"'simple but awesome decision to launch,"
Bomber aircraft could be launched at critical junctures, even on
sugpicion of impending attack. They could proceed to a prearranged
line and loiter there and could either return or, if given an order,
attack. ''Consequently," White explained, ''their operations do not
pose the problem of finality of decision which must inevitably
accompany the launching of ballistic missiles.'" White conceived that
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éven a pérfected missile would be 'the most inflexible weapon you

can have. . . . It has two modes--go; no go.'" The second mandate,
White said, '"concerns the perpetual requirement for operational
flexibility. 1In any future war there is the almost certain prob-
ability that events will not unfold exactly as planned. . Thus,
there will be a tremendous premium ou systems which can look, and
find, and report, and attack, and return, and attack again, We
will always need systems which can search out and destroy mobile
targets, as well as fixed or rapidly developing targets whose
positions are uncertain or unknown until observed. We will also
need a poststrike reconnaissance  capability to assess the results

" of our attacks and to show the way to the most effective employment

of succeeding strikes.'" White also feared the effect of missiles

on the psychology of the nation and of the missile crews, the latter
who would "have to sit there day after day ready to push the

button., . . they will get a static, nondynamic frame of mind.' He
pointed out that there had been 'invulnerable.weapons systems in the
past." The Great Wall of China and the Maginot Line were examples,
but they had not proven invulnerable, any more than missiles were

apt to be.l47

In response to questions directed at him by Congres31onal
committees, White presented a detailed commentary of the Air Force
view on McNamara's specific proposals in wegard to the bomber force.
He favored the 50 percent ground alert for the B-52's, but he ,
argued against the concomitant rapid phase-out of the B-47's. '"The
B-47 is an osbolescing airplane,' he sgaid; 'but in thece critical
times, particularly during the periods of known unreliability of
missiles and this day of rather uncertain international situations,
it would be my thesis as the Chier of Staff of the Air Force that

"~ we ought to maintain all of the strategic forces that we can in our
‘inventory.' He also repeated his recommendation that the B-52

production line ought to be kept open,. 148
In appearances before the House Armed Serv1ces Committee and

the House Subcommittee on Approprlatlons in March and April 1961,

General White drew upon his "responsibilities as Chief of Staff of
the Air Force and as an aviator of more than 35 years' service in
flying'" to present the "philosophical side of the question'" as to
why the Air Force required a B-70 weapon system. Much of these

_presentations involved his unwillingnesc to see a situation develop
"~ in whichthe nation "would have to depend for its surv1va1 on missiles

for nearly 100 percent of its offensive capability.'' Drawing upon

- history, White asserted: 'The word ‘bomber® . . .“ha§Historicilly
.- 'been a nasty word, for various reasons. Every bombing system we
- have ever developed has had many obstacles put in its way. . . . I

refer to the B-17, which was restricted for some years in its

. operating radius. I refer to the B-29, in World War II., The B-36

_was controversial, but it is a fact that we had no wars while we
-~ had the B-36. And I would hate to think where we would be now if
" ‘we didn't have the B-47's, the B-52's, and the B-58's." White
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emphasized the importance of moliility in the historic war of war-
fare. '"We can't leave the only exploitation of the air to ballistic
missiles," he said. ''The ability to be over your target, over enemy

- territory, to have dynamics in our strategic systems is essential.

The missile is too inflexible to be the whole part of it." Speaking
particularly about the B-70, he suggested,.'if we don't build this
airplane, in a certain sensc the science of aeronautics is dead,
because this is a breakthrough of the heat barrier." The technology
of the B-70 would have very great application to the development of
a mach 3 transport for civil employment. White also pointed out
that the B-70 would serve as a "hunter-killer'" that would be able

to find targets and destroy them. In future international negotia-
tions, atomic missiles might be outlawed: bombers; however, could
not be outlawed unless civil aircraft were outlawed because any
plane that could carry passengers could also carry a bomb. "I fore-
cast," White concluded, "from a solemn point of responsibility upon
me and a reading of history which I think need not be very deep,
that the future is very 11ke1y to depend on something like the
B-70."'149 )

During the House Armed Services Committee's extended hearings
on military posture and procurement, Chairman Carl Vinson noted the
growth of "a perceptible hesitancy in placing complete confidence
and dependence in the ICBM for now or the near future,'" The
committee bélieved that tne bomber was a vehicle of known capability
whereas the only knowledge of the effectiveness of the ICBM came
from extrapolation., ''The committee," Vinson stated, "is unwilling
to place the safety of this country in a purely academic attitude."
In a discussion with Secrztary McNamara, Vinson secured: agreement
that the Department of Defense would initiate planning that would
place the bomber in proper perspective with other weapons at least
until 1970, McNamara further assured Vinson that there was no iron-
clad date for phasing out B-47 bombers. Despite these assurances
Congress apparently felt that the Air Force ought to have some
additional bombers. As finally enacted in August 1961 the Department
of Defense Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1962 included an ~
additional $180 million to increase the B-70 from prototype develop-
ment to a weapon system program and an additional $514.5 million
for the procurement of another wing of B-52 bombers.150

When he discussed the Air Force's requirement for bombers with
the Subcommittee of the House Ccmmittee on Appropriations in May
1961, General White indicated that the Department of Defense probably
would not authorize additional bombers even if the money for them were

BRpEEPTiateds . Secrwtery dedswars conféreed White's prediction by

stating that the Defense Department had enough bombers and would not
need any more until 1967 or 1968.151 Somewhat later McNamara pointed
out that the three prototype B-70's would still be built under a
low cost program and that the first of the planes would have' the
same "fly date' as would the first plane under the high cost program

_advocated by the Air Force,l52 Speaking in opposition to the B-70
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as a weapon 8ystem, Dr. York described the big question about the
manned bomber system as ''not really a scientific one, but a

- military operational question.' He asserted that the intercontinen-

tal strategic bombardment aircraft was a variety of military
aviation which "may very well become less ifmportant and disappear
. . . possibly within the decade.'153

" After he had conducted a review in the Depattment of Defense
and had obtained President Kennedy's personal approval, Secretary

'McNamara informed Congress on 27 October 1961 that the B-70 would

continue as a prototype development program, 154 McNamara also
impounded the additional funds which Congress had appropriated. for
the procurement of an additional wing of B-52's. He reasoned that

- procurement of another wing of B-52's would increase the operational

inventory of that aircraft by only 7 percent, For what it would
cost to procure a wing of B-52"s with tankers and Skybolt missiles
and to operate it for five years, the Defense Department could buy
and operate 250 hardened and dispersed Minuteman missiles, or about
6 Polaris submarines. "Furthermore,' McNamara concluded, ''manned
bombers present soft and concentrated targets and they depend upon

- warning and quick response for their survival under nuclear attack.
This is a less reliable means of protection than hardening,

dispersal, and mobility, Moreover, reliance on warning and quick
response means that bombers must be committed to attack very early
in the war and cannot be held in reserve to be used in a controlled

' and deliberate way.''155

* * * *.

The immediate quick fix amendments to the Department of Defense
budget acted upon in the spring of 1961 left many larger decisions
unmade, apparently because the evidence had not been completely
sifted by defense studies that were still underway. At the same
time that Secretary McNamara initiated his series of studies on
critical requirements problems, he also ordered a detailed review
and analysis of the Communist threat based on the latest and best -
intelligence information available.l56 In 1958 Soviet Premier
Krushchev had begun to threaten unilateral action that would
jeopardize the West's position in Berlin, but it seemed to McNamara
that the Soviet dictator became "much more categorical as to the
actions he proposes to take" in the spring of 1961, McNamara
related Krushchev's actions to his endorsement of support for 'wars
of liberation" in his policy address of 6 January 1961,157

Krushchev's announcements and actions appeared to '"put flesh
on the skeleton' of his January 1961 policy statement, On 18 April

1961 he charged that the Free Cuban invaders who had failed to

overthrow Fidel Castro's Communist regime in Cuba in the 1l1l-fated
Bay of Pigs invasion had been "'trained, equiprped and armed in the

United States of America.'" He added: 'We shall render the Cuban

people and their Government all necessary assistance in beating
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‘Berlin--either gradually or by force."

. back the armed attack.” During summit discussions in Vienna on
. 3-4 June held to exchange views on the German problem, Communist
-~ pubversion ia Laos, and other world problems, President Kennedy had
- what he described as a very ''somber' meeting with Krushchev. ''He

never gave way at all,'" Kennedy said. ~'"I kept insisting that there
could be no agreement between us as long as he supported Communist

subversion all over the world, but he never gave way, never gave an
inch," Speaking at the Kremlin gn 8 July, Krushchev announced that
the Soviet Union was suspending its planned troop reductions and

increasing its 1961 defense spending., He reiterated his determina-

tion to sign a separate peace treaty with East Germany by the end -
of 1961 if the West refused to sign treaties with both East and

~ West Germany and to make West Berlin a demilitarized 'free city,"

thus depriving the westein nations of their occupation responsibili-

ties there,l5

* At the same time that Krushchev announced bellicose intentions,
the Kennedy administration continued its evaluations of U,S, force
capabilities. According t® report, the administration felt itself
desperately short of conventional force capabilities when it con-
sidered the situations in Cuba and Laos., On 22 April President
Kennedy appointed retired General Maxwell D. Taylor as Presidential
Military Adviser and directed him to investigate the Cuban affair,
U.S. counterinsurgency capabilities, and other aspects of defense

- policy. At a neeting with Rusk, McNamara, and Taylor on 8 July,
- Kennedy ordered. an urgent review of United States military strength

to determine if forces and planned expenditures were adequate in
view of the Soviet threats to Berlin. Sometime in the spring of
1961 the Department of Defense evaluation of the Soviet Union con-
vinced McNamara that the United States and its Ailies had far
larger conventional capabilities in relation to the Soviet Union
than was commonly thought to be the case. Speaking of the Russians,
McNamara observed: "They aren't 12% feet tall, They don't have

187 divisions. They don't have 175 divisions. A major portion of
‘their divisions today are under strength. . . compared to the U,S.

division with its support forces."l39 The Secretary's staff also
started to question prevailing assumptions about Soviet tactical air

'f,apower and soon concluded that the numbexs of Soviet tactical fighters

had been inflated and that the performance of the Red aircraft had

'5f3; been exaggerated. 160

Appearing before Congress on 25 May 1961 in what he described

- as his second State of the Union message, President Kennedy among
~other things requested an additional $100 million to provide non-
"atomic weapons modernization for the Arxmy and $60 million to enable

‘the Marine Corps to expand its strength to 190,000 men, thus filling

‘up its three existing divisions-air wings and organizing a cadre for

a fourth division. The major response to the Berlin crisis, however,
came on 25 July when Kennedy explained to the American people: ''We
cannot and will not permit the Communists to drive us out of =~ -

He had already stated that
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‘the nation must possess "a wider choice than humiliation or all-out

nuclear action: and in ¢ message to Congress om 26 July the President
requested an additional ‘1962 anpropriatlon of $3,247 million for the
Armed Forces, an increase in the Army's strength from 875,000 to
1,008,000 men, and an increase of 29,000 and 63,000 men in the active
duty strength oi the Navy and Air Force. Kennedy alsc asked Congress
to enact a joint resolution that ‘would authorize the President,
until 1 July 1962, to order units and members of - the Ready Resexve
to active duty for not more than 12 conseccutive months,161

When he began to explain Pre51dent Kennedy's expanded defense
program to Congress on 26 July 1961, Secretary McNamara prefaced his

presentation with an assessment of the Soviet challenge and the

indicated western response to it. '"Believing that the Western World
will be very reluctant to inveh®¥ - the use of nuclear weapons in

. response to anything short of a direct threat to its survival,"

McNamara said, ''the Kremlin leadets hope to create divisive influences
within the [NATO] alliance by carefully measured military threats in
connection with the Berlin situation. In order to meet such threats
with firmness and confidence and to provide us with a greater range
of military alternatives, we will need more nonnuclear strength than
we have today."162 1In a later comment, he added: 'We feel very
strongly that the U.S. Defense Establlshment must ‘have a greater
degree of flexibility in responding to particular situations. We
need to expand the range of military alternatives available to the
President ir meeting the kind of situation which may confront us in
maintaining our position in Berlin . . . . What we are proposing now
is not only to strengthen our nuclear capabilities, but also to
increase our nonnuclear capabilities to provide a still greater
degree of versatility to our military forces,'16€3

Acting in an air of emergency, Congress approved President
Kennedy's authority to order up to 250,000 members of the Ready
Reserve for one year's active duty, and as finally enacted in August
1961 the National Defense appropriation for fiscal year 1962 totalled
$51 billien--an increase of $6.1 biliion over the $44.9 billion

~recommended in the original Eisenhower budget. Since strategic forces

were already in a high state of readiness, McNamara believed that
they required little augmentation for the Berlin.crisis. He did,
however, allocate funds and personnel to enable the Strategic Air
Command to move more rapidly toward a 50 percent ground ale~t for
both B-47's and B-52's, and he decided to retain the six wings of
B-47's scheduled for inactivation in active service during the
fiscal year. 1In the air defense field the emergency program hastened
the preparation of manual backup facilities for the control of
interceptor aircraft at radar sites, thus enabiing the vulnerable
SAGE facilities to be by-passed if this were necessary. So far as
the Air Force was concerned, however, McNamara's chief concern
was with tactical air units and airlift, 'The Air Force received
authority .to retain the light bomber, tactical reconnaissance,
tactical fighter, and C-118 air transport squadrons that were
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" scheduled to be phased out during the fiscal year., In October and
November 1961 the Air Force also called to active duty 36 squadrons -
from <he Air Natienal Guard and Air Force Reserve. Thesea units
included tactical fighters, tactical reconnaissance, cnd C~97 and
C-124 transports. Seven Air National Guard fighter sguadrons, one
tactical reccnnaissance squadron, and a tactical contiol group were
deployed by air to European bases about a month after the October
recall, Three Air National Guard F-104 ajc defense squadrons which
were recalled on 1 November dismantled theirxr aircraft for shipment
overseas in C-124's and were in place in Germany and Spain on
24 November., - largely as a result of the calls to active duty, Air
Force strength cose from 88 to the equivalent of 97 wings (339 squad-
rons) in the year ending on 30 June 1962.164

As a part of its augmentation the Navy increased its amphibious
1ift and reactivated troop transport ships. The Army received far
the largest force increase incident to the crisis. Of the 14 Army
divisions, 8 were overseas, 3 were assigned to the Strategic Army
Command (STRAC) in the United States, and 3 were partly manned and
employed in recruit training in the United States. As an initial
" regponse, the Army was authorized to bring the three training
divisions up to full strength and to assign them to STRAC; it also
brought the Seventh Army and othexr units in Europe up to full
strength., Heavier draft calls and mobilization of Army reservists
filled existing units, and on 19 September two Army National Guard
divisions were mobilized. 1In August the Berlin garrison was in-
creased by 1,500 men, and in Sepuember some 40,000 troops were sent
to Europe to bring the Seventh Army up to full strength. By the
end of 1961 the three former training divisions became combat ready,
and the two National Guard divisions completed their combat training
in February 1962, The Strategic Army Command was accordingly
expanded to two corps, each with four divisions, The expansion of
the ground forces left the Marines programed for three division-wing
teams, plus a cadre organization for a fourth division. The
decision not to expand the Marine Corps was justified by the fact
that the type of divisions which might be required in Europe were
Army divisions, rather than Marine divisions which weve organized and
equipped for independent assault operations.l65

0f the $3,247 million requested to meet the Berlin crisis,
$1,753 million was committed to the procurement of weapons, ammunition,
and equipment to meet non-nuclear requirements, Even in the case of
Nike-Hercules batteries in Europe, Secretary McNamara foresaw 'cir-
cumstancs < under which we would wish to utilize these batteries
without nuclear warheads, avoiding if possible the immediate escala-
tion to nuclear war that might well follow the use of nuclear war-
heads in these batteries.''166 Most of the large appropriation for
conventional weapons, however, was justified to correct a situation
which McNamara described as resultant from past tendencies "on the
part of the services to base their planning and force structures on
‘their own unilateral views of how a future war might be fought."
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McNamara said that the Air Force had planned primarily in terms of
a short nuclear war, had not provided sufficient stocks of combat

consumables for conventional limited war, and thus could not fight
a coaventional war for as long a period as the Army. The Army had
based its requirements on plans for a large-scale conventional war
of long duration, but these requirements had been only partially

used asg the basis for annusl procurement programs,., As a result the

. Army had only about one-third of its so-called requirements in its

inventories and specific items in the inventory were badly out of
balance.167 -

The Joint Chiefs of Staff visualized the fundamental purposes
of the Berlin crisis build-up as being to improve the credibility
of United States national policies and the total deterrent posture
and to place the United States '"in a better position to implement
military operations on whatever scale may be required."168 What
the effect of the conventional augmentation may have been on Soviet
policy remained a matter of speculation. In a speech on 11 August,
Krushchev. expressed doubt that the West would fight to preserve the
freedom of the West Germans. - Before dawn on 13 August the East
German government closed access routes bétween East and West Berlin
and shortly thereafter the Communists built a wall along most of
the 25-mile border within Berlin, thus effectively although
illegally ending free movement within Berlin and between Berlin and
the East German territory. On. 31 August the Soviet Union also
announced that it was resuming nuclear weapon tests, allegedly
because the West had threatened to unleash war as a Couniernnsasure
to the conclusion of a peace treaty with East Germany. As the .
Berlin crisis abated, Secretary McNamara stated: ''We are convinced
that the rapid buildup in our conventional forces made possible by
the callup of the Reserves has done much to stabilize the Berlin

_ situation.’ A little later McNamara described the mobilization of

the reserves as being the thing that had called the hand of the
Russians. "I don't believe,'" he said, 'there is any action that has
bee taken that more clearly demonstrated the strength, the will,
and the firmmess of purpose of this Nation than the callup of those
units.'169 - '

3. Emerging Strategy: Flexible Response and Multiple Options -

In the same months that the Kennedy administration made quick .

- fix amendments to the original Eisenhower defense budget during

1961, Secretary-McNamara commenced studies of a 5-year projection
of defense requirements which would in effect engraft strategy into
the national defense budgets. In this task McNamara indicsted that
he expected to "start with the plan or the policy and translate it
into quantitative terms." "I consider the budget," he added,
"nothing more than and nothing less than the quantitative expression
of a plan or a policy."170 The establigshment of the 5-year force

projection involved the mission to be accomplished by military forces,'
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the latest intelligence data on the cépabilitiee of the Soviet

~Union and its satellites, and the cost-effectivenegs relationships

among the various alternative means of performing the defense
mission.171 N ,

In his message to Congress on 28 March 1961 President Kennedy
had already stated the basic misgion to be accompliBhed by military
forces, and this guidance was elaborated in continuing statements :

by both Kennedy and McNamara. In his State of the Union message orf

11 January 1962 Kennedy explained: 'We have rejected any all-or-
nothing posture which would leave no choice but inglorious retreat
or unlimited retaliation.'" As the military representative of the
President, General Taylor explained that this statement meant that
the administration had accepted a need for "great flexibility in
our present and future military policy, and in the military forces
designed to sustain that policy. . . . Mindful of the awful dangers

" of atomic warfare, we require a military policy which takes as its

primary purpose the deterrerice of that disaster. At the same time

« o+ it must give due recognition to the need to cope with many
situations short of general war--particularly para-war.'172 From
time to time President Kennedy reiterated the policy that the
United States definitely would not "launch a preemptive attack, an
act of aggression." There were at least two concrete reasons for
this policy. In the first place, Kennedy concelved that no nation
could win a nuclear war., ''Now, if someone thinks we should have a
nuclear war in order to win," he stated on 14 February 1962, "I can
inform them that there will not be winners of the next nuclear war,
if there iz one, and this country and other countries would suffer
very heavy blows., So we have to proceed with responsibility and
with care in an age where the human race can obliterate itself,'173
Several weeks later Kennedy pointed out a second reason for fore-
swearing a military initiative when he observed that ''the basic
problems: facing the world today are not susceptible to a final mili-
tary solution." In a major policy address at the University of
Michigan on 16 June 1963, Secretary McNamara added his own interpre-

- tation of the role of military force in United States policy. "I -

want to emphasize,'" he said, 'that we see our military strength not
as the means of achieving the kind of world we seek, but as a
shield to prevent any other nation from using its military strength,
either directly or through threats and intimidation, to frustrate
the aspirations we share with all the free peoples of the world."174
While the 5-year force projection was being planned, the Depart-
ment of Defense ¢onducted a careful review of prospective Communist
capabilities to endanger the United States. In President Kennedy's
view the changing Communist military capabilities in themselves
demanded changes in United States military policy. '"As late as
1954," Kennedy explained in March 1962, "the balance in air power,
in the nuclear weapons, wa3 all on our side., That change began
about 1958 or 1959 with the missiles., Now we have got to realize
that both sides have these annihilating weapons, and that changes
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the problem."175 At the Tushino air show over Moscow in July 1961

the Soviets displayed three new supersonic bombers, two new mach-2
fighters, a new jet geaplane, a flying crane helicopter, and a -
very large converti-plane, The new bombers included an exception-
ally large delta-wing plane called the Bounder; an advanced swept-
wing mach 2.5 heavy bomber slightly largex than the B-58 and
designated as the Beauty; and a mach-2 swept-wing design called the
Blinder that could apparently perform a dual role as a bomber or
interceptor. The Bounder was almost as large as a B-36, and while
it was powered by large jet engines it seemed capable of serving as
a test vehicle for nuclear engines. Older Badger twin jet bombers
carried air-to-surface migsiles resembling the Hound Dog design,
and the Beauty carried what appeared to be a ballistic missile
similar to a Skybolt slung under its belly.l76 Although the new
Soviet aircraft demonstrated excellent progress in aerodynamics,
Secretary McNamara received no evidence that the Soviets were pro-
ducing any significant numbers of long-range bombers, and he could
only estimate that the number of manned bombers that the Soviets
might send against the United States would not be very large. By
November 1961 his study of Communist force projections caused him
to conclude that "while the ICBM threat will be increasing during

the next several years, present indications are that the manned

bomber threat will be declining.”" A manned bomber attack against
the United States, moreover, would assumably follow an initial
Soviet ICBM attack., In view of the vulnerability of the United
States to intercontinental or submarine launched ballistic missile
attack, McNamara visualized that "the protection of our strategic
offensive forces against surprise missile attack can be achieved
only by warning, hardening, mobility, rather than by an active
defense." Similarly, since the main danger of hostile bomber
attack would be in the wake of a missile attack, McNamara noted
that "warning and dispersal and protection of our air defense
forces are more important than mere numbers.''l77 Vhile McNamara
recognized that the first-generation Soviet missile force would be
vulnerable to attack on ‘its exposed lauaching pads, he also
predicted that ''as the Soviet Union hardens and disperses its ICBM
force and acquires a significant number of missile launching sub-
marines. . .one problem will be further complicated."178 "It will

become increasingly difficult, regardless of the form of attack,"

he added a little later, '"to destroy a sufficiently large proportion

of the Soviet's strategic nuclear forces to preclude major damage

to the United States, regardless of how large or what kind of
strategic forces we build,''179 ‘
In evaluating the Soviet threat to the United States, Secretary

* McNamara apparently continued to attach great importance to

Krushchev's 'For New Victories of the World Communist Movement'
address of 6 January 1961, He told Congressional committeemen that

" this was "one of themost important speeches of 1961," and; in an
~address in Chicago on 17 February 1962, he suggested that "it may
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prove to be one of the most important statements made by a world
leader in the decadeof the 60's." Speaking of Krushchev, McNamara
said: "I have every reason to believe that he was outlining very
clearly his objectives and his plans for accomplishing them." While
Krushchev had indicated that the free world would continue to face
the cold war struggle for years to come, McNamara was confident that
the United States could deter the Soviets from initiating genera!
or limited war by maintaining ''the kind of forces which would make
global nuclear war, and even local wars, unprofitable for the Soviet
Union." '"We must continue to convince him," McNamara said, speaking
of Krushchev, '"that thermonuclear wars would destroy the Soviet
Union and therefore that he should refrain from actions that would
bring on such wars."180 During these strategic evaluations,
Secretary McNamara's staff redoubled .its gfforts to solve the riddle
of Soviet ground strength. Although the evidence apparently was
not conclusive in -the winter of 1961-62 something seemed to be wrong
with assessments of Soviet surface strengths., With a strength of a
million men the U.S. Army could field only 16 divisions, yet the
Soviets were credited with being able to obtain something like 150
American-style divisions from about 2.2 willion men. The Soviets
possessed a heavily mechanized and armored force, but if they
launched an attack in Western Europe the Soviet forces would be
operating at the end of a very long supply line. As a result of
the force augmentations incident to the Berlin crisis, NATO would
soon have the equivalent of 26 divisions, including the 5 fully
manned U.S8. divisions, and their supporthg fOlLEb on its central
front in Europe.l8l

At the start of preparations for making the fiscal year 1963
defense budget estimates in May 1961, McNamara asked the Service
Secretaries and Chiefs to make recommendations on the force levels

. and weapons they would require during fiscal year 1963 and in

subsequent’ years through fiscal year 1967. While the services were
asked to submit individual requirements with no budgetary llmlta-
tions, they were dlrected to group recommended forces into “program
packages''--such as ''strategic retaliatory," "continental air and
missile defense," and '"general purpose forces''--which were related
to the accomplishment of specific¢ missions. During the months of
July through October 1961 Secretary McNamara and Deputy Secretary
of Defense Roswell L. Gilpatric received and reviewed the service
requirements, McNamara described the review process as being
essentially an act of énsuring that "we are to attain the specific
force levels necessary to support the political objectives at the
lowest possible cost."182 Gilpatric characterized the review as
being a "fusion of force structure to military strategy and,
ultimately, the two of them to our larger national goals. 1183 Had
all of the service recommendations been accepted the fiscal 1963
budget would have totalled about $63 billion, but, by having in
effect invited the services to bid freely against each other for the
performance of mission responsibilities within program packages,
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McNamara was able to get cost-effectiveness evaluations of competing
service proposals. Thus on the afternocon of 4 August, McNamara and.
Gilpatric heard the Navy present its proposals in the presence of key
Air Force officials, the Air Force present its proposed program with
key Navy men listening, and Army officials commented on both the Navy

- and Air Force proposals. Based upon this and other review, McNamara
- prepared and forwarded to the Joint Chiefs and Service Secretaries

in mid~-September a tentative program guidance for computing the 1963
budget and for making program.projections for the 5-year period.
When the service budgets were submitted beginning on 23 October,
McNamara found that they still totalled about $54.5 billion.  Work-
ing with the Service Secretaries and the Chiefs, McNamara made

some 620 separate decisions in the next month, some raising items
and others lowering items in the service budgets. Upon reclama
McNamara reversed himself on about 60 items but ended with about
560 changes which reduced the total defense budget for fiscal year
1963 to the $51.6 billion which President Kennedy asked Congress to
appropriate in January, 1962. As a result of the whole budgetary
process, McNamara defended the proposed force structure as being
necessary to meet military requirements without regard to arbitrary
budget ceilings but so calculated as to be attainable at the lowest
possible cost,184

* * * %*

When he presented the fiscal 1963 defense budget and the 5-year
force projections to Congress in January 1962, Secretary McNamara
explained that they reflected '"the conclusion that, while our nuclear
forcesg are increasing, greater emphasis than in the past must be
given, both by ourselves and our NATO allies, to our nonnuclear
forces. . . . What is being proposed. . . is not a reversal of our
existing national policy but an increase in our nonnuclear capa-
bilities to provide a greater degree of versatility to our limited-
war forces.'185 When he was asked to cut across the program package
approach and rate the priority of separate items in terms of national
importance, McNamara stated this order of priority: (1) nuclear
deterrent forces to include Air Force Minuteman and Navy Polaris
missiles;(2) raising the Army to 16 regular combat-ready divisions;
(3) proper equipment for the 16 Army divisions; (4) airlift and
gealift capabilities to move the combat-ready forces; (5) nuclear

attack submarines for antisubmarine warfare; (6) Air Force fighter

aircraft for the support of ground forces; (7) increased procurement
of Navy and Marine Corps aircraft; (8) a new alrcraft carrier. He

‘further remarked that torpedoes for the Navy and iron bombs for the

Air Force would rank high on the illustrative priority list.186
Unlike most other military requirements, Secretary McNamara
considered that the requirement for strategic retaliatory forces--

~the program package that included long-range bombers with air-to-

ground and decoy missiles and supporting tankers, land-based and
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submarine-based strategic missiles, and the systemr for command and
control of the forces--lent itself ''rather well to reasonably pre-

‘cige calculation.'" The major mission of these forces was to deter

war by their capability to destroy the enemy's warmaking potential.
This was judged to be a reasonably finite problem and the quantita-
tive procurement of strategic retaliatory forces included allowances
to be made for losses incurred in a hostile first strike; the number,

types, and lgecations of the aiming points in hostile target systems;.

the numbers and explosive yields of weapons that would be required

- to destroy specified targets; the degree of reiiability of each
. weapon -system; and the cost effectiveness of each weapon system in

comparison with alternate systems. Assuming that the Soviet Union
would ultimately build a large ICBM force, the United States had to
develop the kind of strategic offensive forces which would ''be able
to ride out an all-out attack by nuclear-armed ICBM's in sufficient
strength to strike back decisively.'187

In the way of forces the defense budget for fiscal -year 1963
visualized ‘the completion of the 13-squadron Atlas and 12-squadron
Titan missile programs, the funding of four additional squadrons of
hardened Minuteman missiles (thus providing 17 squadrons and 800
migsiles), and the addition of 6 Polaris submarines, with 6 more
programed for fiscal 1964, making a total projection of 41 Polaris
submarines in the 5-year program. The development of the rail-
mobile Minuteman missile was cancelled, since McNamara was convinced
that the benefits to be gained from the system would not be worth
the cost. A mobile Minuteman would cost "several times" as much as
a fixed-base Minuteman; it would be more expensive to operate, less
reliable, less accurate, more susceptible to sabotage, and fraught
with difficult operational problems such as its protection from
sabotage. As for strategic bombers, the 5-year defense protection
included: the maintenance in the inventory of 14 wings of B-52's
(many of which were supposed to be equipped with Skybolt missiles)
and 2 wings of B-58's. As the missile forces were built up, the
number of B-47 wings would be reduced. After additional study,
McNamara still believed that '"the B-70 will not provide enough of
an increase in our offensive capabilities to justify its very high
cost.'" He nevertheless wished to continue the B-70 in the limited
development program which would 'preserve the option of developing
a manned bomber if we should later determine that such a system is
required.''188 , ; :

Under the program package budgeting arrangement continental
air and missile defense forces included the weapon systems, warning

- and communications networks, and ancillary equipment required to

detect, identify, and track unfriendly forces approaching the North
American continent and to destroy them, Viewing the threat to the

“United States as rapidly changing from manned bombers to the ICEM

and submarine~launched missiles, McNamara envisioned the defensive

~ task as being to: (1) reduce the vulnerability of the existing

bomber defense system to ballistic missile attack; (2) improve the
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. there was a practical limit onthe volume of material. that could be :

-~ of the world. Since no one could be sure where forces might have to

certainty and the timeliness of warning against ballistic missile
attack; (3) provide to the extent feasible for an active defense
against ballistic and submarine-launched missiles; (4) develop a
defense system against unfriendly satellites; and (5) provide to

the ‘extent feasible fallout protection for the population of the
United States. Believing that the air defense system against hostile
aircraft was already ''very extensive and sophisticated;" McNamara
proposed to continue the system in being over the next several years
with few improvements other than continuing to provide manual back-
up for the SAGE system and more dispersal for existing air defense
fighters, Most new air and missile defense expenditures would

have to be programed in the research and development of anti-
ballistic missile systems, 1nclud1ng continuing development of the
Nike Zeus terminal defense system. '"'We must bear in mind,"

McNamara observed, ''that no matter how much we spend, we simply
cannot in this day and age grovide an absolute defense for the
continental United States.

The defense budget for fiscal year 1963 included most of the
4rmy's combat and combat support units, virtually all Navy units,
all Marine Corps units, and the taitical air warfare units of the
Air Force under the general purpose forces program package.
McNamara explained: ''These are the forces on which we would depend
in any conflict short of general nuclear war. . . . it is the
limited war mission which primarily shapes the size and character
of the general purpose forces.'" 1In McNamara's view .the general
purpose forces were in a large measure intended for rhe support
of United States allies around the world, and the great diversity
of units and weapons in this package, the wide -variety of possible
contingencies that had to be contemplated, the role that the
reserve forces might play, and the relationship of United States
and Allied general purpose forces made it most difficult for the
Department of Defense precisely to determine the specific require-
ments for general purpose forces with any degree of precision. As
Secretary McNamara looked at -the problem, however, United States

-general purpose forces either had to be stationed in potentigl

trouble areas or else had to be highly mobilé and readily deployable
from a central reserve in the United States. If the forces were
retained in a central reserve, the United States had to have adequate
airlifc and sealift to move them promptly to trouble areas. Since

shipped overseas in a short period of time, attention had to be
given to prepositioning stocks for mobile forces in various parts

fight, the general purpose forces had to have a great deal of built-
in versatility. Finally, since the general purpose forces would to
a large extent complement similar Allied forces, their size and
character would be affected by the size and character of Allied
forces.190 ‘
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- justify the higher cost."

In response to the Berlin crisis the Department of Defense had
already increased the size of the general purpose forces by the
mobilization of National Guard and Reserve urits for a year's

‘gservice.  On 3 January 1962, President Kennedy announced that the
Regular Axmy's strength would be increased from 14 to 16 divisions,

and the activation of two new regular divisions in February 1962
brought the Army to a newly-authorized strength of 960,000 military
personnel., Where earlier planning had relied upon the expansion of
Army units to meet war emergencies by the mobilization of reservist
elements, McNamara stated an objective of immediate readiness for
Army units and the maintenance of a capability rapidly to deploy up
to six divisions to Europe, while simultaneously maintaining a
reserve of other ready divisions for deployment to other parts of
the world.191 ,

During the Berlin crisis the Navy expanded its force level to
16 attack carriers and 10 air-sea warfare carriers. In determining
force levels for fiscal year 1963 the Joint Chirfs of Staff agreed
that 15 attack carriers and 9 ASW carriers should be supported, with

these levels to be subject to review in future years. In the course .

of budget review within the Department of Defense, however, Generals
LeMay and Decker questioned the advisability of including the con-
struction of ‘a new Forrestal class carrier in the fiscal 1963 fund-
ing. LeMay also urged that in the future greater emphasis ought to
be placed upon antisubmarine carriers and less emphasis should be
given to attack.carriers. On the other hand, Admiral George W.
Anderson, Jr., Chief of Naval Operations, strongly urged that the
attack carriers were uniquely suited for limited war employments

and wsild be able to survive under general war conditions. General
Lemniczer agreed with Anderson, "I think,' Lemnitzer said, '‘the
attack carrier is as important today as it was during World War II."
In the end McNamara accepted the value of the attack carrier in the
limited-war role although he conceived that the wvalue of the attack
carrier would gradually diminish in the general war role as larger
forces of strategic missiles became available. '"There are many
potential trouble spots in the world," he stated, 'where the attack
carrier is and will continue to be the only practical means of
bringing our air striking power to bear, Carrier airpower can be
employed without involving third parties, without invoking treaties,
agreements, or overflight rights. And . . . the carrier task. force
is a most effective means for presenting a show of force or o
establishing a military presence, whlch often has helped to maintain
the peace and discourage hostilities." Admiral Anderson believed

“that the Navy required a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, but

McNamara's studies indicated that a nucleaxr-powered carrier would
cost about one~third to one-half more to construct and operate than -
an equivalent conventionally-powered carrier. ''The operational bene-
fits to be derived from the nuclear-powered carrier, particularly
in limited-war operations,' he observed, "do not, in our judgment,
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Reflecéing the mobilization of Air National Guard and Air Force

- Reserve unitsg in the autumm of 1961 the strength of worldwide

tactical air forces--including tactical fighters, bombers, and
reconnaissance, Matador and Mace missiles, troop carrier planes, and
oversea-based fighter interceptors--rose sharply from 32 to 43 wings.
Looking toward the release of reservist pergonnel and yet to an
augmentation of tactical ailr forces, the Air Force secured McNamara's
approval in November 1961 for an expansion of the regular tactical
fighter force from 16 to 21 wings.l33 The temporary equipment of

" the five additional fighter wings would be managed by retention of
‘old F-84 fighters in the regular inventory when Air National Guard

squadrons were released from the federal service. In the future

the TFX (F-111) was expected to be developed for use by both the

Alr Force and the Navy. 1In the interim some new fighter was
required for the modernization of the tactical fighter wings. Taking
an active interest in the matter, McNamara worked closely with LeMay
in an examination of the prospects for Air Force procurement of
either additional F-105's or of Navy-developed A-4D;s or F-4H's., At
first McNamara ruled that the Air Force would procure A-4D's since
they would cost only about a third as much as F-4H's. The Air

Force preferred the F-4H since it was newer, carried more ordnance,
and was operationally superior, and, on the basis of these arguments,
McNamara reversed his order. The Air Force nevertheless continued
to pose some reservations about the F-4H in comparison with the
F-105. Because of stresses placed upon fighter bombers during
maneuverg, the Air Force had long required these planes to have a
built in strength capable of withstanding 8.67 G loadings.  The
F-105 had been designed with such characteristics, but the McDonnell
had a designed strength of only 6.5 G. 1It'was the Navy opinion that
a modern fighter which employed guided missiles from greater ranges
would not be subjected to tight high-G maneuvers, and after studying
the statistics the Air Force ultimately agreed that it could accept
the design capabilities of the F~4H. Other than for slight reser-
vations about the stress loading, Air Force tests showed the F-4H

_to be superior in many ways to the older F-105. In February 1962,
the Department of Defense accordingly authorized the Air Force to

reduce F-105 procurement and order substantial numbers of F-4H's,

'which were subsequently designated F-110A's and finally F-4C's.
- The Air Force also changed its plan to procure RF-105 aircraft in

favor of RF-4C's. Somewhat later, McNamara described the F-105 and
F-4 experience as a ''perfect illustration" of opportunities for major

. savings. - '"'It was not until after the completion of development and

the start of procurement," he said, 'that we standardized on the

"~ 'F<4H for both getrvices, This is very wasteful, because we had
+ “duplicate development and, to a considerable degree, duplicate
.production facilities prepared for these alrcraft., We did. . .
" achieve, . '» savings . . . In spare parts procurement and certain
.. maintenance functions as a result of the standardization. We are
o -better.off than if we had not standardized, but we standardized

ﬁkj‘too late. "194
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From the start of his administration President Kennedy empha-
sized the need to expand national military airlift capabilities,
and. Secretary McNamara was confident that the establishment of the
separate planning, programing, and budgeting package for airlift/
sealift forces would bring these forces into balance with forces,
equipment, and supplies that would require deployment.195 1In the
mobilization of 1961 five Air Force Reserve C~124 squadrons reported
to the Tactical Air Command and six Air National Guard C-97 squad-
rons joined the Military Air Transport Service. Made available by
diverting production from tankers to transport planes, 45 C-135's
became available to MATS, which assigned them to three squadrons,
one of which was a converted C-118 squadron.l96 Except for the
'C-133's and C-135's, however, airlift aircraft in service early in
1962 were more than ten years old, and the expansion of airborme
mobility was still more a matter of promise than of actuality.
While the C-135's proved useful for quick movements of troops over
long distances, they had no airdrop capability and a limited cargo
capacity. In making the fiscal year 1963 budget, McNamara considered
procurement of more C-135's, but he ultimately decided that these
planes could not be delivered until a time when better aircraft v
could be had.197 The better plane would be the C-141 Starlifter, &
an aircraft selected for development during 1961 in what General 4
LeMay described as ''the best coordinated project that we have had
up to date.' This plane was configured to carry 98 percent of the
equipment items of an airborne division for distances up to 5,500
nautical miles at a speed of more than 440 knots., The 1963 budget
contained funds for the initiation of production of the C-141 and
for the purchase of a test and evaluation quantity of the plane,
As of January 1962 Secretary McNamara nevertheless confessed that
he had found "no simple black or white solution" for calculating
militaey airlift requirements. ''We estimate," he said, ''that our b
current capability is sufficiently great to permit the deployment - .
of significant forces to any remote area in a relatively short i
‘time. This capability, while impressive, is nevertheless less than
what we feel we ought to have to meet a full range of contingencies.'198
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* * * *

As a matter of fact General LeMay, who had become Air Force
‘Chief of  Staff on 30 June 1961, agreed '"with the administration's
policy of trying to build up a little more conventional power that
could take care of limited wars in a little better manner than we
might have been able to do it in the past." He also Believed that
the total amount of defense money requested in the 1963 budget was
generous. ''When you get an increase in the overall Department of
Defense budget of the size contemplated this year,' he remarked,
"I do not think any reasonable man will say we should have more."
LeMay. was nevertheless greatly concerned that the 1963 budget and
the 5-year force projection would not continue to build strategic
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superiority. The total obligational authority allocated to

- strategic retaliatory forces in 1963 ($8.5 billion) was a lesser

amount than in 1962 ($9.1 billion), and according to the 5-year
program the commitment of funds to strategic forces would trend
downward from about 18 to 20 percent of the total defense budget to
about 8 percent. "I think," LeMay said, "that your strategic forces
must come first, . . . I worry about the trend as established by
this year's budget. . . . I do not think you can maintain superiority
in this field with that sort of a program.'199

LeMay feared the loss of strategic superiority because experience
indicated that a nation could counter limited aggression only if it
maintained its strategic initiative. "I point out," he said, "that
you cannot fight a limited war except under the umbrella of strategic
superiority. For example, we would not hive dared to go into
Lebanon, . . without strategic superiority which kept the enemy air
force off."200 Speaking as Air Force Director of Plans, Major General
David A. Burchinal further developed the relationship of strategic
capability to the handling of lesser conflict. '"If you have a
strategic capability which is clearly superior. . .," Burchinal ex-
plained, ''then you have in fact established your ability to control
. . . escalation in the lower levels. In other words, if two conven-
tional forces in a limited engagement come together, the fact we could
win at the higher level would make it unprofitable for the enemy to
let it expand, and we would therefore control the intensity and be
able to keep it at that [lower levell].''201 1In public speeches and in
testimony in the winter of 1961-62, General Frederic H. Smith, Jr.,
Air Force Vice Chief of Staff, emphasized that strategic superiority
was ‘a prerequisite of counterforce. ''The gravest risk an aggressor
faces,'" Smith pointed out, "is the loss of his military forces.

‘Without these forces, he is helpless. Agression is no longer

possible. Worst for him, without forces an aggressor can't even

-control the people he has already conquered. Thus the capability

to defeat 2n enemy's forces °s the only rational objective of mili-
tary preparedness.'202 Smith demonstrated that the maintainance of
strategic superiority was imperative both in order to keep ahead of
Soviet technological challenge and to permit the United States to
enjoy a wide variety of counterforce options in target selection.
Spezking of a Soviet commander; Smith rationalized: ''He will
realize his range of options as we realize ours, and if he determines
that regardless of how he attacks we are going to end up with a
clear advantage, then I do not think he will come.  And certainly
he would decide that if he does not concentrate on our military
force, then we have an overwhelming force to go back at him, and I

~don't think he would be illogical. . . . By having two or more

options we might well better our situation if war comes, over that
which it would be if we just had a complete all-outzggase destruc-

tion without any application of logical reasoning."
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= ‘General Smith also presented an epitome of Air Force strategic
thinking to the Armed Serxrvices and Appropriations Committees of the
- Senate and House of Representatives in February 1962. This state-
7' ment read: ,
: Atithe outset, we should be quite clear that of the
various levels of international conflict--from troubled
.: peace through cold, limited, and general war--general
"~ war and local wars that can escalate to general war pose
the primary wilitary threat to the security of the free
world.
: This will remain true for the foreseeable future. It
is our conviction, therefore, that the core of our security
. planning lies in the maintenance of an effective capability
to prosecute successfully a general war. Only with this
capability can we insure national survival if general war
occurs. Only if we have, in fact, the shield of this
capability can we support our commitments worldwide--
either in the cold war or in limited conflict.

Accordingly, ours musc be a posture based upon
strategic force capabilities which provide confidence in
winning a general war if one is forced upon us. All of
our other capabilities depend upon this fundamental one,
Such a posture will provide the basis for an effective .
deterrent to a Soviet decision to attack the United
States or its allies. With lesser capabilities, the
Nation might ultimately reach a position of strategic
inferiority marked by repeated, potentially disastrous

- incursions against our security, and, finally, against
© our very survival,
o The foregoing is fundamental to our strategic con=-
- cept.- This concept requires a war waging capability--
. our primary goal is to deter war, but, if deterrence
 fails, we must have the capability to fight and prevail.
o In assessing the types of forces required to main-
tain this strategic posture we must first determine the
tasks to be performed and under what conditions they
. must be accomplished. Simply stated, our forces must
possess the ability to survive an enemy attack, pene=-
- trate enemy defenses, and attack with weapons of
. 'gufficient yield ard accuracy to assure the destructior.
:0f targets that remain to threaten the United States.
-and our allies, At the same time, we must obtain tue
‘essential facts concerning the course of the conflicr
‘during and after our attacks. This requires reconnais-
-sance of enemy territory for both targeting and
_retargeting as well as for damage assessment,
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" Our strategic capabilities must include a secure .

‘means for sustained command and coatrol of the strategic

force. The decision making process must be geared to
the quick reaction and flexibility which is built into
the strategic weapon systems,

In our strategy, we must continue to cover with a ;
high assurance factor all targets representing long-range
enemy strategic forces, 'This requires warheads and
bombs of ‘adequate yields, and missiles and aircraft of
sufficient range and accuracy to do the job. In the
event of war, an importanc part of the overall task is
to determine the degree of success we have achieved
in destroying targets, and the capability to restrike
those targets which we have 'not yet destroyed.

Essential to continued strategic superiority is a
diversification of the force to include both manned
and unmanned vehlcles, since no single weapon system can
do the entire job. In.general, diversification pro-
vides four advantages: First, it -gives us a flexible
or versatile capability, so that if one method of attack
is rendered ineffective because of enemy defenses, we
have other methods available. Secnnd, it forces the
enemy to expend effort and resources in his attempt to
defend against all methods of our attack, Third, it
compounds- the enemy attack problem, both in types and
numbers of weapons, which in turn enhances the surviv-

- ability of each of cur systems., “And, fourth, the

manned systems give us a capability to observe and
report th:z physical evidence of an enemy's situation.
This information is & vital requirement for the conduct
of war. For, without it, it would be impossible to
make controlled responses or even to find bases for
negotiations, were the enemy to indicate his de51res to
negotiate.

Since the enemy capability is by no means statlc,
there is a requirement for continuous modernization--
improving existing weapon systems and introducing new
ones. As the enemy develops new defenses, we must
develop new means to penetrate those defenses.

A trend that is obvious from continuous:study of
the changing threat and analysis of our force require-
ments is that all weapons sooner or later are overtaken
by events. We do not helieve there is such a thing as
an ultimate weapon and certainly nothing in our present
or projected inventory can claim that distinction.
Therefore we believe we must continue to take full
advantage of the broadening horizons of technology both
o meet the threats posed by our adversaries and,

where possible, present those adversarxes ‘with

technological surprise,
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Strategic offensive forces and continental defense
forces have a complementary role in providing a deter-
rent posture or in providing for survival of the Nation
should general war occur. A nation whose national phil-
ogophy 18 not to strike the first blow must have. ., .
overwhelming offensive forces--and by 'overwheluing'

« « o I mean forces of sufficient character, hardness,
and size, as to endure a first strike by an enemy and

have the resultant strength necessary to destroy any
residual capability which h« hag, to enable us to
achieve our objectives and prevail.204

, Against the backdrop of these summarizations of the importance
of strategic superiority, General LeMay and Air Staff officers made
known their specific objections to the fiscal year 1963 budget.
LeMay believed that in addition to the 200 Minuteman missiles

. authiorized for procurement at least 100 more ought to be purchased

and that the budget should include money for the long leadtime items
for about 150 additional Minuteman missiles. Given a choice between
these additional missiles and a manned strategic system, however
LeMay admitted a preference for a manned system, though he urged
that both could be had by rearranging rather than increasing Zir
Force budget allocations.205 While the Air Force was confident that
the B-52H, equipped with Skybolt missiles (which were “eing funded
for initial procurement in the 1963 budget), would be able to
nvenetrate hostile defenses, McNamara's refusal to release the 3525
million that Congress had already appropriated for additional B-~52's
made it evident that continuation of rhis plane in pioduction was
impossible, The Air Force accordingly placed all-its efforts behind
getting approval for the B-70 as a strategic weapon system,206

Even in its original concept the B~70 had included many features
that fitted it for service as a reconnaissance/stiike aircraft as
well as a bomber, With the passing of time the role and reliability
of ballistic missiles could be seen more clearly, and many state-
of-the-art advances were achieved in reconnaissance sensors and air-
to~ground missiles, Thus by the summer of 1961 the B-70 system
was increasingly referred to as the RBS-70, and; as a result of new
studies, the Air Force submitted to Secretary McNamara on 5 October
1961 a proposal for the development of the R3-70 as a weapon system
capabie of performing reconnaissance, strike, damage assessment, and
intelligence collection missions., The Air Force was confident that
suitable air-to-ground missiles could be developed to replace
gravity bombs as the armament for the RS-70, and since the RS-70
would not have to fly directly over highly-defended target areas
defensive subsystems could be simplified. In its submission, the
Air Force asked that six RS-70 aircraft should be built (including -
the three B-70's) in order to develop and test the full reconnais~
sance~-gtrike coacept. After review of the proupesal the Office of

‘the Secretary of Defense ruled that the state~of-the-art was not
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adequate to support the system development outlined by the Air
Force. It believed ‘that technical development programs ought to be
conducted for a year or two on radar sensors, strike missiles; and
communications equipment prior to a decision on the RS-70 weapon
system. Except for LeMay, the Joint Chiefs agreed with Secretary
McNamara's decision to proceed with a limited development program
designed to _provide three flyable B-70's, without weapon system
components. :
In an appearance before the House Appropriations SubcommiCCee

in January 1962 SecretaTy McNamara accepted the possibility that a
reconnaissance-strike aircraft might be useful, but he considered
that the RS-70 proposal would require a great deal more study ‘to
“determine. whether the advantages of such an aircraft would be worth
the great costs involved.208 McNamara's presentation to -the House
Armed Services Committee proposed to continue the B-70 program in

a development stage, both to-realize benefits from past expenditures
of funds-and to maintain an option to introduce the vehicle into
the operating force.209 Both Secretary Zuckert and General LeMay
disagreed with the Secretary of Defense position on the RS-70,

"Our recommendation,' Zuckert told the Senate Subcommittee on
.Appropriations on 27 February, ''was that we should proceed with the
B-70 as a full weapons system rather than the limited development
program which was approved. . . . I think that the judgment as to
whether or 'not you go-ahedd is determined by your judgment as to
the -effectiveness of the weapons system. On this, the Secretary of
Defense and the Air Force quite obviously do not agree. "210  LeMay
was equally positive. "I do feel," he said, ''that we must go on -
with the manned systems developnenc--che RS-70 and: the full weapons _
system.'21l At the invitation of the House Subcommittee on Appro-
priations, an Air Force officer, Colonel David C., Jones, made a
special presentation on the RS=70 on 15 March. '"We in the Air Force,"
Jones remarked, '"are firmly convinced that the capabilities
ascribed to the RS-70 are well within the current state of the art.
We have had this probiem reviewed in detail by highly qualified
personnel who have confirmed the technical feasibility.'" Jones
urged that the RS-70 would be employed to complement the future
ballistic missile force. He strongly emphasized the reconnaissance
aspects of the manned system: such on-the-spot reconnaissance could
not be provided by a reconnaissance satellite that would have to
orbit far above the banks of cloud cover that lay over Russia and
China a large part of each day, In summary, Jones said that the
RS-70 would accomplish essential tasks: "First, observe and report
the condition of "thé epemy during and after the initial strikes. . . .
Second task. Increase assurance of destruction of primary targets
¢ « « o« Third task. Seek out and destroy unique targets--the
extremely hard, the mobile, and imprecisely located, and fourth,
provide the prevision, discrimination, and flexibility which must
be an inherent part of our strategic capability.'" Jones submitted
that the RS-70 '"will £ill a serious void in the planned force
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structure by providing on-the-spot judgment, force management
visibility of the entire force, and the extremely accurate delivery
of weapons of appropriate yield. It is ideally suited for employ-
ment in a strategy of flexible response,''212

Secretary McNamara acknowledged that either Zuckert or LeMay
had the right to appear before a Congressional committee and.to .
express personal opinions (not as official Air Force positions), but
he considered it inappropriate that a representative of the Air
Force should present what purported to be an official Air Force
position that was distinct from the President's position as repre-
sented by the administration budget.213 On 13 March McNamara
requested the Secretary of the Air Force to establish a study group
to reassess the RS-70 weapon system.2l4 At a press conference on
15 March, McNamara delivered a long statement in which he described
the B-70 as 'a more technically complex vehicle than any of the
ICBM's" and the RS-70 as introducing even more -eomplicated subsystems
that "may well lie beyond what can be done on the basis of present
scientific knowledge.' He insisted: '"Until we know much more about
the proposced system-~its technical feasibility, its military
effectiveness and its cost--we have no rational basis for committing
this aircraft to weapon system development or production.' McNamara
saw no reason why B-52's or B-58's, which would arrive in the hostile
target area after ICBM's had suppressed the enemy's defenses, could
not perform necessary reconnaissance functions,215

Already on record with the belief that the Department of
Defense was prematurely discarding manned bombers in favor of missiles,
the House Armed Services Committee readily accepted the Air Force
proposals for the RS-70. '"As our missile force grows,'" the Committee
reported in March, ''the role for manned strategic aircraft shifts
more toward observing, reporting, evaluating and exercising on-the-
spot judgment and action." Referring to the Defense Department's
refusal to spend the additional money Congress had voted in 1961 for
long-range: bombers, Chairman Vinson thought that the time had come
to determine whether Congress could 'exercise a positive authority"
by requiring that funds be spent for appropriated purposes. The
report of the House Armed Services Committee therefore ''directed,
ordered, mandated and required' the spending of $491 million author-
ized for the RS-70, this being the amount necessary for the six-
plane program that the Air Force recommended. '"If this language
constitutes a test as to whether Congress has the power to so mandate,"
the report read, ''let the test be made and let this important weapon
system be the field of trial."216 On 14 March a presentation which
McNamara gave to Vinson in the Pentagon left the House Armed Services
Committee apparently unmoved. Vinson declared that he and his
committee would "fight for legislation on the floor of the House in
the exact form that we recommended it.""217 While he did not change
his mind on the need for the RS-70, Vinson later remarked that he
knew that Congress could not "compel' the President to do its
bidding. On 20 March, moreover, McNamara informed Vinson that the
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Department of Defense would restudy the matter in the light of
Congressional recommendations. Writing on this same day, President
Kennedy declared that it was "incumbent upon the Executive to give
every possible consideration., . . to the views of Congress.'" Late
that afternoon in the Rose Garden at the White House, Kennedy dis-
cussed the RS-70 with Vinson, and, on the morning of 21 March, the
House Armed. Services Committee unanimously voted to move an amend-
ment to its earlier report deleting the word "directed" and adding
“"authorized" in the mandate for action on the RS-70. Later in the
day the House passed the appropriations act with such wording,
thereby authorizing $491 million for the RS-70., Vinson assured his
colleagues from the floor that ''authorized' inm this particular
instance means more than ever before' and promised that ''we are going
to watch this new study by the department every step of the way from
this point on.

After he had carefully studied the material with Secretary
Zuckert, Secretary McNamara permitted Colonel Jones to present the
Air Force briefing on the RS-70 to the Senate Subcommittee on
Appropriations on 2 April. The revised presentation maintained a
more cautious tone on the technical side of the story.219 Sentiment
in the Senate, however, ran in favor of an expanded RS~70 program.
Speaking on 11 April, Chairman Russell of the Armed Services
Committee conceded that Secretary McNamara probably would not spend
any additional money that Congress appropriated for the RS-70, but
he nevertheless wished to raise the RS-70 appropriation to $363.7
million, thus financing the threec B-70's &and two additional RS-70 .
aircrarft. ‘"It would be worthwhile for the United States to have A
some of the RS~70's going around the world and landing at airfields,
where the people of various countries could see them,' Russell said.
"The long-range missiles could be placed in silos all over the United
States, and we could have 1,000 or 10,000 of them, but that would

. not impress people all over the world and lead them to believe that

we are still the most powerful nation on earth.'220 Before the
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations on 18 May, LeMay again
expressed his reservations about the amount of funds allocated to
strategic forces in the fiscal 1963 budget and called for additional
Minuteman missiles as well as an acceleration of the RS~70 program.
To LeMay the RS-70 was a "low-risk program" that would be "a
tremendous weapon system.' He emphasized that he believed in the
RS-70 because of its capabilities rather than just because it was

a bomber. "I object," he said, 'to having the term 'bomberman'
applied to me. I use the weapon system that will do the job. If
kiddie cars will do the job I will use those." "If we lose our
strategic superiority,' he concluded, 'we are losing a considerable
proportion of our security, if not all of 1t because without the

- gtrategic umbrella, you can do nothing else. n221

Although LeMay asked the Senate to approve the $491 million

‘:; amount requested for three XB-70's and three RS-70's in order to
. prevent the dismantling of sub-contractor facilities that were being

630




ey

’
s ,

AT

AN

O

e e

P

used to build the stainless steel aircraft, the final budget voted
by Congress in August 1962 followed the Senate recommendations that
$363 million be comnitted to the RS-70 program to finance the com-
pletion of the three XB-70's and the construction of two additional
RS-70's with necessary weapon subsystems. By raising the amount for
the RS-70 from the $171 million requested in the adminigtration
budget, Congress hLad apparently voted the funds that the Department
of Defense would need to move rapidly ahead with the RS-70 program,
providing reviews of the program justified such action,222
According to his later recollections on the subject, Secretary
McNamara had told the Air Force and the Ccngress as early as ‘
February 1962 that he would proceed with a three-aircraft test
program for the B-70 but that he was '"absolutely and unequivocally
opposed to the deployment of the airplane.”223 Following his
directive for the establishment of a study group to reassess the
RS-70 weapon system, Secretary McNamara further directed Zuckert on
31 March to have the study group broaden its work to a review of the
possible usefulness of an RS-70 force in a non-nuclear or limited
war environment. Headed by Dr. Joseph V. Charyk, Under Secretary
of the Air Force for Research and Development, the RS-70 Ad Hoc
Group submitted a total of 11 documents on the system during June
1962. In August General LeMay and Secretary Zuckert made program
change recommendations, and, according to lLeMay, on 29 September
the Chairman and the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed
that the XB-70 prograr should be reoriented to the armed reconnais-
gance concept and recommended approval of those porticns of the
nroposal necessary to accomplish the reorientation required to
demonstrate the feasibility of the aircraft and the associated sub-
systems in a timely manner. In explaining his support for the RS-70,
General Earle G. Wheeler, Army Chief of Staff, described his opinion
as a ''purely military" judgment. Admival Anderson recommended the
continuation of RS-70 development because’ it represented "a consider-
able advance' in the development of high-speed aircraft and related
subsystems for reconnaissance purposes and because we wanted fully
to capitalize on the already great investment in the B-70,224
At the same time that the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided
Secretary McNamara a military judgment in favor of developing the
RS-70, Dr. Harold Brown, who had become Director of Defense Research

and Engineering, provided McNamara ''views on the technical feasibility

of doing some of the things that the RS-70 was supposed to do.'225
Dr. Brown concluded that 'so far as vulnerability is concerned, speed
and altitude are not great advantages.' He believed that the Nike-
Hercules was probably capable of knocking down a B-70 and that by

the time that the airplane could become operational missile defenses
would be even more sophisticated. Brown also argued that the
recallability of manned aircraft, which might be dispatched in
critical junctures on "fail safe' missions, did not give an adued
time for decision making. Even in an all-missile force, he
demonstrated, '"human judgment is present in deciding which missiles
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- would fly higher and faster--Brown suggested that study ought to be
~given to an airpiane "designed to fly low and as fast as it can

‘attacked by a missile. As for post-attack reconnaissance, he

to fire, how to change the war plan. . . during the war and so on.
The judgment goes in before you press the button. Once you press
the button the equipment takes over just as it takes over after you
drop the bomb out of the airplane.' Rather than the RS-70--which

comfortably fly low,"226 Brown specific¢ally predicted that the
RS-70 probably could not in its ‘operational time period attain the
attack accuracy claimed for it and that its capability to penetrate
un-degraded defenses at high altitudes would no: be '"very large."227
Possibly as a result of Dr. Brown's reasoning, Secretary
McNamara requested the Air Force on 15 October to study the possible
development of a long endurance aircraft--called the Dromedary--"~
which might serve as a mobile platform for certain types of missiles
that might be added to the strategic force.228 ' As a result of the
continuing studies of the RS-70, McNamara was not able to make a
final decision on the matter until 20 November 1962, by which time
the Department of Defense review of the fiscal year 1964 budget
was already underwary. At this time McNamara ruled that the program
would be limited to the development of the three prototype B-70's
but that $50 million of the additional funds voted by Congress for
the RS-70's would be used to develop selected sensor components for
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such aircraft. President Kennedy subsequently approved McNamara's
decisicn on the matter.229 when he explained the administration

decision, McNamara related it not to the future of manned weapon V
svstems but to the question of "whether this particular -aircraft, i

in either of its cor figurations, could add enougk to our already §~w

programed capabilities to make it worth its very high cost." The
Air Forxce had justified the RS-70 as necessary for trans-attack
reconnaissance (reconnaissance during or after a missile attack) and
for an ability to examine targets and to attack them immediately
with dtrike missiles. If a target were known to be somewhere within
a relatively small area, McNamara believed that its location could
eventually be established with enough precision to permit it to be

suggested that '"other means are expected to be available to determine
whether targets previously attacked by ICEM's have been destroyed.,"

In summary, McNamara said: 'The RS-70, by carrying air-to-surface
missiles, would provide only a very small increase 1n overall effective-
ness. In my judgment this increase is not worth the large additional
outlay oi funds estimated at more than $10 bxllion above the $1.35
billion already approved."30 :

%* * * , *

In his commentaries on the Department of Defense budget for
fiscal year 1963 Genexal LeMay was chiefly concerned with the
reduction in emphasis accordea to strategic forces within it. As
early as the autumn of 1961, however, the Air Force evidently viewed
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the new program package budgeting approach as providing for
undesirable divisions of air power which would deny air power its
inherent flexibility in operations. In the course of a major
address in Philadelphia on 21 September 1961, General LeMay. reminded
his audience that aerospace power was indivisible and offered the
ultimate in flexibility. "Our problem then, as I see it, as we
reach higher and farther,' he continued, 'is that we must maintain
our unity of mission and unity as an organization. , . . To be a

. credible deterrent, aerospace power must consist of flexible and

diversified forces that have a war-waging and war-winning capability
e + « o We need to restate firmly that the United States Air Force
is an entity. Its elements all contribute to the aerospace power that
is vital for our defense.'231l

Presented on 24 April 1962 by Brigadier General Jerry D. Page,
USAF Deputy Director of Plans for Aerospace Plans and subsequently
circulated as an Air Force position paper, ''The USAF Concept for
Limited War" engrossed many of the old doctrines about air power and
new ideas that had been developed §uring>the scrategic debates
earlier in 1962, This paper visualized war "in terms of the well-
known 'spectrum of conflict,' with cold war at one extreme, general
war at the opposite extreme, and limited war, with its numerous
gradations, in between." It postulated: 'The military base for

‘successful deterrence at any level is overall force superiority; that

is, a capability to fight successfully at whatever level of intensity
necessary to win our objectives. Overall force superiority means
maintaining control of the conflict by fighting on our terms, and

its sine qua non is a war-winning ability to disarm the enemy even

-~ 1f the highes threshold of war is crossed. . . . Since limited war

against Communist forces is not a separate entity from general war,
our strategy and forces for limited war should not be separated

from our overall strategy and force structure. The artificial
distinction of limited war forces for this war and general war forces
for that war destroys the inter-acting strength of our forces that
will provide force superiorxity and continuous deterrence at any

level of conflict." The paper provided a set of maxims and offered
them as a guide for national strategy, military force posture, and
for planning "in the real world of the 1960'5 and 70's." These

"‘maxims were as follows:

T 1. The deterrence of limited war is directly prepor-
- tional to the risk assessed by the potential aggressor.

. Policies which appear to lower the risk in the eyes of the |
i aggressor will encourage his aggressive acts.
o2, One risk that is always unacceptable to any
co Communist state is the threatened loss or neutralization of

i its military capabilities.

.. 3, 1If deterrence has failed and the U.S. is 1nvolved
ina limited war, the primary objective will be to attain
~-the political ends for which the U.S, entered the conflict--

633




e

PR )

_normally involving the ending of hostilities as soon
as possible, on favorable terms and at the lowest
practicable level of intensity.

; 4, Success in limited war is contingent upon
maintaining a superior general war capability.

5. -Escalation must be feared most by the power
with the weaker general war capability.

"6. With general war superiority, a nation should
respond to limited war aggression with the timely
application of whatever forces are necessary, but no
more, to -achieve its objectives.

7. A nation's resources for defense are not
unlimited, Within these resources the required
general war forces demand the highest priority; expendi-~ .
tures for forces capable of fighting less than general
war must not infringe on the maintenance of a superior
general war capability. .

8., A nation with technological superiority should
use this asset to produce the most effective weapons .
and delivery systems, and thereby offset any deficien-
cies in defense resources, such as total manpower,
conventional armaments, etc.

9. In limited war, control of the course of the .
conflict is paramount. The conflict should be con-
ducted to take advantage of our best capabilities, to
provide us with maximum choices rather than have the
choices forced upon us by the enemy.

10. Insofar as practicable, military forces
should be designed with the range, mobility, flexibility,
speed, penetrative ability, and firepower delivery that
can perform in cold, limited and general war situations.232

In his explanations of the program package budgeting approach,
Secretary McNamara carefully pointed out that ''we could use certain
elements of the strategic retaliatory forces and continentcal air
and missile defense forces for particular limited war tasks and
of course, all our forces would be employed in a general'war."2§3
Mindful that the Air Force possessed bomb-rack kits that enabled
the B-47's and B-52's to be converted into conventional bomb
carriers, McNamara was willing to admit that these planes had a
limited capability for conventional bombing in small wars, but he
remarked that the RB-70 would have no conventional bomb carrying
capability. When ceonsidering a conventional-bomb war, moreover,
McNamara thought it important to remember that the new F-4 tactical
fighters and the experimental TFX would have ''very substantial con-
ventional bombing capabilities.'234 :

* * * %
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- Since the Kennedy-McNamara administration was unwilling to

provide a neat package description of national strategy, the full

dimensions of the new United States defense policy and strategic
outlook emerged only gradually during 1962, McNamara accepted a part

of the Air Force counterforce strategy that called for the maintenance

of particularized weapons, hardened weapons deployment, and secure
command and control systems that would permit measured attacks
against hostile military forces rather than all-out '"spasm'’ strikes
against cities and population centers. . Speaking at Ann Arbor,
Michigan, on 16 June 1962, McNamara stated: 'The United States has

‘come to the conclusion that to the extent feasible basic military

strategy in a possible nuclear war should be approached in much the
same way that more conventional military operations have been re-
garded in the past. That is to say, principal military objectives,
in the event of a nuclear war stemming from a major attack on the
Alliance, should be the destruction of the enemy's military forces,
not of his civilian population. . . . In other words, we are giving
a possible opponent the strongest incentive to refrain from strik-
ing our cities.' Apparently discounting minimum deterrence in this
same address, McNamara judged that "relatively weak national nuclear
forces with enemy cities as their targets are not likely to be
sufficient to perform even the function of deterrence. If they are
small, and perhaps vulnerable on the ground or in the air, or in-
accurate, a major antagonist can take a variety of measures to
counter them. Indeed, if a major antagonist came to believe there
was a substantial likelihood of it being used independently, this
force would be inviting a pre-emptive first strike against it,"235
Even though Secretary McNamara favored a counterfotce posture
as presenting a favorable option, he was not entirely sure that the
posture would divert initial Soviet attacks away from American
cities. Asked whether he could imagine a situation where the Soviets
might attempt to spare American cities, he replied: "I can imagine
such a situation, yes. I am not suggesting that I think it highly
probable but I think that this higher requirement for survivability
is a requirement that we should consider."236 After an interview
late in 1962, McNamara was directly quoted as saying: "I believe
myself that a counterforce strategy is most likely to apply in
circumstances in which both sides have the ‘capability of surviving
a first strike and retaliating selectively. This is a highly unpre-
dictable business; of course. But today, following a surprise
attack on us, we would still have the power to respond with over-
whelming force, and they would not then have the capability of a
further strike. In this situation, given the highly irrational act
of an attempted filrst strike against us, such a strike seems most
likely to take the form of an all-out attack on both military
targets and population centers. This is why a nuclear exchange
confined to military targets seems more possible, not less, when

- both sides have a sure second-strike capability. ~Then you might
_have a more stable 'balance of terror.' This may seem a rather
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“subtle point, but from where I m sitting it seems a point worth
- thinking about.,"237
- Many commentators interpreted McNamara's address at Ann Arbor
as a conceptual acceptance of the doctrine of counterforce which
B - seemed logically to demand '"acceptance of its sine qua non--the
A T ability to locate, seek out, and destrc} enemy  forces wherever and
Como i in whatever manner they may be deployed.'238 To correct this
4 misinterpretation, McNamara explained that he had carefully refrained
P 7 - from using the word '"counterforce' because it meant different things
" to different people. He meant to say no more than "that our total
force requirement is determined on an assumption that we nust have
- gufficient strategic forces to absorb a full Soviet strike, and
survive with sufficient strength to absolutely destroy the Soviet
Union. We consider the possibility, but it is only a possibility,
. that we may wish to launch that force in waves, if you will. Now
- ¢ the fact that it is launched in waves means that certain portions of
: : it are exposed to potential further destruction during the period
e it is withheld prior to launch. This, in turn, increases our
ks : . requirement for secure communications, secure command and control
centers, and invulnerable forces.'239 Far from posing a requirement
for a first-strike preemptive force, McNamara explained: "One
point I was making in the Ann Arbor speech is that our second-strike
S capability is so sure that there would be no rational basis on which
T to launch a preemptive strike.'240 '"The points I emphasized at Ann
BT Arbor," he told a press conference, "included the point that weak
: oo _“nuclear forces operating individually under the contrel of a single
f ‘ nation were dangerous, ohsolete, and costly. It has been the policy
‘ - of this government, and will continue to be the pollcy, to deter the
proliferation of national nu~lear forces.' ,

As time passed the commentators who had belleved that McNamara
had endorsed a transcendent counterforce at Ann Arbor began to
report that he had instead visualized a ''stalemate" in the employ-

- ment of nuclear weapons. When General Taylor was questionsd on
this matter on 9 August 1962~--the day that the Senate confirmed his
appointment as Chaiyrman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, he responded:
"I am not sure what is meant by 'stzlemate.' If that wmeans a
»i~reluctance to resort to general atomic war, of course that is the
. mutual deterrence we are talking about, that 1s what we are seeking
now. We are in a stalemate in that sense."242 Early in 1952
. . Secretary McNamara pointed out that the destruction of Soviet
<" migsile forces would be further complicated as the Soviets hardened
-~ and dispersed their missiles and acquired missile launching submarines.
- During 1962 there was evidence that the Soviets followed both ‘
~courses., '"'A very large increase in the number of fully hard Soviet
~ ICBM's and nuclear-powered ballistic missile lawnching submarines,"
McNamara now observed, "would considerably detract from our ability
~_to destro, completely the Soviet strategic nuclear forces. "It
would become increasingly difficult, regardless of the form of the
" attack, to destroy a sufficiently large proportion of the Soviet's

g
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strategic nuclear forces to preclude major damage to the United
States, regardless of how large or what kind of strategic forces we
build. Even if we were to double and triple our forces we would
not be able to destroy quickly all or almost all of the hardened
ICBM sites, ‘And even if we could do that, we know no way to des-
troy the enemy's missile launching submarines at the same time. We

do not anticipate that either the United States or the Soviet Union

will acquire that capability in the foreseeable future,''243

At the same time that the prospects of a stable strategic
balance of nuclear terror and a fear that the employment of tactical
nuclear weapons could well lead to an escalation of a small conflict
affected the defense strategy of the United States, the same factors--
plus a new appreciation of Western Europe's growing economic strength
and a desgire to prevent a proliferation of nuclear weapons--caused
the Kennedy administration to reassess the strategy of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. - Looking for a follow-on to the
tactical Matador and Mace missiles, the Air Force had issued a
special operational requirement for a mobile medium range ballistic
missile (MMRBM) which would be small enough to be deployed on a
mobile van or truck but would have a high degree of accuracy. While
nuclear weapons for employment on Allied tactical fighters were
increasingly augmented in Europe after 1958, General Norstad was
fearful of the vulnerability of RATO aircraft to Soviet IRBM attack
and pressed strongly for the development of the MMRBM and its
assignment to American forces,244 Following the Department of
Defense approval of the develepment of the GAM~77 Skybolt in February
1960, arrangements were made in June 1960 permitting the British
to participate in the development of this alr-launched ballistic
missile. It was also agreed that the British would be able to pro-
cure the develosed missile for employment by the Royal Air Force
V-bomber force.Z245 By fitting a British nuclear warhead on the Sky-
bult, the Royal Air Force would be able to prolong the usefulness
of its Vulcan bombers, and the British would also have an indepen-
dence of action that was not possible with the Thor intermediate
range missiles, which were jointly controlled by United States and
British personnel.

Under President Kennedy's administration, United States defense
policy began to shift away from the assumption that nuclear weapons
would be almost automatically employed in a defense of Western
Europe. '"'I, for one," Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric told a
press conference on 6 June 1961, "have never believed in a so-called
limited nuclear war. I just don't know how you build a limit into
it once you start using any kind of nuclear bang."246 The United
States also began to fear the consequences of proliferations of

- nuclear capabilities within national forces. Under President Charies

DeGzulle the French were creating their own nuclear capability. At

. Ottawa on 17 May 1961, President Kennedy offered to 'commit to NATO -

. « o five--and subsequently still more--Polaris submarines . . .
subject to any agreed NATO guidelines on their control and use' and
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~would be sufficient to perform any needed nuclear mission. '"Allow-

" forces which, of course, have the capability of attacking these

. Greece, on 6 May 1962 and repeated it in his Ann Arbor address the

 supported an additional $50 million for Skybolt in the fiscal year

also expressed willingness to consider the development of '"a NATO
‘sea~borne force, which would be truly multilateral in ownership

and control."247 At Chicago in February 1962, Secretary McNamara
insisted that in a general war the United States strategic forces

ing for losses from an initial enemy attack,'" he pointed out, ''we
calculate that our forces would destroy virtually all Soviet targets
without any help from deployed tactical air units or carrier task

targets with nuclear weapone."248 1In view of the sufficiency of
United States strategic forces, independent nuclear forces in Europe
appeared to be superfluous and wasteful.  McNamara developed this
theme in an address to the NATO Ministerial Meeting at Athens,

following month. 1In his Athens speech McNamara reminded his

audience that the United States had committed five Polaris sub-

marines to NATO, with more to come, and he suggested that "if the

French and British [nuclear air] forces were used independently of other

Western forces. . . they would have to be deployed against Soviet population

enters, and this certainly would invite retaliation, immediate S

retaliation.'! At both Athens and Ann Arbor McHamara called upon the

NATO allies to strengthen their non-nuclear general purpose forces,

thereby complementing the United States nuclear deterrent. S :
In his initial survey of defense projects after he took office, &

Secretary McNamara gave attention to the Skybolt missile, and this ;

survey convinced him that the ''cost history'" of Skybolt was 'particu- , .

larly poor." Early in 1960 the Air Force had estimated that Skybolt o ' _;_/’

would cost $214 million to develop and $679 million to procure, but :

in its July 1962 program submission the Air Force increased the

estimated procurement cost to $1,771 million. Hoping to give the ,

Skybolt system a fair chance to establish its worth, McNamara : 7

1962 budget, and the fiscal year 1963 budget carried funds for the
first procurement of the air-to-ground missile, By late 1962,
however, the Air Force was estimating that the cost to develop and
procure Skybolt would run to $2,263.6 million, and McNamara accord-
ingly ordered an extensive Department of Defense review of the whole
program which was conducted between September and November 1962,

In this review, the Air Force strongly supported the air-to-ground
ballistic missile. "It has been our view,'" LeMay stated, ''that

this was a good weapons system, and it would have enhanced the
capability of the manned force considerably, and‘in all probabilitg
would have extended the life of the B-52 beyond what we see now.''250
Lieutenant General James Ferguson, Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff
for Research and Development, considered that no special technical
problems were outstanding in the Skybolt developwent effort. "I
would go further to say," Ferguson continued, 'that in the opinion
of people who have gone through many of these growing painrs of
introducing some new weapon, that this program was at least as
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‘healthy if not healthier than some others that reached fruition and
that went into inventory."251 1In Joint Chiefs of Staff deliberations,
Generals Wheeler and LeMay and Admiral Anderson recommended the

[

" continuation of Skybolt in the defense program, "I favored the Sky-

'bolt," Anderson explained, ''because, first of all, we are in a period

Jﬂ, of transition, of technical change, and I have some doubts as to the
. reliability of missiles in the period we are talking about. I do
~not have the same confidence in any of the misgile systems as do

some of the technicians who attegt to the performance of the

i},missiles. General David M, Shoup, Commandant of the Marine Corps,
- apparently did not formally act with the Joint Chiefs on the Skybolt
" matter, but he agreed with Admiral Anderson, "I feel," Shoup said,

"we should never, never eliminate the possibilities that our bombers

" have until we are absolutely sure of the reliability of missiles."252

- After considering the guidance laid before him, Secretary

:fchNamara made his own decision to cancel the dev.lopment of the
. Skybolt missile. Dr. Brown offered the technical advice that the
~ Skybolt '"could be made to work" but that it would cost well over the

amounts estimated and that, even when perfected, Skybolt's accuracy

'*:L'would be ''considerably worse than fixed missiles or missiles on
Polaris submarines.” McNamara himself believed that "the Skybolt
.~ would very likely have become nearly a $3 billion program, not

counting the additional costs of warheads. And even then, there

. was no assurance that the Skybolt development would result in a
" reliable and accurate missile.'" He also reasoned that Skybolt would
- also “combine the disadvantages of being soft and concentrated and
. 'relatively wvulnerable on the ground and the bomber's slow time to
. the target.” "On the one hand," he continued, '"Skybolt would not
" have been a good weapon to use against Soviet-strategic airbases,
4+ missile sites, or other high priority wmilitary targets because it
- would take hours to reach its target, while a Minuteman could reach
it in 30 minutes. On the other hand, Skybolt would not have been a
entgood weapon for controlled, countercity retaliation. Aside from
. its relative vulnerability to antiballistic missile defense, it has

the important disadvantage that its carrier, the B-52, must be

| committed to its targets, if at all, early in the war because it

would be vulnerable on the ground to enemy missile attack. Common
sense requires that we not let ourselves be inflexibly locked in on
‘such a matter, And being 'locked in' is unnecessary when we have
systems like Polaris whose missiles can be withheld for days, if
desired, and used at times and against targets chosen by the o
President,''253 In lieu of the capability that would.have been pro-
‘vided by the 1,012 Skybolt missiles which the Air Force had expected
“to procure, Secretary McNamara added 100 Minuteman missiles to the
Air Force program, with the understanding that these missiles and
‘already existing Hound Dog missiles would be used for the suppression
“of hostile defense targets.254 "I am perfectly happy," McNamara
‘said, "with abandoning the Skybolt. As a matter of fact, I think
it very much in our national interest to do so, and I do not
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believe it haé any effect whatsoever on the life of the B-52."255
Since the United Kingdom had expected to purchase 100 Skybolt

'm15511es in order to extend the usefulness of their Vulcan bombers -

into the late 1960's and early 1970's, the Kennedy administration's
decision to cancel development of the missile had important reper-
cussions within the NATO alliance. As the decision to cancel Sky-
bolt was being made in the late autumn of 1962, the maturing Depart-
ment of Defense study of Soviet ground capabilities indicated that
there was a good possibility for a conventional NATO response to
Soviet aggression on the central front in Western Europe.256 In

an address before the NATO Parliamentarians Conference on 16 November,
Under Secretary of State George W. Ball emphasized that there was

no reason why NATC could not maintain conventional forces that were

~ at least equal to those in Eastern Europe.237 In the following

month while enroute to the NATO Ministers Conference, Secretary
McFomara conferred about Skybolt in London with Defense Minister
Peter Thorneycroft, who reportedly stated that a U.S5. abandonment
of the missile would lead to an agonizing reappraisal of Anglo-
American defense plans.. In order to reach a common understanding,
President Kennedy anc Prime Minister Haroid MacMillan met at
Nassau between 18-21 December. Here Prosident Kennedy offered
either to continue Skybolt, with the British to bear half of the
cost of completing its development, or <o make Hound Dog missiles
available for British procurement, It was finally agreed, however,

‘that the United States twould permit the British to purchase Polaris

missiles. The British would build their own submarines and would
nrovide warheads for the missiles. These British submarines and
other similar American forces would be assigned to a NATO nuclear
force and targeted in iccordance with NATO plans. .Except where
supreme national interests were at stake, these forces would be
used solely for international defense., Kennedy and MacMillan also
agreed that the ultimate purpose was to develop a NATO multilateral
nuclear force and that the United States would invite France to
participate in the force on terms similar to those offered Great
Britain, 1In the final paragraph of the Nassau communique, the two
leaders announced a reversal of the atomic ''Sword" and conventional
"Shield" strategy that had prevailed in Europe. They agreed that
"in addition to having a nuclear shield it . is important to have a
no..-nuclear sword. For this purpese they agreed on the importance
of increasing the effectiveness of their conventional forces on a
world-wide basis,"258

In the late autumn of 1962 the decisions made on the strategic’
systems--including the prototype development of the B-70 and the
cancellation of the Skybolt missile--tended to be obscured by public
concern about the Cuban missile crisis, In February 1963, however,

. a writecr in Air Force magazine bluntly charged: "Skybolt was killed

because it did not conform to the new defense policy. . . . Much
the same can be said for the RS~70 Mach 3 airplane.'259 General

" LeMay viewed the changing strategy with more reserve, "I am concerned
. . . about the trend," he said, "about phasing out bombers and
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- manned bombers. I have not been able to convince him or the

depending too much on miséiles. . . . I have spént;a lot of my time
. « « trying to convince the Secretary of Defense on the subject of

President. I think I have convinced a lot of other people, but they

make the decisions, And I have no other choice except to be a good
soldier and carry them out and that is what I am doing.'260
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that "the United States would act.'4

CHAPTER 12

THE" HEW FRONTIER: MATURITY OF DLFENSE STRATEGY

1. "The Cuban tiissile Crisis of 1962

The confrontation between the United States and the Soviet
Union arising f{rom the einplacerment of Soviet missiles in Cuoa in
October 1962 appeared to many xnowledgeable Americans to wmark the
turning of a corner in histecry. Writing in tne aftermath of the
missile crisis, Walter Lippuan observed: "It had become plain by the
sumnmer of 1963 . . . that the postwar period had ended. Europe had
recovered and thie danger ol a great war in Europe had subsided witn
the Kremlin's acceptance of a valance ol power in which it acimowl-
edged American superiority and we acknowledged that we were. not
supreme and omnipotent.”L Although the complete recoxd of the
Cuban missile crisis remained closed to the public, participaats in
the confrontation freely published tneir experiences aad reported
the lessons they had learned. These ''lessons' soon becaue deter-

~‘minants of the maturing defense strategy ol the Kennedy-mMciWawara

adiministration.

Shortly after the ill-fated Bay oi rigs invasion the Soviet.
Union began to supply Premier Ffidel Castro's revolutionary govern-
ment on Cuba with large quaatities of conventional local-detense
weapons, including MIG-15, -17, and ~19 airciaft, motor torpedo
boats, and coastal patrol vessels. In July and August 1962 an
unusually large nunber of Soviet vessels landed cargo and passengers
at Cuban ports, and the cargoes were unloaded by Soviet military :
personnel. On 29 August a high-altitude U-2 reconnaissance pilot
took photographs which revealed that SA-2 surface-to-air antiaircraft
missiles had been 'installed at several locations. .Successive flights
disclosed additional SA-2 emplacements, as well as a growing nuwasber.
of short-range coastal defense cruise missile installations. Citing
the need of the United States for an ability to respond to challenges
in any part of the free world, President Kennedy asked Congress on
7 September to renew his authority to order units and individuals of
the Ready Reserve to not more than twelve months' active duty. This
legislation was voted and approved on 3 October.Z2 In an official
statement the Soviet government asserted on 11 September that
armaments and military equipment being sent to Cuba were ''designed
extensively for defensive purposes' and that the Soviet Union had
"no need . . . to shift its weapons . . . for a retaliatory blow, to
any other country, for instance Cuba. "3 Speacing of the movement of
Soviet arms to Cuba at a8 news conference on 13 September, President
Kennedy stated a belief that the "new shipments do not constitute a
threat to aay other part of this hemisphere."  If continuing sur-
veillance indicated that Cuba ''should possess a capacity to carry
out offensive actions against the United States,'" Kennedy promised
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According to later evidence the first Soviet mediwa range
ballistic wissiles began to arrive in Cuba about 10 3epteumber. A .
reconnaissance photograph taken on 28 September showed crates on a
freighter's deck that could have held ifuselages of twia-jet Ilyushin-
28 bombers, Early on the morning of 14 October, after cloud cover
from Hurricane Ella had delayed aerial surveillance ifor a week,
photographs taken by a U-2 aircraft of the 4030th Strategic
Reconnaissance Wing revealed Soviet medium range ballistic missile
units being deployed in the San Cristobal area. Three days later
other high-altitude photography postively disclosed intermediate
range ballistic missile :installation near Guanajay, and other such
installations were soon located near Remedios.d  uite unlike the
local defense weapons that had been sent to Cuba earlier, the Soviet
missiles and the IL-28 boubers were clearly offensive weapons.

In & televised interview a few weeks after the amissile crisis,
President Kennedy suggested that neither the United States nor
Khrushchev had made correct evaluations during the period leading up
to the confrontation. "I don't think,'" he said, "that we expected
that he would put the missiles in Cuba, because it would have seewed
such an imprudent action for him to taxe. . . . Now, he obviously
must have thought that he could do it in secret and that the United
States would accept it.'" Kennedy speculated that the Soviets had
intended to establish the missiles in Cuba secretly and were planning
to disclose during November that they were there.  Since the Soviets
had ICBr's based in Russia, Kennedy did not conceive that the Soviets
needed other missiles in Cuba to redress the military balance of
power, but he observed that the Cuban missiles nevertheless 'would
‘have politically changed the balance of power.'® While adwmitting
that his opinion was speculation, Secretary McNamara suggested that
Khrushchev intended to disclose "the introduction of offensive
weapons systems directed against the Nation at some time appropriate
to him, perhaps in conjunction with the renewed pressure upon Berlin,
and -endeavor, thereby, to weaken the negotiating position of the.
Western World.'"7 In an official explanation to the Supreme Soviet
on 12 December 1962, Khrushchev stated that the Soviet strategic
weapons were deployed to Cuba solely to defend Cuba against United
States attack and that once President Kennedy had removed the threat
of such an attack the weapons had served their purpose and could be
removed.  On: 28 October the official Soviet newspaper Izvestiya
positively denied that the Soviets had undertaken the Cuban venture
preparatory to a trade whereby they would remove their missiles from
Cuba in exchange for the removal of NATO missiles from Turkey.8 At
the height of the crisis on 27 October, however, Khrushchev did
propose that the Soviet Union would agree to remove its missiles and

- that the United States would 'evacuate its analogous weapons frou

Turkey. "9

Even though Kennedy and McNamara emphasized the political rather
than the military effect of the Soviet missiles in Cuba, RAND analyst
Arnold L. Horelick advanced the hypothesis that the deployment of
strategic weapons in Cuba "may have recommended itself to the Soviet
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leaders as a 'quick fix' measure to achieve a substantial, though
far from optimal imgrovement in Soviet strike capabilities against
the United States.":0 The American fear of a missile gap had
dissipated, and the Soviets rather than tne United States had a
deficit in intercontinental ballistic wissiles. According to the
British ‘Institute for Strategic Studies, the Soviets had 75 ICBu's
and 700 MRBM's operaticnal in Cctober 1962. The mediuwm range
missiles hazarded NATO, but only the intercoucinental missiles
threatened the United States. In this sawe wonth the Uaited States
had eight Polaris submarines with 128 missiles at sea, and it would
appear from later Congressional testimony that 170 Air Force ICBi's
were also operational. The U.S. strategic anissile order of batile
was rapidly increasing: according to Secretary jlciawmara, the United
States would have 144 Polaris and 210 Atlas, Titan, and riinutewan
missiles operational on 30 January 1963, L1 3y cstaolishing a
missile base in Cuba the Communists would be able to euploy cheaper
and more plentiful medium range wissiles agaiast che United States.
Even though their deployment was cut short (five large-hatch siips
turned back after the American quarantine begau) the Scviets had 4%
medium and intermediate range missiles in Cuda, and they were de-
ploying them at six MRBM and three IRBu sites.'? When added to the
estimated 75 ICBM's that the Soviets possessed, the Cuban wissiles
might well ‘have provided an immedidte counter-population capability
against the 130 American cities with populatious in excess oi
100,000,

Without seeking to know Khrushcliev's cxact wotives, President
Kennedy assembled a seiected group of his advisors at 1145 hours on
the morning of 16 October to determine a course of action relative
to the emplacement of offensive Soviei weapoas in Cuba. The group
elected to intensify air reconnaissance, to preserve the tightest
secrecy, and not to disclose knowledge of the bases until tie United
States was prepared to act. As the crisis continued, the suall
group of men, variously referring to themselves as the "Think Tank, "
the '"War Council,' and the '"Excom,' provided a steady flow of advice -
to President Kennedy. This group included Secretaries Rusk and
McNamara, Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy, Under Secretary Ball,
and Deputy Under Secretary of State U. Alexis Johnson. There

‘appeared to be three possible courses of action: the destruction of
- the missile sites by air attack, the surface invasion of Cuba, or a

blockade or quarantine of the island.. The practicability of surface

~invasion was soon ruled out: it would take too long to wount, would

negate surprise, and might alienate world opinion. The group
ultimately accepted what Under Secretary Ball described as ''the
wisdom-~1indeed the necessity--of the wmeasured response.!" The
Presidential Assistant, Theodore C. Sorenson, described the executive
reasoning process as being: "An air strike on wilitary installations

.in Cuba, without any advance warning, was rejected as a 'Pearl Harbor
“in reverse'--and no one could devise a foru of advance warning (other
.- than the quarantine itself, which was & type of warning) that would
‘- not leave this nation vulnerable to either endless discussion and
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delay (while work on the wissiles went forward) or to harsh indict-
ment in . the opinion and history of the world." ‘

After 16 October high altitude air surveillance flown by the
Strategic Air Command was greatly intensified by Presidential order,
and the entire Department of Defense was ocdered 'to prepare for any
eventualities." As [inally developed, conmand of the general purpose
forces readied for employment in the Cuban crisis was assigned to
the Commander-in-Chief, Atlantic, and under the unified commander
the Continental Army Forces were designated as Army Forces, Atlauntic,
and the Tactical Air Command was designated as Alr Forces, Atlantic.
The coumander of the XVIIL Army Airborne Corps was designated Joint
Task Force Commander to plan any joint operations that might become
necessary. The President and the Secretary of Defense exercised
over-all control through the Jeint Chiefs of Staff, who named the
Chief of Naval Operations as their representative for the quarantine.
Under the operational control of the North Awerican Air Defense
Commaand; f[ighter interceptors and Hawk and Hike-Hercules antiaircraft
battalions were moved to the southeastern United States to support
local air defense forces. Starting on 20 QOctober, the Stratezic Air
Commnand began dispersing its bombers t6 continental and oversea
bases and placed all aircraft on an ungraded alert--ready to take of
off, fully-equipped, within 15 minutes. ICBM crews assuuwed a
comparable alert gosture, and Polaris suowarines went to preassigned
stations at sea.l ; :

President Kennedy first inforwed the Awerican people of the
Soviet offensive arms buildup in Cuba and oi the steps that would be
taken to counter it in a2 radic and tclevislon address early on the
evening of 22 October. Kennedy explained that the United Staces
would initiate a strict quarantine oa tiie wovement oi all oifensive
military equipment to Cuba. It would increase close surveillance of
Cuba and its military buildup. The U.S. naval vbase at Guantanauwo,
Cuba, had been reinforced and all dependent$ were being evacuated.
Kennedy also stated that the United States was calling an iumediate
meeting of  the Organ of Consultation under the Organization of
American States and of the Security Council of the United Hations.
"It shall be the policy of this Nation,* he announced, "to regard
any nuclear missile launched from Cuba against any nation in the
Western Hemisphere as an attacik by the Soviet Union on the United
States, requiring a full retaliatory response upon the Soviet Union."
Finally Kennedy called upon Khrushchev to withdraw the wissiles fromr
Cuba.l5 Coincident with the President's address, JOXAD air defense
interceptor units went either on patrol wissions or on a 5-to-15
minute alert, and the Strategic Air Comumand started ics B-52 bowmbers
on a continuous air alert. Some 67 B-52's carrying a total oi about
300 thermonuclear bowbs or wuissiles appear to have been continuously

‘airborne within striking distance of the 3oviet Union between 22

October and 21 Wovember 1962.l0 v
As the crisis unfolded President Rennedy's sitrategy of providing
a spectrum of possible zraduated respeonses bvecanme clear., at -each
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we would have been confronted with the Soviets . . . had we been
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_threshold of action, possibilities for negotiation were provided.

Announced as impending on the evening of 22 October, implemeéntation
of the quarantine against further shipment of offensive arms<-bombers
as well as missiles--awaited approval of the Organization of American
States on 23 October, and later that day Kennedy announced that it
would begin at 1400 hours Greenwich time on 24 October.l? While
Khrushchev protested the illegality of the quarantine, he had the
option of either attempting to force through it or to order the
vessels- carrying war materials to return to the Soviet Union. Worlk

on the missile sites continued at a very rapid rate, but 16 dry cargo

ships en route to Cuba returned to the Soviet Union.18 "In his policy
statement Kennedy studiously ignored Castro and informed the Soviet
Union that '"full retaliatory response' would be visited upon Russia
if a Cuban-based missile were fired (thus eliminating the possibility
of the Soviets using Castro as a proxy), but United States news

releases underplayed the strategic nuclear response and emphasized

the concentration of general purpose forces in a position of readiness
to invade Cuba.l9 Khrushchev was nevertheless keenly aware of the
danger of nuclear war. In an unusual letter to Loxd Bertrand
Russell on 25 October, Khrushchev stated: '"We are fully aware that
if this war is unleashed, from the very first hour it will becowe
a thermonuclear and world war.'20 On the evening of 26 October (27
October in Moscow), President Kennedy received a personal message
from Khrushchev that was not released to the public but was described
in general temrms. ''It contained no specific proposal or conditions,"
stated Roger Hilsman, then Director of Intelligence and Research in
the State Department, ''but showed throughout an aporeciation of the
risk of nuclear war and the need for reaching an agreement. "2l
Khrushchev's personal message greatly relieved the anxiety of
Washington officials. '"Remember when you report this--," Secretary
Rusk told a newsgaper reporter, ''that, eyeball to eyeoall they
blinked first.'?

In an explanation to the Supreme Soviet on 12 Decewber,

‘Khrushchev pointed out the danger posed by the concentration of

United States general purpose forces in Florida. He stated that
'several paratroop, infantry, tank, and armored divisions--numbering
about 100,000 men--were detailed for an accack on Cuba alone." .in
the,mornlng of October 27,'" he continued, 'we received informatiom
from our Cuban comrades and from other sources which directly stated
that this attack would be carried out within the next two or three
days.  We regarded the telegrams received as a signal of utmost

alarm; and this alarm was justified. Iumediate actions were reggired ‘

in order to prevent an attack against Cuba and preserve peace."
Putting himself in Khrushchev's position at this critical juncture,
Secretary McNamara rationalized that "we had a force of several
hundred thousand men ready to invade Cuba . . ., had we invaded Cuba,

confronted with the Soviets we would have killed thousands of thenm
« . . had we killed thousands of them the Soviets would probably
have had to respond . ., . they might have had nuclear delivery
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weapons . . . and they might have been launched. . . ." [Iln any
event," McNamara concluded, "Khrushchev knew without any question
whatsoever that he faced the full nilitary power of the United
States, including its nuclear weapons. That might be difficult to
understand for some, but it is not difficult for me to understand,
because we faced . . . the possibility of launching nuclear weapons
and Khrushchev knew it, and that is the reason, and the only reason,
why he withdrew those weapons."24 -

While Khrushchev's nerve appears to have broken during the night
of 26/27 October a second Soviet letter to President Kennedy--signed
by Xhrushchev but not written in his personal style--received in
Washington during the day on 27 October indicated that Soviet policy
might be hardening. This coumunication proposed that NATO missiles
would be removed from Turkey in exchange for the reuwoval ol ‘Soviet
missiles from Cuba.2? On 27 October, work at the Cuban missile
sites continued, and wihile on a high altitude U-2 flight over the
island Major Rudolph Anderson, Jr., was shot down and killed.

During the afternoon of 27 October (28 October in Siberia) another
U-2 pilot, who was flying a routine upper air sampling wission frowm
Alaska, wandered 800 miles deep into the Chukotski peninsula of
Siberia. The Soviets scrambled interceptors, but American planes

moved ocut oif Alaska and escorted the U-2 to safety‘26 In a statement ~

to the press issued during the day, the White House postponed. any
consideiation of the 3oviet proposal to remove WATO missiles froa
Turkey,” and on the evening of 27 October Secretary licilamara ordered
24 Air Force Reserve troop carrier squadrons to active duty. That
same evening, Keunedy aad his advisers composed and dispatched a
letter to Khrushchev which informed him that his proposals of 26
October seemed generally acceptable. These proposals included
removal of offensive weapon systems {rom Cuba under United Nations
supervision, and a Soviet agreement to halt further introduction of
such weapons into Cuba. Following estaslishment of adequate United

_ Nations safeguards, the United States would remove its quarantine

and give assurances against invasion of Cuba.
When he was told about the wandering U-2 pilot on the afternoon

- of 27 October, President Kennedy was reported to have laughed and

said: "There is always some so-and-so, who dosen't get the word.'?8

- The Soviet leaders, however, manifested extreme apprehension about
~the Strategic Air Comwand's airborne alert and the danger that some

*In a conversation with Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin on

" the evening of 27 October, Attorney General Robert Kennedy explained
that President Kennedy had wanted to remove' the missiles from Turkey
- and Italy for a long time. While the United States would not remove

the missiles under pressure or without NATO's consent, Robert:
Kennedy told Dobrynin that in his judgment the missiles "would be

- gone" within a short time after the crisis was over. (Robert F.

Kennedy, ''Thirteen Days, the Story About How the World Almost-

~7~Ended," McCalls, Nov. 1968, p. 170.)
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~accident might set off a general war. In his speech to the Supreme
~.Soviet on 12 December Khrushchev emphasized "the direct menace of a
world thermonuclear war, a menace that arose in connection with the

crisis in the Caribbean.' He specifically mentioned the Strategic
Air Command airborne alert. '"About 20 percent of all U.S. Strategic
Alr Command. planes, carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs,' he said,
"were kept aloft around the clock.'22 On the morning of 28 October,
when Khrushchev accepted Kennedy's propositions for resolving the
conflict, the Soviet Premier apparently referred to the previous
day's U-2 overflight with great apprehension. 'Is it not a fact,"
he asked, ''that an intruding American plane could be easily taken
for a nuclear bomber, which might push us to & fateful step; all the
more since the U.S, Government and Pentagon long ago declared that
you are maintaining a continuous nuclear bomber patrol?" In the
main portion of this message, Khrushchev accepted Kennedy's assuranc

~that the United States would not invade Cuba as a sufficient reason

to remove the arms which had been described as offensive. Khrushchev
revealed that he had instructed the Soviet officers in Cuba to
discontinue construction of sites, to dismantle the weapons, and to
return them to the Soviet Union. He was prepared to accept a United

“‘Nations verification of the removal of the weapons.

During the crisis Fidel Castro had been virtually ignored by
both the Soviet Union and the United States, and he would refuse in
the end to permit a United Nations inspection and verification of the
removal of the Soviet offensive weapons from Cuba, thus technically
relieving President Kennedy of his pledge not to invade Cuba. As
far as could be determined from.aerial inspecticn, howsver, the
Soviets lived up to theirxr agreement to remove the missiles and the
IL-28 bombers from Cuba. They also dismantled and destroyed the
missile installations. - In view of the Soviet actions, Kennedy in-
structed Secretary McNamara on 20 November to lift the quarantine,
and shortly afterward the special alert activities of the armed
forces were gradually reduced. 3t Secretary McNamara emphasized
"without any qualifications whatsoever there was absolutely no
deal . . . between the Soviet Union and the United States regarding

- the removal of the Jupiter weapons from either Italy or Turkey. n3z

But in the aftermath of Cuba, the United States took immediate steps

to remove its vulnerable IRBM's from Europe and %o replace them with

Polaris submarines. According to General LeMay, the British had
never been very enthusiastic about the Thor as a weapon system, and
they readily agreed to dispense with such missiles. . The first Thor
squadron was taken out of operation early in 1963 and the last was
apparently dicmantled in August 1963. 33 During tie NATO plinisterial
Meeting in December 1962 McNamara discussed the removal of the
Jupiter missiles with the Ministers of Defense of Italy and Turkey.
Aside from the vulnerability of the Jupiters, lMcNamara remarked:

"It costs us roughly $1 million per year per missile simply to main-

tain the missile in Turkey . . . and we see no need to continue
that expenditure for such an imeffective weapon.'34 The Jupiters
were taken out of operation and dismantled by April 1963, and an
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’ equivalent nunber of Polaris submarines was assigned to the §up¢eu£
Allied Commander Europe to replace the land- based missiles.

* * E3 ' ’ *

Efforts to assess the meaning of the Cuban wmissile crisis and
to determine its lessons closely followed the successful resolution
of the conirontation. "I think, looking back on Cuba,’ President
Kennedy observed on 17 December 1962, 'what is of concern is the
fact that both governmeints were so far out of contact, really.”
Extending his remarks, Kennedy suggested that World War I, Vorld War
II, and the Korean War had been brought on by '"misjudgwments' that in
many ways were similar to the Soviet misjudgment of the effect that
the installation of the offensive missiles in Cuba would have on the
United States.30 Although it was only a part of the problem, Kennedy
noted that slow diplomatic comnunications had hampered the resolution
of the Cuban crisis. - He accordingly welcomed the Soviet acceptance
on 20 June 1963 of his proposal to establish a direct telecommmica-
tions link between Washington and Moscow. ''This age oi fast-woving
events,!' he said, “requires quick dependable comaunications f{or use
in time of emergency.

: At the NATO Parlizmeataerians Conference held in Paris early in
November 1962, Under Secretary of State Ball used the Cuban crisis
as’an 111ustratlon of the requirement for conventional wilitary
forces. Ball observed: '"Why were we able to modulate and attune our
responses so closely to the degree of our need? - Surely it was
because we had the ability to deploy as required a very large variety
of land, sea, and air forces in the fashion necessary to accomplish
the task at hand. Because we had clear superiority of conventional
forces, we were never confronted with the awful dilemwa of havingz to
utilize major nuclear weapons or to retreat from our objective. n33
In another State Department assessment, Secretary sk emphasized
that a major lesson to be drawn from Cuba was a requirement fox
international arms limitations. -~ "There are many things," he said,
“which can and will, in due course, be said about the Cuban crisis.
One of them is that Cuba has provided a dramatic example of the
deadly dangers of a spiraling arms race. .It is nct easy to see how
far-reaching disarmament can occur. . . . Nevertheless, it is also
obvious, as we have gseen in recent weeks, that wmodern weapons
Systems are themselves a source of high tensioa and that we must
take an urgent and earnest effort to bring the arms race under
control and to try to turn it downward if we p0581oly can. '39

In his public assessments of the lessons of the Cuban crisis,
Secretary McHamara usually prefaced his remarks with the conclus;on
that Khrushchev had been confronted and defeated. "I think that

~throughout the world today, both in the Communist bloc and in the
non-Cormunist bloc,'" he noted, "there is a clear recognition that
Khrushchev capitulated. . . . My own strong personal belief is that
we did not sucker for a play by Khrushchev, that he has been de-
feated, and that our position in the world today is far stronger as
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‘a result of'the‘actioh; + « <" On another occasion, he said: "The

7";SovieCB guffered a serious defeat when they attempted to introduce

- 'ballistic missiles into Cuba . . . and were forced to reverse their
plans by the threat of the application of military pressure by thzs
country. It was one of the most serious defeats of this decade." 0
' In assessing the reascns why Khrushchev had capitulated in the

. Cuban crisis, McNamara believed that ''he backed down . . . because
. we had both a nuclear superiority and a conveational superiority in
that particular instance. . . . If there was a single decisive
factor, it was the U.S. determination to use force on the Cuban
issue, if necessary. The improvement in our general purpose forces
was an clement which helped make that determination credible to the
Soviets."4l At the NATO Ministerial meeting in Decemder 1962,
McNamara referred to the Cuban crisis and pointed out that 'perhaps
most significantly, the forces that were the cutting edge of the
action were the nonnuclear ones. RNuclear force was not irrelavant
but it was in the background. Nonnuclear forces were our sword, our
nuclear forces were our shield.' As has been seen, this same
idea found its way into the Kennedy-MacMillan communique that closed
the Nassau conference. Speaking for the Srmy, General Wheeler agreed
"wholeheartedly' with McNamara's conclusions. '"In my opinion,"

"Wheeler said, "the major lesson for the Army in the Cuban situation
lies in the demonstrated value of maintaining ready Army foxces at a
high state of alert in order to equip national security policy with
the military power to make a direct confrontation of Soviet power.”42
When asked about the role of the Strategic Air Commuand. in the Cuban
crisis, McNamara responded: "SAC's principal role during the crisis
was. to help to lend credibility to our determination to take what-
ever actions were necessary to achieve the removal of Soviet ‘
offensive weapons from Cuba.'43 General Wheeler alsc apparently
agreed with this finding. ''SAC . . .,' he said, 'was put on an air-
borne alert, and this served, I believe, a very useful purpose. It

~put cthe Soviets on notice that we were serious, and it put them on

notice we were ready to carry through, prepared to carry l:hrc;u;_;h."44
~.: While Secretary McNamara was unwilling to draw ''just one single

.. lesson from Cuba,' he nevertheless stated that the improvements made

‘f;in genéral purpose forces during the first two years of the Kennedy

" administration had been "an important determinant when the showdown

" came."*5 But he nevertheless found deficiencies in the general

- -purpose forces during the crisis that needed correction. In order
- to effect the quarantine, the United States had to employ Air Force

. 'and Navy planes to locate every Soviet ship moving toward the

" Western Hemisphere, and there were not enough planes available to

= accomplish this objective. -McNamara also noted that the Navy was

:.short in needed patrol craft and escort vessels. . There had been

‘- ghortages in transport aircraft. 'We needed transport aircraft,"
. McNamara recalled, 'because of the invasion that we were prepared
- for and were ready to undertake. We were so short of transport air-
- craft that.. . . I called up 14,000 citizens and put them into the

s

'y

. Air Force and brought 400 transport aircraft that were obsolete into
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active duty in order that they might be used to fly over Cuba 36
hours later.' 'McNamara also disclosed that the Cuban crisis had
revealed a shortage of Air Force fighter aircraft. ‘'We were
terribly short of fizhter aircraft,'" he said. 'We moved them from
all over the country into the southeast area and we were still
short. . . . We needed air defense for the southern-area. We
stripped air defense from other parts of the country to put down
there. 40 The Air Force agreed with McNamara's findings regarding
the shortage of tactical air capabilities. During the crisis it was
compelled to cancel rotation of Tactical Air Command squadrons to
NWATO, and it was compelled to draw upon supply stocks as far away as
the Philippines to get materiel needed in the southeastern United
States. - In the process of laying down limited-war continzency
supplies overseas, the Air Force had shorted itself in the zone of
interior. As a result of the events in Cuba, the Air Force also
emphasized the need for the development of more modern tactical air
reconnaissance systems, -especially systems that could pierce. cloud
cover azd detect hostile activities by sensing emitted or reflected
energy.

Although the Air Force agreed that the Cuban crisis had dis-
closed deficiencies in tactical air capabilities that required
correction, General LeMay was unwilling to accept many ¢f the other
conclusions that were offered about the experience. To LeMay the

-Cuban crisis demonstrated that the Soviet Union would ''take advantage

of any technical breakthrough or make any strategic move which they
believe might swing the balance of power in their favor without
undue risk."® In assessing why Kirushichev had capitulaced, LeMay
asserted: "I am convinced that superior U.S5. strategic power, .coupled
with the obvious will and ability to apply this power, was the major
factor that forced the Soviets to back down. Under the shelter of
strategic power, which the Soviets did not dare challenge, the other
elements of military power were free to exercise their full
potential."49 LeMay believed that Khrushchev had gone into Cuba
with the full knowledge that he could not support conventional
action in such a remote spot. "It was," he said, "a matter of bluff
then, whether we would stand up to this or not. We did stand up.

It was the strategic power that ran the ball. When we indicated we
were willing ‘to use that [strategic power], he lost the game."

On the philosophical level the Cuban crisis provided General
LeMay with another example of the capabilities of superior strategic
power, coupled with a manifest willingness to employ it, to deter
both general and limited war~-an idea which he developed in 1963-64.
"Certainly. . .," he argued in February 1963, 'we had the conven-
tional forces to go in and take care of the missiles in Cuba or any
other conventional Russian forces that were there. Our strategic

“superiority gave us the option of whether we would go or not. The

choice was made that it was not necessary to go because the Russians
removed the missiles."9l Recalling the often-repeated assertion
that superior United States strategic power had not prevented limited
war in-Korea, LeMdy pointed out: ‘'As far as strategic superlorlty
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not preventing limited wars, it did not prevent .the limited war in
Korea because we did not exercise it like we did in Cuba.  In Korea -
we did not say there will be no limited war. We just said there
will be no general war or we will use our nuclear weapoils. I think
if we had said that there will be no liuited war or there will be no -

“war in Korea or we will use our nuclear weapons, there wouid not
have been any.'" In February 1964, Leblay suggested additional

thoughts on korea, saying: "Korea, I think, was orought on because we
practically publicly stated we were getting out of Korea and were

no longer interested. So they came in and then they felt they were
doublecrossed because we then changed our ninds and went into Korea
and fought under artifical restrictions with their having a sanctuary
north of the Yalu. We fought this with conventionali weapons, TINT
only, no nuclear weapons considered. . . . Furthermore, with arti-
ficial barriers, we had to wait untii che enemy caume into Korea

‘before we could do anything aoout thew. We could not-destroy tie

Chinese and the North Korean strength at its source, which was on
the other side of the Yalu." In concluding his. 1963 sununary, Leriay

had said: "It was not until the armistice period at the end oi the

Korean war that we stated, if it ever starvted up again, then we would
use whatever. weapons were necessary in places oi our own choosing.”
In summary, LeMay concluded that the Korean war had resulted troum
the failure of the United States to announce- in advance a policy of
employing strategic superiority to prevent such 4 cype of conilict.
"Once a war starts and we are attacked, as in tie case of Korea,
where we were in there nghtlng,” he added Y1 think chat LOUld have
been stopped by the threat of using nuciear weapons. 52 '

In a continuation of his discussion of tie capability of
strategic power to deter limited war, Leblay suggested that Fresident
Eisenhower's statement that ground forces would not be wrelied upon
to defend Berlin had deterred the Soviets irom aciion in 1958. He
described the Lebanon exparience as ''another classic example of
what you can do if you have strategic superiority and ihen are avle
to exploit any situation with your coaventional force without
interference. Without nuclear and straiegic superiority, I do not
think we would have dared go into Lebanon.' In the Cuvan crisis,
LeMay considered that the United States had shown *a will to use all
our power to force the Russians to move their missiles.' He was
confident that the same lesson would apply in’ the futurey . "If you
have the power to stup a big war, certainly the same power ought to
be capable of stopping a small war."

In-a summary of his views, General Letlay pointed out that the
nation's investment in air power 'positively proved its worth in

the . . . Cuban crisis.' Manned systems had demonstrated an ability
"to make swift and clearly recognizable moves to evidence U.S.
resolve in the face of provocation.' While ballistic missiles had

“remained fixed in their silos, the movement of tactical aircraft to

the southeastern United States, the worldwide deployment of other
aircraft, and the Strategic Air Command's airbornme alert had pro-
vided visible evidence of the national resolution and deterwination
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to prevail in Cuba. ‘"Admitcédly I suffer from some Bias," he ob-

fgiserved, “but I believe the investment in airpower is the best dollar

value on the market today." To LeMay the Cuban operation 'once more
proved the value of military airpower, designed and operated by

°,dedicated profeSSLOnals who are experlenced in operatlng airpower as
-an entlty ‘ - . i

" In the United States and also in the Soviet Union the enormity

" of the possibilities that the Cuban crisis might escalate into all-

out war had a sobering effect upon national leaders. In an impromptu
toast at a Kremlin reception on 7 November 1962, Prewier Khrushchev
declared that during the Cuban crisis 'we were very close--very,

" 'very close--to a thermonuclear war . . . if there had not been reason,

then we would not be here tonlght and there might not have been
elections in the United States. 55 Speaking of the Cuban ¢onfronta-
tion Secretary Rusk thought it important to remember "that something
new in history happened . . . and that is that nuclear powers had to
look actually and operationally at what nuclear exchange could mean,
and . . . this was an experience that those who carried responsi-

“ bility on all sides recognized that one does not go through as a

weekend avocation.'’

At the top level of United States leadershlp one of the most
important results of the Cuban crisis was the emphasis given to a
need for ever closer political and military relationships in the
determination of nationsl strategy. Shorrcly after he had assumed
office, President Kennedy had told the Joint Chiefs of Staff that
he expected them to take both military and political factors into

~consideration in the solution of their problens., >7  This instruction

required a reorientation in the frame of reference oi the Joint
Chiefs of Staff since under the Eisenhower administration they had
regarded themselves as the military advisers to the Presidernt and

.~ had attempted to give advice to him based upon military factors,
“with what Admiral Arleigh Burke had described as '"a minimum of
+7..economic and political factors."8 Under the Kennedy mandate,
" - General LeMay noted that the Joint Chiefs felt compelled to give
. political considerations to the problems they approached but that
- they nevertheless attached primary importance to the military con-
. siderations affecting the problemns. In other words, the Joint
‘.Chiefs undertook to weigh the political aspects of problems in the
- same manner that the State Department could not -avoid considering
~the military aspects of problems although it was primarily con-
. cerned with the political aSpecc.59 After Cuba, however, Secretary
“ MeNamara observed: 'To the best of wmy knowiedge there has never -
" been since World War II a closer relationship between the State
.. Department, the Defense Department at all echelons than exists to-
‘- day."00 McNamara believed that strategy must be wade by the State
" Department and the Defense Department working in close association
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and must represedt a proper'app:eciation of the national objectives
of the United States, the nature of the hostile cnallenée, and
the real and potential capabilities of military forces. 1

2. Scrategic Debates of 1963

Since he conceived that national strategic policies nhad a

direct impact upon the Congressional constitutional mancute to raise

~and maintain military forces, Secretary McNamara attempted, begin-
ning in January 1963, to discuss strategy with Congress even more
fully than he had done in the past. ~In his appearances before
Congressional committees, he prefaced his discussion of military
strategy with a new assessment of the capabilities and threats

presented by Communist nations. - He pointed out that during 1962

the Soviet Union had attempted to extend its offensive military
power into Cuba, had continued to exert pressure on Berlin, and had
sought to make inroads into the Arabian peninsula and the Congo.

The Chinese Communists were the point of origin -in the drive to
subvert Southeast Asia and had launched overt military aggression
against-India. "All these crises or prooing actions,' he concluded,
"are simply the more cbvious manifestations of the Communist drive
toward their basic objective of world domination." Although the

_'basic Communist objective did not change, McNamara noted that the

Soviet Union was becoming 2 '"have" nation which would have a great
deal to lose in a nuclear war--material wealth as well as human
1ife. The Red Chinese, on the other hand, were economically im-
poverished, held human 1life in little value, and appeared nore
willing to run the risk of nuclear war. From these observations,
McNamara concluded that ''the apparent monolithic structure of world
communism has been fractured, perhaps irreparably."6

When he again assessed the Communist menace for the benefit of
Congress early in 1964, Secretary Mciamara believed that the basic
trends he had anticipated early the preceding year had materialized.
"Indeed,' he said, "as far as the Soviet Union is concerned, the
Cuban crisis of October 1962 seems to have marked the crest of the
latest in ‘the series of crisis cycles. . . . We now appear to be on

the downward slope of this latest cycle and tensions in ouc relations

with the Soviet Union are easing.' He believed that the substantial
increase in the military strength of the United States, its demon-
strated willingness to use the force in defense of its vital
interests, its continuing efforts .to assist free nations, together
with economic difficulties and agricultural failures within the
Communist nations, had caused the Soviet Union and Comwunist China
to abstain from military provocations during 1963. While the Reds
had changed their tactics, McNamara nevertheless warned that :
Communist objectives had not changed. "I do not believe,'' he said,
"we can reasonably assume that these manifestations of a change in
policy veflect a change in the ultimate objective of the Soviet
leadership, which is to extend the sway of communism over the rest
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of the world.

- eventuality was ''years away"

. ... Expansionism is so deeply engrained in
Communist doctrine that it would be naive for us to expect any
Communist leadership to repudiate it.

~Early in 1963 Secretary McNamara considered that national
strategic intelligence estimates of Soviet forces and force
capabilities bore out his commentary on the changing nature of
Soviet tactics. In February 1963, McNamare emphasized that. the
Soviets actually possessed a '"very limited . . . manned bomber
capability." The Soviet intercontinental and submarine-based
ballistic missile force was the principal danger to the United
States. The Soviets were continuing to harden their ICBM sites,

-and they had kept submarines "a fair distance off the coast" of the

United States during the Cuban crisis. The Soviets had the option

to produce ICBM's in sufficient numbers to support a counterforce
" strategy or they could procure only enough of the missiles to

destroy population centers. Since intelligence indicated that the
Soviets woul:l have far fewer intercontinental missiles than the
1,000 land-based missiles that the United States would possess by
1 July 1965, McNamara could only conclude that the Suviet strategy
was what Khrushchev said it was--"a strategg directed primarily
against our cities and our urban society.

Nothing occurred during 1963 to make Secretary McNamara revise
his force estimates. On the contrary in December 1963, Khrushchev
announced another &4 percent reduction :in the Soviet defense budget
and a slowdown in foreign aid and space programs. . Where McNamara
had earlier concluded that NATO possessed ground forces equivalent
to those of the Soviets, he stated in January 1964 that "in total
terms, NATO forces have more ground forces than the Soviet bloc."
The major difficulty confronting NATO was no longer one of numbers,
but the fact that the '"NATO forces are not located, in certain
cases, as effectively as the Soviet bloc forces, and can't be re-
inforced as quickly as the Soviet bloc forces.'™/ McNamara now

_considered Red China to be the most aggressive Communict nation

and "a threat to the security of the Asian land mass.' He thought
that there was a ''very substantial' possibility that Commuwnist China
could become a "wilitary threat' to the United States, but such an
in' the normal sense of the term.

In speaking about nuclear war in an interview published in
December 1962, McNamara referred to a "balance of terror.'®9 1In his
prepared statement presented to Congressionar committees in January
1963, he stated: "More armaments, whether offensive or defensive,
cannot solve this dilemma. We are approaching an era when it will
become increasingly improbable that either side could destroy a
sufficiently large portion of the other's strategic nuclear force,

either by surprise or otherwise, to preclude a devastating retalia-

tory blow." Although the United States would continue to invest
large ‘sums of money in research and development in che fields of
air-sea warfare and antiballistic missile defense, McNamara reported
that the '"best minds and best bdrains' in the Depurtment of Defense
and in the scientific commun. ¢y had assured him that neither
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ok ‘the United States nor the Soviet Union would score a breakchrough : ;
R in these areas in the next several years.’l "I don't believe,” he
B : ‘ summarized, ''that either the Soviets or we could take action to so
: ' protect our population that a nuclear strike would result in a low
RO , level of fatalities.'/2 Under such circumstances, McNamara urged
o E , that the United States could not '"win a nuclear war, a streategic
: nuclear war in the normal weaning of the word 'win.'" 'Even if the
3  United States did 'win" over the Soviets, McNamara visualized: '"We
A : would win in the sense that their way of life would change more
'E' than ours because we would destroy a greater percentage of their
] industrial potential and probably destroy a greater percentage of
. their population than they destroyed of ours." But the United
" B : States would sustain such severe damage ‘''that our way of life would
g ] 7 - change, and change in an undesirable direction. Therefore, 1 would
' say that we had not won.

Even though the cranscendence of nuclear missile offense over
defense ruled out the utility of military force in terms of the old
Clausewitzian theory thac war was the continuation of state policy
by different means, Secretary McNimara nevertheless maintained that
the United States, ‘in any reasonable sense of the word, was 'winning'

SR ; because its '‘program to win_was broader tban the appl;catzon of

R - -strategic nilitary forces. "4 Speaking of the over-all objentives

< i of the United States, McNamara said: “The basic objective is to . .

B protect our national security and our vital interests . . . . to be

Fobas - more explicit, it is to prevent, in association with other Government

. policies, the advancement of communism to the control ot areas not

now controlied by it. . . . the long-range objective iz . . . the

‘ o spread of freedom throughout the world. "/5 Still on the relationship

L ' of military force to the national objectives, McNamara observed:
"As to our objective, I thimk . . .. that it is to advance the cause
of freedom throughout the world and to do this in a way that protects
our own naticnal security, which means we are not to destroy our

- Nation in the process cof attempting to. advance ireedom elsewhere in
the world. . . . I do not believe we should embark on a course that
is almost certain to destroy our Nation when that course of action
can be avoided without substantial penalty to us.” As a matter of
fact, McNamara did not believe that the objective of spreading
freedom throughout . the world could "be achieved primarily through

the develcpment of mllltary forces or the application of mllltary
forces," but he thought that "it is quite clear that we as a

nation . . . have standards of values, standards of behavior,
economic power, and a record of accomplishment such that, given the
opportinity to exist in.a pedceful world, the advancement of ocur

- forms of society is almost certain to occur over a long perlod Qs
tine.’

Because of his belief that the Communist nations must not be
allowed to mistake the military capabilities of the United States,
Secretary McNamara outlined the force requirements represented in

- the Department of Defense budget for fiscal year 1964 in precise

T
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) detail.77 In the strategic retaliatory étogram package, McNamara

proposed to continue to keep half of the 650 B-52 bomber torce on
15-minute ground alert and to retain & capability for flying one-
eighth of the force on air alert for one year. Two wings of B-58
bombers would continue to be prograwmed, but the B~47 bombers would
be gradually phased out. The three aircraft B-70 program would be
completed at a cost of $1.3 billion, and an additional $50 wmillion
of the extra $190 million voted by Congress would be expended for
the develeopuent of selected sensor components. In the Air Force, 13
Atlas squadrons with 126 missiles were already operational and
would continue in place pending a decision to phase out some of the
older, softer missiles. All 6 squadrons of Titan I missiles,
aggregating 54 missiles, were in place, and 6 additional squadrons
of improved Titan I1's (54 missiles) were expected to. be operatiounal
by December 1963. The 1964 budget included funds for 150 Minuteman II
missiles, raising the total force of Minuteman to 950. It also
Funded the completion of the 41 tolarxs subnarine iorce, which would
have a total of 656 missiles.

In the continental air and missile defense forces package, the
1964 national defense budget planned to install a semiautomatic
backup intercept control system to supplement SAGE, to keep existing
all-weather fighter, Bomarc, and Nike-Hercules units operating, and
to reserve decisions about the modernizétion of the weapon systews.
The major defense problem was to develop systems effective against
intercontinental and submarine-launched ballistic missiles. Tests
had shown that the Nike-Zeus would not he:effective against a
sophisticated threat in the late 1960's; accordingly, over $450
million was included in the 1964 budget to initiate development of
an improved HNike X and to continue tests with Nike-Zeus. The budget
also provided increased developmental ftunds for systems that would
provide possible cefense against submarine-launched missiles.

In the general purpose forces package the fiscal year 1964
budget recognized that the Army had reached its proposed 5-year
strength, but it was to be allowed to expand its active strength to
975,000, thus adding 15,000 men which would permit the testing of
an-air mobility concept. A total of $3.3 billion was allocated to

" the procurement of Army weapons and materiel. The Air Force general

purpose forces would continue at 21 wings of tactical fighters
which would be reequipped by increaséd procurement of F-4C fighters.
The tactical reconnaissance forces would be expanded and would be
equipped with RF-4C's. 1In the airlift and sealift forces category

‘the 1964 budget proposed to acquire several additional squadrons of
C-130E aircraft and to phase out the old C-l24's.  Substantial funds

were also committed to the purchase of new C-14l's. Ocviginally
scheduled to be phased out in fiscal year 1964, the C~123 assault
transport had proved useful in support of counterinsurgency
operations in.Vietnam and would be contxnued in the force program
for the time belng :
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L , In presenting the fiscal 1964 budget request, Secretary McNawmara
i = - pointed out that total obligational authority in the amount of
o - $7.3 billion was committed to strategic retaliatory forces, $2
o billion to continental air and wuissile defense forces, $19 billion
to general purpose forces, and §$l.4 billion to airlift and sealift
ER forces. Looking backward at the trend in obligational authority in
e ~ the Kennedy years the amounts comnitted to strategic retaliatory
‘ : forces had declined each year, the funds for the continental air
: and missile defense forces had held steady, while the funding for
c e e general gurpose and airlift and sealift forces had increased
: “gharply. In explaining the force levels, Secretary McNsamara
P ‘ , ' pointedly refused to be 'tied down to any rigid doctrine about when
; : and how the different types of forces should be employed.'82 He
‘ preferred to say that the primary objective of the Department of
Defense was national security--not econowy--and he saw no reason why
the nation could not indefinitely continue the larger levels of
military spending of the Kennedy administration. Having determined
military force requirements without any regard to arbitrary or
predetermined force levels, he meant to procure and operate those
forces at the lowest possible cost.83 1n arguments in the spring of
1963, however, McNamara nevertheless revealed his ideas of defense
requirements. 'He wanted,' wrote William W. Keufumann, 'to have the
capabilities for all modern types of warfare and, if{ forced to
commit himself, he wanted to place main but not sole reliance on
non-nuclear weapons."84 In essence, the Kennedy administration,
confronted by the dilemma of “humiliation or holocaust,'" wanted to

7

ey : increase its opticns, hoping that nuclear weapons wmight not have to
T Z be used. :

/ . .

% * * * *
/I . .
v 2 ~ Implications--some real and some imagined--of the ewerging
Tewel g defense policy of the Kennedy-tMcNamara administration gravely con-
L b ‘ cerned a number of defense commentators and the leaders ot the Air

R ' Force. In January 1963, Editor John F. Loosbrock of Airx Force and
! Space Digest charged: '"The doctrine of nuclear deterrence is being
PR replaced by a doctrine of nuclear stalemate. The strategic umbrella,
! ‘ ; under shelter of which major Soviet aggression has been deterred or
; ' 4 " repulsed at many times and in many places since the end of World War
T P ' 11, is being replaced by a strategic ceiling--rigid, immovable, and
) .. possibly brittle." Loosbrock pointed out that possession of
strategic superiority had permitted the nation to control the
- “escalation of small wars and had enabled the United States to
I - shelter NATO against Soviet aggression. He suggested that lack of
§ . faith in the United States nuclear deterrent was causing President
¥  Charles De Gaulle to build an independent French nuclear deterrent.
" "Today,'" Loosbrock wrote, ''the argument over conentional ys. nuclear
. weapons may prove to be the reef on which NATO founders.'
o During the late 1950's Lieutenant General Gsvin had waintained
“a keen incerest in preparedness for lxmxcad warfare, and Pxesxdenc

659

T T Y

!

- Lo e AT T L i et i i A



vr

i T T )

B

Kennedy had named him United States Ambassador to France, Despite
his interest in limited war, Guvin had been careful to point out in
his writing that '"a limited-war theory is only valid when one has a
massive strategic strike capaoility, and it is only within the
framework of a significant strategic capability that one may in-
dulge in the solution of problems involving lesser force.' After
reading Loosbrock's analysis, Gavin wrote that he was "just about
in complete agreewent' with it. Gavin agreed with the assertion
that there was no "absolute'" weapon system, and he suggested that
an alert eneny might achieve technological surprise in such areas
as antisubmarine warfare, ballistic missile defense, space, or in

~hiological and chemical warfare.8

In justifying his action relative to the RS-70 and Skybolt,
Secretary McNamara cited considerations ot cost effectiveness of
manned systems as compared with intercontinental nissiles in
performing the strategic mission. Other officials developed an
additional concept that hardened intercontinental missiles were
better suited to the maintenance of a stable strategic deterrence
than were aircraft. While attending an Intermational Conference of
Scientists held in Moscow from 27 November to 5 December 1960, Dr.
Jerome B. Wiesner, who would become Presidential Scientific Advisor,
and Walt W. Rostow, who would head the State Department Policy
rlanning Council, found highranking Soviet delegates gravely con-
cerned with the prospect that an unwanted nuclear war between the
United States and the Soviet Union might be set off by accident.
Such an accident might occur through wisjudgments of radar warning,
through a frustrated great power's escalation of a small war, or
through the spread of nuclear weapons to smaller and perhaps less
responsible nations that might be allied with either the United
States or the Soviet Union. At the conference, Dr. Wiesner presented
a paper in which he suggested that "a limited deterrent force might
be used as a basis for comprehensive disarmament.' He also pointed
out that the development of highly secure deterrent forces by both
sides~-desirably as small as feasible, since larger forces increased
dangers of accidental war--would relieve wuch of the incentive for
an unlimited arms race, which if undertaken could not result in
either side attaining an overwhelming military position in the
foreseeable future. While in Moscow, Wiesner and Rostow were in-
vited to discuss security matters with Soviet Deputy Foreign

‘Minister Vasilyevich Kuzné&tsov, who expressed apprehension that a

major U.S. missile buildup would force the Soviet Union to respond,
thus setting off a highly competitive missile race. Wiesner and
Rostow emphasized in reply that the Kennedy rearmament program
would be designed to provide a more secure deterrent posture, thus

contributing to the cause of world peace. In an article published

in 1961, Wiesner offered a short analysis of mauned bombers as
viewed from the new calculus of stable decerrence: "Because of the
vulnerability to missile attack of bomber bases and because air
defense systems make the effectiveness of manned boubers somewhat
uncertain, they may not be an attractive component of a stable
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deterrent system. It is hard to visualize building a bomber force
as secure from attack as missile forces can become (unless it is
kept in the air)."87

In the United States during 1961 and 1962 wore thau 300 books
and articles were published on the subject of arms control, and
many of the arms control advocates described wanned strategic weapon
systems as first-strike, destabilizing weapons. Writing ot the
Soviet, for example, civilian strategist Thomas C. Schelling,
reasoned: "Too great a capacity to strike him by surprise may induce
him to strike first.'" In December 1962, Major General Dale O. Smith,

Special Assistant for Arms Control to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

suggested that the arms control rationale might have been responsi-
ble for the curtailment of the B-70 and of Air Force space programs.
Smith opposed the arms control argument that bombers were first-
strike surprise weapons rather than second-strike retaliatory
weapons. 'Wars," he wrote, 'do not occur like magic or from a

whim. There must be some sort of strategic buildup, and many
hombers would be launched when war seems probable.' Launched on
the basis of reliable warning and held on air alert, bombers would
be '"well nigh iavulnerable.'" They could reach and destroy enemy
launching pads long before a second enemy missile could be wheeled
into place; and 'fail safe" controls that regulated the actions of
bomber crews were fully as secure as those that governed missile
crews. Smith also warned that the explosion of a 100-megaton Soviet
warhead could do incalculable damage to Minuteman emplacement, but
would not affect airborne bombers that were being held on air

alert.

In his preseatations to Congressional commnittees in the spring
of 1963, General LeMay viewed the Soviet threat to the peace as
changing in character and aspect but unchanging in its objectives.
He pointed out that the Soviet Union was proceeding with great
determination in areas of space, missiles, and high-yield nuclear
weapons. - It was continuing to apply science and technology to
military purposes with -impressive research and development programs,
the result being a rapid progression of military systems from in-
vention to operational inventory.89 Letiay was willing to concede
that a condition which could be described as 'mutual deterrence”
could conceptually exist for a short period of time, but the status
of deterrence would change from day to day. He definitely did not
consider that the United States and the Soviet Union had reached a
period of mutual deterrence.?0 "If we accept mutual deterrence,
this will, I think," he added, "inevitably lead to defeat. In other
words, ii we stop trying, we certainly are not going to succeed in
defending ourselves."

Secretary Zuckert generally agreed with LeMay on the subject of
mutual deterrence and chose to -emphasize its transitory duration in
an era of rapid technological change.92 Speaking more openly than
either Zuckert or LeMay, General Power described the United States
as being in an arms race with the Soviet Union. '"We are running,"
Power said, '"at a certain speed and he is running at a certain
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- spéed; If we slow our pace down or stop, it is obvioﬁs that he is
- going to get as strong as we are some day and get stronger. So this
depends on how fast we run. You are in an arms race. 4And the name

of the game is to stay ahead of him. "33 power continued his
remarks in another off-the-cuff summation: "I just feel,'" he said,
that the surest way to prevent war--and that is my goal, and I teel
very strongly about it--is to have overwhelming strength so that it
is ridiculous for anybody to even think of attacking the United
States. That is what it has been in the past, and that is what it
is today. . . . I think our science, our economy, and everything
else can help us win this race. . . . But it takes the will to do

In a summary of his general position, General LeMay believed
that the United States faced an enemy that would take advantage of
any real or apparent technical development. In this situationm,
LeMay thought: "There are certain precautions we can take. . . . we
must retain our flexibility of action in the event of an enemy
technological breakthrough. . ... by exploring every feasible weapon
system. . . . We must also continue this exploration because we
cannot- accept the premise that since there is no known counter to a
particular threat there is nothing we can do. If we accept this
premise . . . we invite the Soviets to vigorously probe our
determination to resist."93  LeMay rejected any notion that the
United States could accept parity with the Soviet Union in a dynamic
situation, and he argued that the United States had to possess
strategic superiority in order to remain secure. He pointed out
that since World War II, the United Statcs had allowed ''the Russians
to catch up in some fields and-perhaps even surpass us in some, 96
LeMay was unwilling to "accept the principle that it now appears
impossible te build enough weapons . . . or the kind of weapens that
could knock out every single one of the Russian weapons. . . . This
is an idealistic goal, and I doubt that it can ever be achieved.
But that is no reason for not trying to achieve 'it. At least, let
us get as close to it as we can, so if war should descend upon us,
we will be in the best possible position.'

As the final comment preliminary to a discussion oi exact Air
Force requirements in his Congressional presentations, General LeMay
stated the capabilities that a deterrent force had to possess in

“order to be credible to an enemy. These were-

- Fxrst, a capabilxty to acquire that xnformatxon
' necessary to attack effectively selected elements of
- enemy strength. For this, we rely on reconnaissance
and comprehensive intelligence efforts.,
. Secondly, a capability to survive. For this, we
-rely on diversity, numbers, hardening, dispersal, ground .
- and airborne alerts, early warnlng systems, and constant
'training '
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Third, rapid response to an order to execute
operational plans., For this, we rely on a high state
of alert; and rapid, dependable, and. survivable comuand
and control. ‘

Fourth, immediate response in full strength or
with seleccivity under continuous control. Alert manned
aircraft and missile forces provide this capability.

Fifth, sustained effectiveness in portions of the
force which may be withheld from initial attacks as .
uncoumitted reserve, or for contingencies. Missiles
which are dispersed, hardened, and mobile and manned
systewms which are dispersable on the grrund and in
the air--as well as recoverable and reusable--give
these capabilities.

Sixth, the ability in a portion of our forces to
make swift and clearly recognizable moves to evidence
U.S. resolve in the face of provocation. Manned systems
provide this capability. s

Following this statement of capabilities, General Leiay described
several other characteristics of a deterrent force:

To maintain an effective deterrent, the posture
of the strategic force must be updated continuously.
At the same time, we must have the capability to meet
requirements for cenflicts of lesser magnitude than
general waxr. In this portion of the conflict spectrum,
military force is required for show of force, counter-
insurgency and conventiocnal war. As these needs are
met, we broaden the available options of response so
that escalation up to the most serious threat--general
war-~is but one of many optxons, and one which we, not
the enemy, must control.

Developiment and maintenance of the 'many option'
strategy requires. forces to support. the options.  Im
acquiring these forces, we must maintain a credible
general war force so that lesser options may be

“exercised under the protection of this general war
deterrent. It is the general war strength of aircraft
and nissile forces which place an upper limit on the
risks an aggressor is willing to take, and which deter
escalation into all-out conflict.

When they explained Air Force budgetary requests for fiscal
year 1964, Secretary Zuckert and General Lepay disclosed to
‘Congressional committees that the Air Force had submitted requests
of $25,521.9 wnillion to the Department of Defense, nad sustained an
initial downward adjustment of $4,98%.7 million, and nad subse-
quently received a restoration of $119.1 million, making a total
recommended Air Force program of $20,651.3 million. In response to
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‘Air Force reclama, Pfesident;Kennedy had restored funds to provide

for the procurement of additional C-130E transports, but two other
desired items had been turned down. The first of these was the Air
Force requirement for a long-range fighter interceptor with at least
mach 3 speed, an airborne radar capability, and a capability to
intercept hostile targets from the surface to 100,000 feet without
any assistance from a ground radar station. Secretary McNamara had
refused this request because the declining Soviet bomber thrust did
not justify initiation of a $3 to $5 billion program. He was also
doubtful as to the effectiveness of such an interceptor and wanted
additional time to study potential candidates among aircraft that
seemed likely prospects for the function. -Believing that the
tactical fighter force ought to be expanded {rom 21 to 25 wings and
rapidly modernized, the /ir Force had asked for a second production
source for F/RF-4C aircraft. While McNamara had conceded that 25
tactical fighter wings migh: be required in the late 1960's, he
wished to postpone the decision since his cost effectiveness analyses
indicated that modernization of the existing 21 tactical fighter
wings would give the greatest increase in combat effectiveness and
that an expansion of the single F/RF-4C production source could
obviate the need for a second source.

At the same time that he was concerned about the fact that the
last manned interceptor for the Air Defense Command had been
delivered in March 1961 and about the indefinite response to the
requirement for a long-range interceptor,lyl General LeMay.was even
more disturbed about deficiencies in projected strategic forces. In

“briel, General LeMay reported that he had “asked for more missiles

by far than the Secretary of Defense had seen {it to give me." He
also noted: "I want the best manned system I can get. ... .. . I want
the RS-70_vyery badly. . . . When something faster comes along I

want ic."loz LeMay thougut that one of nis basic dififerences with

Secretary McNamara was on the size of an effective strategic
deterrent force. ''He thinks,'" LeMay said, "it can be done with
something less than I think it can be done." When he viewed
strategic superiority over the Soviet enemy, LeMay wantcd "sufficient
military power to knock out all of the targets that we know he has,
or all the weapons that we inow he has, and . . . a little cushion
to take care of some that we might not know he has.'103 LeMay
wanted ''clear superiority and flexibility" in the strategic force
because he could not visualize the set of conditions under which a
future war might begin. '"I want to get a force and a combat
capability,' he said, ''that will cover anything you can think of,
because 1 don't believe you can forecast how the next war is going
to start and what conditions are going to be."104 "I firuly
believe,'" he said, "that it is the duty of all of us who have
responsibility for défending the United States to take whatever
measJres may be necessary under the circunstances, to do the best
possible job of defending the country. "'103

* ‘Once the United States was committed to war General LeMay
recognized that there were many tasks that could be performed better
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- by missiles than by a manned weapon system, but Air Force war gaming

- had nevertheless demonstrated to him that ''the most efficient

- campaign can be fought with a wixture of the two, so you can use the
strong points of each of the weapon Systems and get a net result

+ greater than tbe sum of each one of them if you use them

"~ separately. 1106 1qn arguing the case for an advanced manned stratygxc

~ weapon system in the spring of 1963, LeMay emphasized the value of
such a system for show of force, as a sateguard against the un-

- ‘certain reliability and unexplored vulnerability of missiles, and as

"~ *insurance against the possibility that the Soviets umight develop
effective antimissile defenses. He additionally pointed out that it
would cost the Soviet Union far more to defend against a mixed-force
strategic capability than it would cost the United States to produce
the weapon systems. This would be to the advantage of the United
States. "If we don't diversify and don't force them to spend those
‘resources on defense,' he said, "then they would probably put a
substantial portion of them on of§enszve weapon systems that would
be an additional danger to us.

In his discussions of a manned strategic weapon system, LeMay
expressed confidence that with proper tactics and proper penetration
aids attack aircraft would be able to reach their assigned targets.

"I do not think," he said, "that we can predict the outcome of
future engagements before we have the engagement. But based on my
past experience and my knowledge of the defenses and how we have
operated against them--and we have operated against all of the
defenses of the world--I believe we will penetrate.' Speaking of
.the future, LeMay noted that aircrews were going to fight hostile
defenses rather than ignore them. ''We now have the capability," he
explained, "of taking a portion of the penetrating force and putting
o ‘ it on the defense system and destroying it sc you can go in without
St 0.0 - opposition,  We have the weapons to do this. And we plan on doing
- oo dts T sometimes think that we have given the defense system too
b ~--much credit. And we are taking too great a percentage of our force
i . and putting it on this task. But there is no doubt in my mind that
; - proper tactics--proper execution of the mission--will produce the
- results we are looking for." In sum, LeMay noted: “Experience, I
. think, 65 more important than some of the assumptions that you
< make nl
o The Air Force was positxvely comuitted to the urgent need to
'”develop and maintain a mixed strategic force, to include both
- missiles and a manned reconnaissance-strike capability, but there
-was ‘beginning to be less agreement on what the follow-on manned air-
craft should be. LeMay still wanted the RS-70; he believed that it
~would continue in active inventory up until 1980 when it would
© probably be replaced by an aerospace plane. ‘The RS-70 program,
_however, had encountered many delays, leading LeMay to comment that
- Y"even if we get a favorable decision . . . you cannot buy back that
_ time. #109  pgtablished in 1962 in response to Secretary McNamara's
\requesc for a luok at alrernate possibilities to the RS-70, the
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USAF Manned Alrcraft Systems Steering Group headed by Lieutenant
General Jaues Ferguson, the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staif ior
Research and Pevelopwment, exdinined the prospects for the developuwent
of three different types oi aircraft that could be had without
straining the state of the art and would be a replacement ifor the
old B-52's. Because it was especially interesting to iicNamara, the
Ferguson group carefully examined a plane that was variously called
“Camel,'" "Dromedary,' or the "multi-purpose long-endurance airplane"
(MPLE). This was conceived to be a large, low-speed, turboprop
airplane’ that would have long endurance and would keep well outside
enemy defenses and launch wmissiles into target areas..  Although it
would not have reconnaissance-strike capaoilities, the long-endurance
plane might additionally serve as an airborne weapon system ior air
defense, as a very large transport, or as a tactical command and
control gehicle that could oe used by tactical air units in advanced
areas.t10 The second prospect was to develop a low-altitude wanned
penetrator (LAMP) which would enter defended areas at high speed
and at low altitudes, wiere hostile defenses would be ineifective.
The third potential candidate was a mach 3, very high altitude,
advanced manned precision strike system (AMPSS).. ~Similar in concept
to the RS-70 this plane would take advantage of the state of the
art deYelopments and would probaoly be only hali the size of the
Rs-70. 111 k

While the Air Force thus began in-house studies of alternate
follow-on strategic aircraft programs, it still hoped that the RS-70
might win approval for weapon system development since it could
enter the operating inventory three to four ycars before - any oi the
alternate systems. The Ferguson group accordingly did not begin
detailed studies of the advenced maaned strategic system until
April 1963.11? Noting that he might well have a ‘patochial view-
point"” as commanderx oi the Strategic Air Command, General Power in-
formed the House Committee on Armed Services in May 1963 that soue

arrangements positively ought to be made to keep SAC's future strength

up, He favored the maintenance of a proper ratio that would weigh
proven aircraft against unproven missiles.l13 power wanted the
RS-70, but if it was not ta@ ve had he was willing to accept "the
premise that anything is ovetter than nothing.' Thus he indicated: in

-August 1963 that he would be willing to get more B-52's if production

lines could be rebuilt, and he seriously recommended procurement of
additional B-58's to serve as interim bowmbers until a follow-on air-
craft could be developed.  Speaking of the need for an advanced
manned Strategic weapon system, Power called for rapid decisioms:

"I think time is a matter cf great urgency. I would say that this
fall or before this year is over fhiy should make up our minds,
because we have waited too long." a7

* * % *
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‘would say when we start to talk about the megatonnage we could bring

‘address to the American people on 26 July 1963, he noted: "4 full-

~ was willing to agree that there might "be a good many struggles in

_States must maintain in its own security interests a very large over-

TRy SR e

Although General LeMay and other senior Air Force officers -
presented the case for counterforce as a war-winning, damage-limiting
strategy to generally sympathetic Congressional committees during
the spring of 1963, they were unable to sway either President Kennedy
or the Departuent of Defense. On 17 December 1962, Kennedy had
already stated: "There is just a limit to how much we need, as well
as how much we can afford to have a successful deterrent. . . . I

into a nuclear war, we are talking about annihilation.'}l3 In an

scale nuclear exchange, lasting less than 60 minutes, with weapor -
now in existence, could wipe out more than 300 million Americans

Europeans, and Russians, as well as untold numbers elsewhere."llé
In remarks to a press conference in January 1963, President Kennedy

the globe in the late sixties or early seventies which are not
subject to solution by missiles . . . where manned bombers may be
very useful," but it was perhaps significant that he visualized a
utility of manned bombérs ‘in what he described as '"more limited
war. 111{7 .

Almost in rebuttal to Air Force positions offered in the
strategic debates of 1963, Secretaries Rusk and McNamara presented
a concept of strategic aerospace power as being essential but much
less versatile throughout a spectrum of conflict than Air Force
leaders conceived. 'I believe,'" stated Rusk, ‘''that the United

all nuclear superiority with respect te the Soviet Union,' but he
immediately added: "This involves primarily the capacity to demon-
strate that regardless of who strikes first, the United States will
be in a position effectively to destroy an aggressor.‘ Secretary
McNamara wanted a strategic nuclear force large encugh and secure
enough to give the United States an option to attack hostile forces
rather than enemy cities, but.he placed himself on the record in
agreement with the President's statements that the United States
had almost reached the point in the strategic level where "enough is
enough." "I am," McNamara said, '"not a believer in unlimited arms
spending, not in the 'more the better' school of thinking.'''19 At
the same time that he described a 'cities only'" strategic retaliatory
posture as being 'dangerously inadequate,' McNamara wrote off the
theory of a '"full first strike force" as being 'simply unattainable.™
Such a "“full first strike' capability would have to be accompanied
by vast programs of antimissile, antibomber, and civil defense, and
even then fatalities would run into tens of millions. McNamara

therefore concluded: "'Thus a 'damage limiting' strategy appears to
be the most practical and effective course for us to follow. Such
a strategy requires a force considerably larger than would be needed
for a limited 'cities only' strategy. While there are still some
differences of judgment on just how large such a force should be
there is general agreement that it should be large enough to ensure
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"< the destruction, singly or in combination, of the Soviet Union,
.. Communist China, and the Communist satellites &s national societies,
" under the worst possible circumstances of war outbreak that can
" reasonably be postulated, and, in addition, to destroy their war-
. making capability so as to limit, tf She extent practicable, damage
- to this country and to our allies." 20 ‘ ;
ol When closely questioned by members of the House and Senate ‘ : i
- Armed Services Committees early in 1963, Secretary McNamara revealed
. "little patience with many of the charges that had been made against
- the so-called "McNamara strategy.' His program provided for main~
<~ taining nuclear superiority, including the capability utterly to i
po - destroy any aggressor. Speaking with some heat, he described -
¢ journalist charges that a nuclear deterrent strategy required manned
. bombers and that a nuclear stalemate strategy was predicated upon
. missiles as being "irresponsible' and "'irrational" and said that it
-was "a disgrace that the American public was being fed this type of
material."I2l He did not agree that the situation which he described
- as "mutual deterrence’ comprised a "nuclear stalemate.' (uite the
contrary, he considered that the United States would emphasize ;
research and development in order to ensure that it maintained a B , -
full deterrent cagability and superiority in numbers and effective~ I
ness of weapons.l22 He did not agree that nuclear superiority -
"~ could be ‘''a universal deterrent' against Soviet aggression; nuclear ‘ f
* superiority, for example, had not prevented the Korean conflict,l23
He was unwilling to accept unreservedly the Air Force concept that
a nation that possessed superior strategic power could control the
escalation of conflict. Escalation had to do with the mental
attitude of belligerents. "I think,'" he said, 'in many cases an
infericr power acting in desperation has escalated the conflict.'l24
- While McNamara was in favor of maintaining "a mix of strategic
 systems," he did not necessarily believe that such a force would in-
clude a mix of missiles and gravity bombers. A future strategic-
S gystem mix could well include surface~based and air-launched missile
i . systems. "As a matter of fact," he added, "I believe it will have
.. -to be a mix of missile systems . . . each system with characteristics
..~ different from the other systems and, therefore, adding in total to
 the problem of defense."l25 McNamara answered fears that missiles :
~'might not be reliable: "If the missiles do not come through,' he : ;
pointed out, 'we will presume for the minute that the Soviets have i
the same problems we do, and in that sense we will not be at any
competitive disadvantage. .t any rate, it would be impossible for
the United States to continue to rely upon free-fall strategic . ;
bombing since by the end of the 1960's Soviet air defenses would i
make it nearly impossible for anm aircraft to penetrate into the i
Soviet Union and launch its weapons over a targec."126 In final
analysis, the manned strategic weapon system that McNamara could
visualize for the 1970's would be "an aircraft that is used to launch
a very complicated missile system, a missile system more complex,
more costly, less reliable, probably less accurate, than the missile
‘systems we are now planning to have on hand at that time."127
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- to be operational shortly thereafter.l130 By the wincer of 1963-64

.-development, and test of ‘the RS-70 Aiter additional hearings, the

“began to work against the manned system and in favor of wmissiles.

ok * % *.

Sympathetic to the Air Force statement of requireweunts for a
manned strategic weapor. system, Chairmaa Carl Vinson and the House
Armed Services Committee in February 1963 added $363.7 million to
the fiscal 1964 defense budget to be used solely for research,

Senate ArTE? Services Committee concurred in the increased appro-
priation. While these powerful Coungressional comnittees endorsed
the requirement for wmanned weapons, various technological factors

Funded from prior year appropriations substantial nuuoers of
intercontinental missiles became operational in the winter of 1962-
63 and the missile programs progressed rapidly throughout 1963. The
8ix squadron Titan I missile force became operational in September
1962, and the entire 13 squadron Atlas force was operational by
December 1962. - Despite a worrisome technical problem, the six
squadron Titan II force would be operational on 27 Decewber 1963.1249
By early 1963 a Minuteman uissile silo was oeing cowpleted almost
every day. At Malmstrowm Air Force Base, Montana, the three squadrons
of the 34lst Strategic iMissile Wing, each with 50 rlinuteman missiles,
became operational in February, May, and July 1963. At Ellsworth
Air Force Base, South Dakota, the 44th Strategic riissile Wing began
to occupy its -silos: its first Minutewan squadron would ecome
operational in September and its second and thicd squadrons in
October 1963. ‘tThe 455th Strategic Missile Wing ai Minot Air Force
Bage, Nerth Dikota, would have its first Minutewmaa squadron in
operation in January 1564, and its other two squadrons were expected

construction of a base for the 351st Strategic Missile Wing would be
nearly complete at Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri, and the Air
Force expected to have a total of four wings of dinuteman missiles
with 600 of the three-stege, solid- propellant ICBu's in place oy

30 June 1964.131 The Air Force would locate the 90th Strategic
Missile Wing with four Minuteman squadrons (200 missiles) at Francis
E. Warren Air Force Base, Wyoming, where a contract ior necessary
construction had been awarded in October 1962 and wnere the base
would be nearing completlon by early 1964. 132 1 order to accommo=
date the additional 150 Minuteman II missiles authorized for
procurement in fiscal year 1952, the Air Force would ccuuwence
construction of & sixth Minuteman wing baso at Grand Forks Air Force
Base, North Dakota, in the spring of 1964.!

In the same months that Tltan, stlas, and Finuteman mlSSlleS
were coming into the Air Force operating inventory, the developuent
or-the B~70 ran into a maze of difficulties. .In October 1962 the
North American Aviation Company ran into & tecnnical problew; having
to do with the welding or the plane's stainless steal honeycomb
wings (which were hollow inside T6¥*usé as tuel tanks) to the
stainless steel fuselage. The best weld that could be wade had
emall pin holes which allowed some fuel to escape. While such an
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amount of escaping fuel would not have been a problewm in a subsonic
aircraft, the wings of the wach 3 XB-70 would heat to 600° in flight
and any escaping fuel would be hazardous. Sowe new synthetic fuel
~“tink sealant would have to be developed that could withstand very
. high temperatures.. The North American Coupany prowuptly contacted
sealant manufacturers in the United States and in Zurope, but none
of these companies wanted to undertake an expensive developuental
program when only three aircraft were involved. = As & result ot
these delays, the XB-70A could not weet iLts initial f£light schedule
in December 1962 and each month's delay added to the production
overrun costs. 134 on 24 April 1963, Secretary McNawara wrote
Chairman Vinson that the additional f{unds authcrized by the House
and Scnate Armed Services Comuittees for the RS-70 would not be
needed, and in a rare revolt against Vinson's leadership the House
of Representatives <efused to vote additional funds for the RS-70
-when it passed the defease appropriation weasure in late June 1963.
In the Senate, Chairman Russell told his colleagues that it would be
a "serious mistake' to forsake manaed strateglc aircralt and rely
upon unproven missiles, but in Septewber 1963 the Senate went along
with the House dec¢ision not to vote any additional woney for a
~RS-70 weapon system.
Under existing directives the 4ir Force continued to be respon-
sible for the development and flight tescing of three prototype
B-70 aircraft at a cost of nol wore than $L.5 biliion (nearl r all of
which had already been expended), but General Leday observed that
up and down financing and fluctuating interest had ikilled the B-70
program. "I feel,' he said, 'the B-70 program .. dead."136  pyo-
duction overrun costs wounted as the Worih Awerican Company with
assistance from . ir Force laboracories developed a new fuel-tank
sealant, but as funds ran short the third plane in the prograwm whicn
would have had a boubing and navigation sysiew had to be cancelled
on 7 March 1964 when work was liwmited to two aB-704's. -The sealant
problem was solved in February, and the prototype XB-70 would wake
its maiden flight-on 21 September 1964, but by this time no weapon
system development for the plane was any ionger appropriate.l3/ _
Looking backward at the B-70 prograwm during iiis tenure as Director
of Deiense Research and Engineering, Dr. Harold Brown observed that
the designers had pressed the state of the arc too much and had run
into bad luck. "Since I have been aere, and I think since before I
came; ' ‘Brown said, ‘'the Department of Defense has takea the aititude
that until the technolagy is developed you shouldn't go into a big
system witihh all the expense that that catails unless you can show
an overriding need, unless you can show that the security of the
country depends in a real way on having that system."l3

% % % ; *

- o In wmuch the same manmner that the Cubaa wissile crisis affected
the wilitary strategy and force couposition of the United Stuates,
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the nuclear confroutation about Cuoa had--in the words of Secretary
Rusk--" a very real bearing" on the consummation of a limited '
nuclear test ban treaty between the United Statesg Great Britain,

and the Soviet Union during the summer of 1963.1! Specific nego-
tiations looking toward a nuclear test ban treaty traced directly

back to 4 April 1958, when the Soviets completed a series of nuclear -
tests of unorecedented intensity and proposed that the United btates
and- the Soviet Union should immediately suspend nuclear testing.

After the United States and the United Kingdom concluded scheduled

test programs during the summer, President Eisenhower announced on
31 October 1958 a voluntary suspension of tests pending negotiations
of an effectively controlled nuclear test agreement. The United
Kingdom and the Soviet Union followed this lead and also suspended
testing.140 According to General Twining the United States held a
substantial lead in nuclear technology in 1958, but as the moratorium
dragged on without a positive agreement the Joint Chiefs of Staff
pointed out many times f{rom & military point of view that continual
testing .was required. - L For one thing,.the Air Force had conmenced
its missile hardening program in late 1957, and there had Leen no
time to test the effect of a nuclear explosion atop a wissile silo
before the moratoriuwa went into effect. While the Air Force used
hardness criteria extrapolated by scientific advisors in the design
of its hardened missile sites, it was unable to test an instaliation
under actual conditions of earth shock and electrouwagnetic pulse oi
an atomic burst.l4Z ‘Although the Atomic Energy Counission attewpted
to maintain its laboratories in a readiness-to-test capapility
during the woratoriua, this capability declined wmaterially since

the standby program proved unable to rctain competént scientists or

“to attract new and younger scientists. 143 Summing up the sicuation,

General Twining rewmarked: 'We all but allowed our testing capability
to go to seed R

In an eifort to provide a military capablllty in support OL the
lagging disarmament negotiations at Geneva, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff cstablished a Special A551stant for Alms Control outside the
Joint Staff in December 1959.14> The Geneva negotiations progressed
poorly, and on 1 September 1961 the Soviet Union suddenly broke the

~test moratorium and ran off in rapid order a very comprehensive

series of tests that involved the detonation of more than 300
megatons in all. The Soviets demonstrated very sophisticated nuclear
weapon technology, made very complex high-altitude-eifects tests,

and detonated onec 53 wegaton weapon. The nuclear test ser;es’ueb

by the United States on 25 April 1962 and coacludéd on 4 Noveuber
1962 was mostly limited to Iow~yleld devices, and the testxn' was
greatly inhibited by efforts wade to minimize fallout.l46 In an
efIort to get an understandm0 of nuclear test ban proposals;

General LeMay asked General Twining to return from retirewent in
~Pecember 1961 to head a study group to consider the military eifect
“"of " a test ban. This group filed a first report on 5 January 19¢2

and up-dated the report on & March 1963. "A test van," the comaittce
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warned, 'would involve greater risks to the national security than
perhaps have been realized.'47 After studying the results of

United States and Soviet tests, General Taylor said that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff concluded that the Soviets were ahead of the United
States in high-yield nuclear technolcgy, in weapons effects knowledge
derived from high-yield nuclear explosions, in the field of ‘yield/ -

weight ratios of high-yileld devices, and in the antiballistic-missile

field. The Soviet Union was judged to be about even with the United
States in intermediate-range nuclear weapons technology and to be
somewhat behind in low-yield weapons. In the field of tactical
nuclear weapons, particularly in very-low-yield weapons, the United
States appeared to be ashead in the quality and diversity of systems,
although the superiority in quality was open to question since the
Soviets could have conducted vzgy-low—yield tests that remained
unknown to the United States. ban

The Department of Defense gave close attention to arms control
negotiations, especially after 27 August 1962 when the United States
and the United Kingdom submitted a proposal tofnuclear tests in the
atwosphere, outer space, and under water to the l8-Nation Disarmament
Conference in Geneva. In February 1963, Secretary McNamara announced
support for¥ a nuclear. test ban treaty that would maintain what he
described as 'our favoravble differential balance of power.” 'As a
nation, ' McNawmara pointed out, "I personally believe we will be far
less secure 15 years from now or 10 years from now if nations not
now possessing independent nuclear arms do then possess them.  One
of the major objectives of the test ban in my-opinion should be to
deter the further prolileration of independent nuclear forzes.'149
The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended three cardinal principles to
govern any test ban treaty: that the treaty should incorporate a
detection, identification, and inspection system adequate to insure
the highest feasible probability of discovering treaty violations;
that testing which could not be detected by the control system
should not be prochibited bg the treaty; and that withdrawal pro-

General LeMay agreed with the Joint

Chief of Staff criteria and he also wanted to run some additional

tests before a test ban went into effect. He specifically suggested

that the United States ought to explode an antimissile warhead in
the vicinity of a live missile warhead to deteruine the kill radius
of ‘an explosion and to detonate a nuclear warhead over an actual

~Minuteman missile silo to determine the effects of such an explosion
- on the wissile emplacement.

In a speech at the American University on 10 June 1963 President

Kennedy expressed a belief that a treaty to outlaw nuclear tests

"would place the nuclear powers in a position to deal wore effec-
tively with one of the greatest hazards which wan faces in 1963,
the further spread of nuclear arms.' Kennedy revealed that he,
Khrushchev,  and HMacmillan had agreed to make a fresh start om test
ban negotiations and to transier the discussions frowm Geneva to
Moscow. *?2 The fresh negotiations pegan on 15 July, and the three
negotiators initialed an agreed draft of a limited nuclear test ban
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 treaty on 25 July. As officially signed on 5 August 1963, the

limited test ban treaty prohibited tests in the atmosphere, under
water, or in outer space, but did not ‘prohibit underground nuclear
explosions as long as all fallout f{rom them was contained within
the country where the test or explosion was conducted. Since the

treaty pemmitted tests which could not be easily detected, no

provision was made for control posts, on-gsite inspections, or an
international verification agency. Any signatory nation which
decided that its supreme interest had become jeopardized would be
permitted to withdraw from the treaty with three months' advance

notice, 133 ;
When he forwarded the text of the nuclear test ban treaty to

- the Senate on 8 August 1963, President Kennedy declared that its

prompt ratification was in the national interest. Duwing hearings
before the Scnate Committee on Foreign Relations, Secretary Rusk
argued that the treaty would slow the spiral toward bigger and wore
destructive weapons without damaging thie relative streagth ot the
United States and the Soviet Union, would help contain the spread
of nuclear weapons by making it uore difficult and expensive for
nations to dezelop them, and would reduce radioactive pollution of
the planet.l’% Secretary McNamara testified: "The Soviet Union's
acceptance of the U.S. proposal for a three-environsent test ban
offers sowe evidence . . . that its leadership has at last grasped
an essential fact--that the sheer umultiplication of a nation's
destructive nuclear capability does not necessarily produce a net
increase in its security.' Speaking to a question as to the military
advantages of the limited test Dban treaty, ticNemava said: ''I believe
that the effect of the treaty to retazd . . . the proliiferaticn oi
nuclear weapons is very much in our interest, and increases our
national security. Furthermore . . . I believe that the treaty will
delay the Soviet developments in certain areas in which we presently
have . . . a technological advantage, aund that this will be to our
interest as well,"1l95 ‘

In a conference with General LedMay on 19 July and in a weeting

- with all of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 24 July, President Kennedy

urged the military leaders to take all factors into consideration

~as they examined the limited test ban treaty. He asked them to
- examine the political aspects of the matter as well as the military
- aspects. Setting aside all of their previous positions, the Joint

Chiefs made a new assessment of the new treaty. They determined

. that the Soviet Union was ahead in high-yield nuclear technology,
..~ that the United States and the Soviet Union were about even in
- intermediate range yields, and that while the United States was
. ahead in low~yield technology the Soviet Union could easily conduct
7~ underground tests to develop low-yield weapons, Lecliay thought thac
- the United States should develop a 100-mezdton bowb, but he was
" willing to accept the assurance that the Atowmic Energy Couaission

could develop a 50-uegaton weapon without testing.  Under the

i treaty, the Joint Chiefs ovelieved that the United States and the
-Soviet Union could make about the same rate of progress in
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developing an antiballistic missile, but they agreed that tiie.
Soviets possessed nuclear blackout inforwation that was not
available to the United States. The chief fear of the Joiut Chieis
was that the treaty might breed euphoria, and they urged that the
United States must waintain an active underground testing prograi,
facilities and resources necessary to institute atwospheric testing
without delay in case the Soviets abrogated the trecaty, and
capabilities to monitor compliance with the treaty. General Lenay
believed that the treaty contained wilitary disadvantages, but ae
was willing to accept it because of the political advantages it
appeared to offer. "I think it might be to our golitical dig~
advantage," he said, "if we did not ratify it."156
Well ovefore the bhioscow conference drafted the limited nuclear
test ban treaty, Dr. Edward Teller, the nuclear physiclst who had
developed the american H-bomb, had voiced his obelief that a nuclear
war ought not to be considered ‘'unthinkable.! While such a war
might be catastrophic, Teller urged that the United States could
save up to 90 percent of its people by implementing a proger shelter
program. Teller was also confident that an effective antiwissile
defense could be developed. "If we listen to those who wroagly
state .that a next war will necessarily be lost," he warned, ‘‘we
might easily end up living on our knees and perhaps later dying in
a war that others fight over our impotent bodies. 137 In
appearances vefore the Senate Preparedness Investigating Subdbcoumuittee
and the Senaté Foreign Relations Coumittee during August: 1963,
Teller offered numercus rcasons why the limited test ban treacy
snould not be ratified, his most telling arguoent being ais belief
that the treaty would hinder United States antimissile developuent
prograws while the Soviets night already have acquired the ianfor-
mation they needed to develop antimissile defeases.l33 General
rower also cpposed the ratification of the treaty. Based on his
uwi interpretation of history, rower velieved that '"disacuwauent is
a proven concept to get you into a war. . . . In other words, you =~~~
THave an uaggressor, and hié never attacks unless he has a victiam,
somebody whom he can attack and get a profit out of it. " He looks
for a weak nation, a nation that disarms itself. And the surest
way to cause a war, nuclear war or any war 3 to disarm."1%9 Both
General Twining and Admiral Burie also agrsed that the nuclear test
ban treaty had such serious military delc¢cts that it should not be
ratified. - Twining warned that the Sovieis might have ..ade a break-
tirtrough in nuclear technology that was unkaown to the United States.
'He added the thought that the treaty 'creates an artificial re-
striction on our ability to acquire and use increased imowledge of
nuclear weaponry. Artificial ceilings on man's acquisition of
iknowledge -are unnatural. The uncertainty of not knowing whether or
not one is behind ox losing superiority could create great inter=-
national instability.”160 While he conceded that the treaty would
probably be ratified, Admiral Burke recorded his opposition to eny
test ban arrangement that did not permit sowe positive inspection
authoricy. 161l : , '
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At a press conference on 20 August, President Kennedy noted: Dr.
Teller's opposition to the limited nuclesr test ban treaty and
released the information that his own Scientific Advisory Coumittee
assured him that the test ban "is a source of strength to us.'" Four
days later, the White House released an exact statement from the
President's Science Advisory Committee, which read: "The Committee
believes™ that the continued unrestricted development and exploitation

- of military technology by both the Soviet Union and the United

States would in time lead to a net decrecase in our real sccurity.”
After weighing all the cvidence, the Senate approved the limited
nuclear test ban treaty on 24 September. It was formally signed by
President Kennedy oa 7 October, and was iorma%%y proclaiumed by the
United States government on 10 October 1963.1
, During the winter of 1962-63 disarwawent efforts of the United
States focused about the limited nuclear test ban negotiations,
while another activity that would be described as "arwms restraint"
or "nonnegotiated arms control" technique drew much less public
notice. In an address on 5 September 1962, Under Secretary of
Defense Gilpatric was reported to have said that the United States
had not placed an¥ weapons of wass destruction in oxbit and had no
03 At a disarwament sywposium ac the University
ol Michigan in wid-December, Assistant Secretary of Defense John
T. McNsughton stated that decisions looking toward the improvewent
of aational security through the use of "nonnegotiated techniques"
were “being wade today, and every day, to a large extent by the
Defense Departuent in the fields of stratggic doctrine, force
structure and research and developuent.''0% When asked to explai
the meaning of ''nonnegotiated arms control techniques,' Dr. Harold
Brown said that he considered this to be 'mostly hypothetical' but
added that ''there cre situations in which tacit agreenments, wmaybe
not expressed even privately but just signaled by actions, can
imptovi gur security and improve Soviet security at the sawme tixze."
time."10 |
When asked about the matter of orbiting nuclear weapons in
February 1963, Secretary McNawara noted: "We haven't found any re-

. quirements for such weapons yet. We might find them, but we haven't

found any weapons to put into space that offer greater potential
than a weapon that is land-based, sea-based, or airborne.'l66 Later
that month the commnander of the Soviet missile {orces stated that
the Russians could launch rockets frowm satellites at a commend from
earth, and this statewent produced careful evaluation in the
Department of Defense.l067 " Dr. Brown thought that there was no

doubi that it was technically feasible for the Soviets and for the
United States to place satellites in orbit and to launch wissiles
from them at earth targets, out he did not consider that this would
be militarily useful. The cost in thrust of launching a large
uiggile-carrier into orbit would be far in excess of the cost of
launching a payload irom suriace to surface; moreover, the accuracy
of a space-based missile against an earth target would be even less
than the accuracy that the Skybolt missile would have possessed.l68
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' In a statement in March 1963 President Kenhedy:not only
questioned the military necessity of placing nuclear weapons in

~orbit, but he also observed 'it is & good thing to keep them out of

the atmosphere.' Rather than to attempt to get a bilateral agree-
ment with the Soviets, Kennedy preferred that the United Nations
General Asgsembly should handle the problem, because ''other countries

~ wmay gomeday have the same capability, and I think every country

should declare that they are not going to put atomic weapons in the
atmosphere. 169 In subsequent actions in the General Assembly both
the United States and the Soviet Union individually stated that they
would not put nuclear weapons into outer space, and on 17 October
1963 the General Assembly adopted a resolution by acclamation that
welcomed the intent of the United States and the Soviet Union not to
station objects carrying nuclear or other msss-destruction weapons
in outer space., The resolution additionally called upon all nations

to refrain from orbiting weapons of mass destruction, from install-

ing them on celestial bodies, or from stationing them in outer.space,
and to refrain from causing, encouraéing, or in any way partioipating
in the conduct of such activities.l

In the spring of 1963 Dr. Brown described the decision of the
United States and the Soviet Union not to place nuclear weapons in
orbiting space vehicles as a prime illustration of noanegotiated
arms restraint. In a later continuation of the discussion of
"“the arms restraint philosophy,’ Brown pointed out that "unilateral
restraint really has to have a quid pro quo. We do not do something
and they must respond by not doing something, even though it was not
explicitly arranged. Otherwise, we do not proceed and not do the
next thing."  Brown considered that the decision by the Department
of Defense ilot to procure as wany Minuteman missiles as the Air

" Force recommended recognized tiat there would be no advantage in

deploying more missiles. He added that this wight be considered to

“'be an arms restraint decision which sought to prevent a Soviet

reaction that would negate the Wi.ited States action. He described

arms restraint as beinz "the difference between a3 rational srms
race and an irrational arms race. 172

3. Mbturity of the Strategy of “Controlled Flexible Response'

During the summer of 1963 while the United States was--in

ey .Secretary McNamara's words-—presenting the Soviet Union %an -
- altermative to the cold war . . . holding the door wide open to
.. proposals for lessening world tensions, for reaching agreeuments_on
 nuclear tests, and for bringing the armaments race to a halt,"173
" the Dcpartment of Defense was engaged in studies which were necessary
~2 - packground to the preparation of the fiscal year 1965 defense budget
=7 which President Lyndon B. Johnson would submit to Congress in
7 January 1964. Within the Air Force a good many of these background
‘" studies would not be complete by January 1964, and -as a result Air
- Force requirements and force levels would be sctively debated out-
“ side the Department of Defense in Congressional subcommittee
>;hearings.f S ; ; : T
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“would permit an Initiestive in timing. Secretary Zuckert stated that

To Secretary Zuckert one of the wajor meanings of the strategic
debates and the arms limitation ggreements of 1963 was that: "Arus
control is now a military requirement in itself.' Zuckert believed :
that the nations of the world had found theuselves 'caught in the
bind of feeling on the one hand that they wmust have military power
to defeud themselves and enforce peace, while on the other, they
recognize that uncontrolled use of that power totally defeats its
purposes.' He conceived that: 'Curreat military planning must pro-
vide for forces not dependent upon nuclear - -tasting or any other
type of restrictions to which nations may agree. They must be
forces which are stabilizing in elfect and not prgvocative either
through vulnerability or other characteristics. ‘These forces must
have built-in assurance against accidental, unauthorized, or pre-
mature employment, and the force structure must be adaptable to
monitoring and inspection roles as they may emerge.' A quality
which Zuckert described as ‘'crisis management" was closely related

- to arms control, and Zuckert described it as ''the ability to keep

even an intense and long lasting international crisis from exploding
into war, or a low intensity conflict from escalating into higher
dimensions of war."174

In putting together Air Force force requirements, Secretary
Zuckert considered deterrence of war, general or otherwise, to be
the primary national objective. He thought that the importance of
the deterrent cepability at any level of intensity was directly
proportional to the damage to be eXxpected at that level. Thus, the
deterrence of general war was of primary importance, but the Air
Force nevertheless had to avoid being ''caught with no choice but
all-out nuclear response.' "This," he said, "is what was wrong with
the massive retaliation theory." - Gther capabilities or qualities
had to be built into the deterrent force in order to defend and to
preserve the United States.  These were: flexibility, controlled
response, multiple options, survivability, damage limitation,
maiatenance of @ threshold of negotiation, ‘and a war termination
capability. The maintenance of a threshold of negotiation reilected
a determination to stop war at the lowest point ol intensity on
favorable terws, a clear understanding of what those terms should
be, acknowledgement that destruction of an enewy was not an objective,
‘and recognition of the-fact that unrestrained wariare would neces-
sarily be unfavorable to all belligerents. The war termination
capaoility implied a need for forces that could return to an attack
in a degraded environment, {for an ability to counter escalation with
increased power at each higher level of intensity, for full control
of forces at all times, and for an intelligence capability which

-the ten characteristics that he enumerated - would be. the objective
criteria for_designing the iiost econouical Air Force structure for
the future. ‘ ’

% % o * !
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In his initial look at the plannedjand existing status of&the
nation's strategic retaliatory forces preliminary to the making of
the fiscal year 1965 budget requests, Secretary hcNamara was almost

“willing to admit that the planned cowposite total of Air Fowxce

bombers and intercontinental wissiles and of the Navy's lolaris
missiles had almost reached a point of overk{}g, although, of course,
it was practically impossible to be certain. Where earlier

-thinking ihad visualized a continuing expansion of Minuteman missiles

and the Air Force recomnended {urther expansions of the Minuteman
force level, the prospects of the Minuteman II missile ifor force
umodernization caused major revisions in the Minuteman program.
Essentially the choice in the fiscal year 1965 program was whether

 to make a faster Minuteman buildup with a slower rate of retrofit

of the older Minutemnan I models or to follow a slower rate oi build-
up with the more powerful and more accurate liinutewman II wmissiles.
McHawara accepted the latter = aternative, and the fiscal yeaxr 1965
vudget request proposed to add only one additional.ilinuteman squad-
ron (50 missiles) to the existing iforce levels. This brought
Minutema:i. authorizations to a force of 1,000 missiles and ricNamara
indicated that, while Minuteman II retrofitting modernizations would
continue, any further increases in tue size of the force would de-
pend upon world conditions.”7 With the increase in the Minuteman
force it was increasingly inefficient to retain first-generation
liquid-fueled Atlas and Titan I missiles in the Air Force's
operating inventory. The yearly cost of maintaining the liquid-
fueled wissiles was about $1 million per missile in comparison with

about $100,000 per missile for the linuteman. ' The defense program

for fiscal 1965 therefore called for phasing out #Atlas D missiles
at Warren aad Offutt Air Force Bases during the year and for phasing
out ‘Atlas E and Titan I missiles sometime later.*

hkcept for the fact that the air Force had recommended the pro-
curement of nore Minuteman wissiles than the Secretary of Defense
was willing to buy, General LeMay was satisf{ied with the missile

_program as represented in the fiscal 1965 defense budget requests.

Like other new weapon systems, the reliability of the missiles was
low, but LeMay considered that enough of them had been scheduled
agalnst war plan targets to talwe care of any unknown low reliability
factor. ~Some uaknowns in the missile program nevertheless continued
to trouble LeMay. Except for the firing of a single Polaris uissile
under less than full operating conditions, no ICBi replete weth its

nuclear warhead had ever been tested. iiissiles could not be test- =~

" fired from their operational silos, even without their warheads.

S g e e, S

dny wissile to be test f{ired had co be removed from its silo, trans-
ported to Vandenberg Air Force Base, placed in another silo, and
fired on the Pacific range. LelMay did not believe that such & test
progran provided a realistic and adequate operational test. General
Power was additionally concerned as to whether the Minuteman silos
were as resistant to a hostile nuclear blast as the scientists had
nredicted; because of the linmited nuclear tesL ban treaty no actual
test of the watter could be undertaken.
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. penetration capability."

Despite these uncercainties General LeMay was willing to accept

 '{missi1es as a component of the strategic retaliatory forces, but he
 was unwilling to accept them as the sole strategic capability.l80

With the death of the B-70 program no replacement existed for the
B-52's. Unlike General Yower, LeMay saw no benefit from starting

~ B-52 production up again: it would be too expensive. On the

contrary, he felt that as a matter of urgency the Air Force had to
‘get authority to develop an acceptable advanced manned strategic

... system and drive it on through. '"Otherwise,' he warned, "I am
- afraid the B-52 is goénb to fall apart on ug before we can get a

replacement for it. nl In an effort to find an alternative to the

"B-70, the USAF Manned Aircraft Systems Steering Group had set ia

motion study contracts that were to be completed in harch 1964. In
its initial budget recommendations on 3 July 1963, the Air Force
anticipated the study contracts and requested that $25 willion be
included in fiscal 1965 funds to initiate developuent, including
program definition, of an advanced manned strategic system. On 3
September, the Office of the Secretary of Defense approved §$15
million for the prograom definition phase. By Octcber General Lelay
believed that there was ''a good enough feel' on the problem to
warrant submission of a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense

‘stating the general type ol system desired. The aircraft proposed

was the Advanced lanned Precision Strike System (AMPSS). This plane
would be smaller than the B-70, built of aluminum rather than
stainless steel, capable of operating from short airfields, and

able to fly approximately half of its range at high altitudes and

" supersonic speeds and then, when it reached the fringe of eneuny

radar detection, to descend Lo an altitude just above the terrain
from which it would make attacks at high subsonic or low supersonic
speeds. The primary armament of the plane would be highly accurate
air-to-surface missiles, but it was to have a capability to deliver
laydown weapons, both nuclear and conventional, of all types. 182
.- Since he had approved a strategic retaliatory force level

 ~,*inc1uding 1,000 Minutewan missiles, 656 Polaris missiles, 630 B-52' s,

and 30 B-53's, Secretary ticHamara could see no pressing requirement

.- for an advanced manned strategic system. 'How what is the role oi

© . a bomber," he asked, "after you place 1,000 to 2,000 missiles on

- the Soviet Union? What have you left to mop up? . . . If it is not
a mop up operation what is the role of the bomber?" He urged that
‘missiles were advantageous because: "First, there is the matter of .
~time to target. The quicker our retallatory force can reach the
~opponent, the more chance we have of catching a substantial part of

his force on the ground . . . and the more difficult we make it

-for him to plan ond wount a full surpirise attack. . . . Secondly,

‘the missile has, because of the possibility of hardening it, a wmuch
-greater potential for surviving an eamemy attack and surviving with
~a capability to apply force against enemy targets. 4ad thirdly, at

least for the foreseeaole future, the missile has much greater
Until the Air Force could wake a case
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for the AMPSS McNamara was unwilling to program money for &
project definicion phase. Instead of the $15 million originally
approved by the Office of Secretary of Defense, $5 million was put
in the fiscal 1965 budget request so that the Air Force could carry

out studies which would define an operational role for the plane

which would be acceptable to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 184 "1n an
immediate reclama the Air Force offered to fund the 1965 AMPSS
effort by reducing some other part of its activity, When the Joint
Chiefs had discussed the proposed 1965 budget with President Johnson
in December 1963, LeMay had again stated that he felt such a strong
need for the AMPSS that he would be willing to reprogram Lir Force
money to do the job.

As the Air Force studies on the advanced manned prec131on
strike system progressed, the Air Force was able to specify that it

required $52 million for the project in fiscal year 1965, $15

million for Program definition and the remainder to begin develop-
ment of propulsion and avionics subsystems.  On 20 January 1964,
service members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended approval

of the Air Force proposal, but the Chairman. recommended funding of
only the program definition phase and withheld approval of any
subsystem development until more data was available. As soon as it
could get three studies from Boeing, North American, and General
Dynamics, the Air Force submitted the additional data on 15 February.
After viewing this data, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, less the

Chairman, reaffirmed their previous reconmmndations The Chairman

held to his previous view in support of only the program definition
phase.186 At the same time that the studies went forward to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, copies of them were also submitted to
Secretary Zuckert for his study, conclusions, and submission to
Secretary McNamara with his recommendations. After a preliminary
review, Zuckert had a number of serious questions about the opera-
tional concept for the system He specifically questioned what he
described as General LeMay's tendency to downgrade the effect of
hostile defenses on the ability of the proposed aircraft to penetrate

- to a target.

Although he apparently did not share the full support of the
Secretary of the Air Force, General LeMay nevertheless believed -
that it was vital for the Air Force to go ahead with the advanced
manned precision strike system--''to leapfrog a bit" and avoid having
to wait on the 1966 budget cycle. He accordingly asked Congress to
raise the appropriation request for a follow-on strategic aircraft
from the $5 million specified in the £iscal 1965 budget to the $52
million needed for program definition and advanced development. As
presented to the House Military Appropriations Subcommittee, LeMay's
expanded views on the need for a strategic manned wedpon system
left llttle more to be said on the subject:

, The environment in which future war may be initiated,
the method of opening hostilities, the basic character
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of ﬁar,'the’léngth and scope of war, and the conditions

‘and procedures by which the war way be teruainated are
-all factors which will determine the weapons systems

actually needed in a future conflict.  But forecasts of
war, or of the events constituting a preawmdble to war,
have rarely proven to be accurate. :Accordingly, any
analysis of the potential contributions of a weapon
systen which is based upon a single concept of war is
far from reliable. When a large number of possible
circumstances indicate the necessity for a follow-on
strategic aircraft system, as is tne case in our studies,
I consider that timely action is warranted to provide
the required capability. Otherwise we will be placing
our sole reliance upon ballistic missile forces that
have never reacted to che conditions of actual war or
even to conditions which constitute a peacetime simula-
tion to the wartime environment. '

I an in complete agreement with the need for a
modecn, cffective ballistic missile force as an iu-
portant element of our deterrent posture. Additionally,
a secure ballistic missile force, in concert witn
other survivable strategic forces provides the strongest
possible incentives to the U.S.S5.R. to abstain from
attacks on the population centers of the United States,
either in an inétial attack or as a rational option
during conflicts of lower intensity.

It is important to recognize; however, that the
ICBYM and SLBM [submarine launched ballistic missile]
forces represent both the United States and Soviet
potential for strategic nuclear warfare at the highest,
most indiscriminate level. The employuent of such
weapons in a crisis or lower level conflict would be
an inappropriate respunse and would imnediately escalate
the situation uncontrollably, to an intensity waich
could be vastly disproportionate to the original ag-
gravation. : ‘

' In my judgment, a strategic force posture which -
placed sole or principal reliance on ballistic missiles
would deny to the future national leadership the ability
to respond in a flexible yet unambiguous manner to a
wide range of lesser provocations. To the extent that

4n fact it would not be credible for the United States

to employ a total ballistic missile response to peripheral
aggression, such enemy calculations and subsequent ag-
gressions ultimately could result in Communist domina-
tion of major segments of the free world. On the other
hand, a strateglc aircraft would provide the national
leadership with a capability to retain the initiative
at all levels of confrontation of conilict, thereby
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decreasing the dangers of eneuwy miscalculation and in-
suring that we can in fact control or contest a given
situation without high risk of a missile exchange and
~..the unnecessary losses in American lives which would
result. ~This ability to respond under closely con-
 trolled condi:ions by use of discriminate force in a
~faghion which clearly transmits with it our intent to
~-prevail requires characteristics available only in a
. mixed Zorce. . For this reason, I consider that a wmix
~of ballistic missiles and manned strategic aircraft,
in numbers appropriate to their respective tasks, will
- remain the only appropriate basis for general war
- planning for the foreseeable future.
. A complementary wix of manned aircraft and
ballistic missiles will continue to be essential to
the national security for other important rezsons as
well. In any future conflict, we will need forces
which can respond quickly under careful national
direction to a wide variety of unforeseen and rapidly
changing circumstances.. Ballistic missiles inherently
. were designed to be-~and remain--a single shot, ir-
& . revocably committed weapon system. In this regard,

"o . the manned element of the force, with its unique
_capability to react immediately to redirection, to
exploit fleeting advantages, and to execute a broad
range of missions, provides an effective compleuent to
‘the ballistic missile forces.

, ‘Whnile we are reasonably confident that we will
~demonstrate satisfactory reliaovility with our ballistic
~wmissile force, at best this will be based on relatively

small statistical samples, without any substantial
- opportunity to test the force in its opecatlonal
~enviromaent.

Manned aircraft and balllstlr inissiles also

- complement one another in the manner in waick they
compound the offensive and defensive problemg of ‘the
“enemy. Since the alert aircraft can be launcihed under
the positive control in conditions of ambiguous warning,
the encmy is unable to achieve a high confidence that he
can attack successfully a major portion of our strategic
force. Similarly, so long as he is faced by a mixed
.strategic force, the enemy caunot concentrate his re-
souces either on ABM [Antiballistic iissile] or Air
“Defense; he must dilute and divide his efforts between
~ the two. Thus, a mix of U.S. strategic fcrces and attack
options provides strong incentive for tie enemy to spend
a large portion of his military budget on the defensive
~environment, thereby reducing the funds which otherwise
~would:be available for ofLensxve sysuems to be employed
"agalnst the Unlted States. .
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" As a final point, I consider it important that
the Nation have 3 long range, strategic system which
can support war operations against the Soviet Union or
engage in lesser conflicts at our determination with~
out the necessity for forward basing. In addition,
this capability can be exploited over and over again;
it is-not a single shot weapon system. ~The flexibility
inherent in a manned aircraft system gives .us the

_opportunity to provide visible evidence of n¥tivnal
resolve and determination--as we did in the case of
Cuba~~to employ such forces in initial or follow-on
operations which are designed to achieve an early.
conflict termination at the lowest practicable level
of conflict, and to provide a means of policing or
enforcing the truce, once it has been achieved.l

In his appearances before Congressional committees in dis-
cussion of the fiscal 1965 budget, Secretary McNamara was willing
to allocata $5 million-so that the Air Force could study an ad-
vanced ‘bomber which he rather thought would never be built, but he
strongly recommended against the addition of any wore funds to the
project. When the House Armed Services Committee recommended that

" approximately '$50 million be added for study and development of a

manned strategic we2pon system, McNamara asked the: House
Appropriations Committee not to authorize the noney. He emphasized

_+ that the Air Force had not presented him any statement of concept,
~or operational plan,. or specifications of such a bomber which would

indicate a need for it. ' In a future war, missiles would have to be
employed against "time sensitive' targets; other types of targets--
troop concentrations; transportation centers, battlefield targets--
could be handled by new aircraft under development such as the TFX
fighter-bomber.lsg; In rebuttal to the suggestion that the TFX
might serve as an advanced stcategic system; Leliay argued that the
advanced fighter was designed to be a tactical weapon, which meant
that it would not be able to penetrate sopliisticated defenses. It
did not have enough space within it to carry the electronic
countermeasures and other things that had to be employed by a

;strategic sircraft.190 LeMay's reasoning was accepted in Congress.

I believe," stated Reprcsentative George H. Mabon, Chairman of

the House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, ''most members of
Congress feel as I, that we cannot with prudence abandon strategic
manned systems in the foreseeable future, This is a risk we are
not willing to take at this time.'191

* % * %
In stating requirements for continental air and wissile defense

forces during fiscal year 1965, the Department of Defense assumed
that the weight of the hostile strategic threat to the United States
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wouid continue to shift frow manned aircraft to intercontinental and
subwarine iaunched ballistic missiles and that, as Sec-etary ric¥amara

“said, '"the wain tiarust of . ... delensive efforts in the years ahead
- should be directed: to meet this rising threat." As long as the

Soviet Union continued to- poscess bombers that could reach the United
Staces, however, dciamara velieved that the United States wuust con-
tinue to waintain some air defenses. He also reasoned that the
Soviet Union would make initial attacks with wissiles and then follow
up with wanned hombers. 1

pespite Khrushchev's boast that bombers were good only for
nusewas, General Ledviay and other 4ir Force officers doupted that the

~

‘Soviets would abandon long-radge strategic aircrait. ~Publi~hed in
-1962 under the editorship oi Marshal V. D. Sokolovsky, an open

review ol Soviet wilitary thinking entitled plilitary Strategy in-

_dicated that the Cowaunists saw values in aviation for wilitary

operations. This beok ackaowledged that iong-range. vomiars werxe
rapidly giving way'' to intercoatiaeatal and interwediate range
ballistic wlssilecg, but it noted: "Gi course, this replacement
process can take & long tiwe, and in tde event of war, vowbers and
rocizets will be used simultaneously for attacking odbjectives located
in the enemy zone of interior and in theaters of wilitary operations.
It is all the wore likely that aviation has still not lost its
combat possibilities. The awraing of boubers with various classes of
wmissiles; which are anle to strile blows at great distances, makes
it pessible, in a numbe~ of cases for them to operate beyond the
range of air-defense weapons and to perform cowbat missions with
reasonanle eifectiveness. In addition, certain specific missions
({or example, attacks against moving targets) can de perforued more
successiully by the air force tharn by wissiles. 193 During their
1963 air show, the Sovieis di¢nslayed four new aircraft, and General
Leiiay urzed that the United States must recognize that the Russians
“are row oullding sood airpslanes, good strategic airplanes' and that
titey had 'the capability of going forward with a strong aer~nautical

srogram.'  The Soviet Long Range Air Force was ~1lso equipping its
bombers with stand-off misslles. YOur predictions,’ Leiday concluded,

“are that the Russians are going to continue on with a wixed force.

Ue can be wrong, but we ust believe that they will continue on.'194
At the direction of Secretary lcNamara, an Air Force Continental

Alr Defense Study Group made a compreheiasive survey of the problem

of modernizing the Air Defense Command's interceptot force and sub-

mitted its final report on 10 May 1963. This study examined. the

poscibility of developing a new improved manned interceptor (IMI)
and of adapting other aircraft to an interceptor role, including the
F-111 (TFX), and the C-135B, the latter to be an air-to-air missile
platform. According to Secretary HMcFamara the study showed that

any one of the alternative systems would provide roughly comparavle
defenses against a fairly wide range of possible bomber threats tfor
about the same total program costs. Confident that there were a
numder of good choices for a follow-on interceptor if it proved .o
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’ , be nceded, McHamara ruled that the Depavtment of Deiense would
e - ‘proceced ‘with the production and Luprovement of existing Ltigiiters,

: ‘ ‘the developucnt of the F-111, aud the developuent of a nuaber oi
subsystewns which taight be needed for a new interceptor. e approved
a conrwiticent of $5 willion in the f{iscal 1955 budg et for studies oi
. an improved manned interceptor, bul e considered tinat it would oc -
& 0 "premature to wake the choice” in air defcnse fighters until the

{ character of the hostile manned bouber threat becawe wore appareat.
, ) Having provided the funds that would pevwit.a dispersal of Air
T B Defense Comaand fighter -interceptors during 19064, dcilamara plaaned
SO : . no change in the manned interceptor force. ‘'We selieve," he said,

N - "that this force is appropriate Lor defense ia;3inst wiaat we srescatly
T forcsee as a declining Soviet wanned oomver threat. However, i the
: ' Soviets should deploy a new long-ranje vowwer, witica does not seceua

o , ; likely, we would have to reéevaluate tuc size aad characcer of our
SR interceptor force, and particularly the nced jov wodernization, " 2%
‘ Other air and wissile defense. requircweuts were also aifected
s : by the changing nature of the hostile thrcat. VWaecrce S.4GE had in-
s i cluded 12 dicection centers at its waxiamua planned developuent, 2
o : SAGE centers, 16 heavy radars, and 0 gap-iiller radars were to be
o : . closed in October 1963. In f{iscal 1955, it was plamed to close
PR | still wore SAGE centers in favor of an expansion of sewicutowsatic
o ; ‘ baclup interceptor control centers at priue radar scations., VWhere
“ - the «1ir Force nossessed 195 Bomarc . aad 183 Bousiare 3 wissiles on
launchers, Secretary Mcilauara prondosed to shase out all the """
AR nissiles during L1965, thus eifecting @ saviaz oi 310 willion in
R L smaual oneratinz costs. Since Wile-hercules antizircradt aissiles
- - ' could operate indenendently o: SAGL, tie Delease Jepartuent planacd
: . to continue thew but to transier sone ol the batieries o the Sray
> . , - Hational Guard teo replace older Jdiike-i\iax wissiles wamned by tne
’ Guard. The program for fiscal 1905 _caerally euphasized anti.iissile
, - warning facilities, includiag BEWS, over-che-horizoan radars, and a A;
o uore sophisticated bomb alaxu systew to ne called (U.eTS (auclear fjbuﬁé& 3
: detonation detection and reporting systew).  lclamara oslanned to )
" %een the iike-XN antinissile syste. nnder develoaxwas, out Lie su;-
sested once azain that an antimissile deiease deployreant would be
meaningless without a strong civil delense (allout shelter prosra..
Because of the channed nature of thwe Soviel aivclraslt thesat to oage
of supersonic aircralt arwed wita siaad-oii .-issiles, tie Mir Forga
N agreed that the short range Boware ' uissiles sitould be deleted .rou
: ' the Alr defense Command inventory. It wizsued to retain the Jowdic
: B until sowe decision was umade oa an iuoroved ..aaned lwtercepior,
; ) ! but cven the Bomarc B, which hid scewed co have so wany -advaaiaes
IR a few years earlier, now was seen to e loss desirsole than a acw
) : manned interceptor. With the advantaje of hiadsigat, .ajor Geneial
- o e R, J. Friedman, Alr Force bircctor. oi JAevespace frojrd.s, rowarwod
! . ’ that if the Adir TForce had to do it over again it would see't ¢ wore
; flexible manned interceptor rather (han tiue rolatively incdlednible
“' : ) ‘upnanned missile interceptors tuat had heea developed ducing the
‘ 1950's.197 ‘ '
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heasive studies of air defeuse ajaiasc
the carly seventies. The ilexibility aliorded an air bactle cowsander

At thé time that the Departmenc oi Uefense budzet estimates
for fiscal year 1965 weré uearing cowpletion, Secretary Zuckert
wrote a letter to Secretary licHamara infonaing him that proress was
being wade with the studies o an inproved manned interceptor and
that the #ir lorce would need o sizavle sum of woney in addition to
the $5% million study appropriation request if it was to procced
with the developuwent of an fuproved manned interceptor. JSince:
Zuclert did not consider that the /Air Force had provided an adequate
substantiation of the need {or and operating concent oi a new inter-
centor, he was not willing to apnrove aa oificial projzraw change
request in favor of it. General Leiday, however, felt much more
stronzly on the subject. When he appeared before Secretary dcNawara
to as' authority to readiust &ir Force research and developuent
fuids so as to include a follow-on manned strategzic ajrecrait, lTepfay

‘also proposed to use $40 willion of researcihr and deve'lopuent weincy
for the: dcvelopuent of an ilmproved .anned interceptor.. This proposal
was alsoe submitted to the Joint Chieis of Stafif, who agreed that the
Aie Force suould nroceed to develon tine improved wenned laterceptor
aircrale.'93  In his appeavaaces bejore Cougressional coussittees ia
Fobruary 1964, leMay testitied chat the seuond wost Liortaal re-
quireaent of the Air Force aiter iae waaned scratejic aircraft was
the develooueat of a uanned intercepitor ol greatly Lwreased saced
aad raaze.  lle stated that uveicuacr tne F4C nor tae Tia would be as
good an interceptor as an especially~desi_ned Lil, aud ae as.ed
adout 340 willion to be used for enjine develomsent aad to contiaue
develonaent ot fire-control systew worls that had bdeen continued wheav
the ¥-103 had been cauncelled. 'The iuoroved auned intercentor,
Leday said, "hag dowinated possible weapon systews in recent cowpve=

the aerodynawic threat tarough

by this wecapon, as opposed Lo curreni syste.s, is jreatly eananced
hecause of the ILiil's inherent speed, vange, and weapon capanili-
ties. 199 when they apneared toether helove the House Armed Service
Coumiittee, Secretary Zuckert did aot suncort Tenay's request for the
fwproved manned interceptor but instead agreed with Secretary
ucjamara'" position that cthege was not e enourhr evidence that tae
Pussianz were Hullding o suverscnic bowdes to warraat the lwsediat
developucnt ol tue new iaterceptor.200 '

* . L %

When the House A mwed Services Corraittee revovted out tae
mivitary authorization Bill ior liscal year 1905 it ‘neluded ifunds
waich General lLelay had requested for bhejgiuning tne iollow-on
strace;sic weapon system and ior stavtin: the develoawent of tne iwm-
aroved taaned interccptoc.znl In a suoprise ananounceueant oa 29
February 1964, however,; cresident Johnson <os the iirst tiwe revealed
the exiscence of the loag~range, tadca-3 aiccralt being developed by
the Lockheed fircraft Corporatioa under 'ocihieed's designation
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» o ‘ as the 4~11. He said that the A-11 was already under going tests to
R determine its capabilities for use as a very-long-range, 2,000-uile-
A ~ an-hour manned interceptor. According to later aviation,reports,

: Lockheed had secretly begun to develop the A-1ll at Burbank,
S £ California, in 1959 for the Central Intelligence Ageacy. Profiting
. from X-15 technology, the A-11 was ready to begxn secret flight

. , tests at ‘an airfield in Wevada in 196l. ilembers of the House /raed
e ; : Services Committee revealed that they had known about the /=11 when
s , they had authorized funds for tae Iiil, but late in February the
T Scnate Arwed Services Coumaittee accepted the assuraace that the A-11
o ; : would meet Air. TForce requirecments for an laproved interceptor and
o refused to authorize developuwent of the IMI. At a press conierence
: - on § March, Secretary Mclawara said that "the A-1i is an interceptor,
e it is being developed as such, and beyond that I have nothing
o furtner to sav on its use.' Accepting such assurance, a Scnate-llouse
joint conference committee climinated the House recommendation f{or

-

= $40 million for the development of an improved interceptor aircraft
o\ , from the fiscal 1965 military authorization bill.Z As secrccy 4
CNT ‘ gradually cleared away the new plane was officially designated as ’
\\ the YF-12A interceptor weapon system, and comprehensive Alr Force
\ test programs during 1964-65 showed that the prototype YF-124 was

"an air defense interceptor of the first ocsder.'! Whether the plan
would be procured and taken into the Alr Defense Comnand active

, : operating ‘inventory awaited the possibility that 5he Soviet Union
N wmight deploy a iorce of new supersonic aircrait.

N ~ Wiile cuts were wade in the aporopriation bills fov deiense
N H which they passed, octh the House and Senace iacluded the $§52 williou
\ ¢ which Letiay requested for beginning the follow-on strategic weapoa-
3 . system in their bills. s the House-S:nate oint coniereance coi-

s o

aittee was beginuing to resolve dilferences in the two versions ox

e

the Jefense Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1965, President

e

f\\ : Johnson in another -surprise anaiouncewent .usade on 24 July 1964 re-
NN vealed the successful develonuent of a wajor new strategic aircraft
EERN - systen, which he said would be employed by the Strategic Air Coumnand.

% He described the system as the SR-71, stated that the developaent
' - program had begun in February 1933, and predicted that {light

LT i “testing of the first operational aircraft:wnuld vegin early in 1965.
L : “ . Hle said chot the SR-71 would '"provide the strategic forces of the
ot - ; : United States with an outstanding long raage recomn2issance

N .. - capability” that would be ’‘used durxng periods of wilitary hostili-
\onT Ui v o ties and in other situations in which wilitary forces may be cou-
N ! T frontiay forcign militarvy forces.' Once again it was suvsequently
Rt i v revealed that the SR-71 was an outzvowth 0£ the Lociheed A-1l air-

L ca ool erafte | It would include a reconnaissance pod and would incorporate
e aevodynamic and powerplant improveuwents. The fiist test {light o.
A A the SR-71 was made at l'almadale, California, in December 1954.204
e o President Johnsou's announcement conceruing the SR-71 appareatly 3
' : ‘reduced Congressional pressure on the aduinistration to proceed with o

EE ... the developwent of an advanced manned strategic systew.. As possed

o -
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by‘Congreés on 4 August, the Dcpartwenc‘of'Defénse,Appropriatiou'
Act for Fiscal Year 1965 contained the $52 mnillion appropriation

for a wanned strategic aircraft, but the matter of usin§ ghe money
was left to the discretion of the Secretary of Defense. 0 Late in

August the Department of Defensc issued a statement noting that its
forward planning intended to keep substantial numbers of bowbers in
operation as far as 1972. Beyond 1972 decisions had not been made,
but the Department was waxing advance provisions for possible ex-

.teusions of the life of the B~52, for research on new manned strate-

glc systems, and [or possible strategic uses of manned systems
already in production. 'We will have manned boubers, and plenty of
them," the statement reported, ''just as long as they are needed. 20
After a meeting with President Johnson, Secretary ticdamara announced
on 10 Hovember 1964 that the President had agreed that there was no
immediate requirement to bezin the developuent of a stratezic systeuw
to Jollow the B-52 but that the Department of Defense would continue
to pursue research projects which would, if the nced arose, perait
the United States to f{ollow any one of three designs in producing

a new manned strategic weapon systew. 207

* * % *

With a few exceptions the augmentation of United States seneral
purpose [orces--including most of the Arny's combat and support
units, virtually all davy units, all Marine Corps units, and the
tactical winzs of the Air Force--appeared to be reaching waturity
during 1963. 'In view of the expansion of United States general
purpose {orces, the bulld-up of forces by the HATO allies, asund the
announced reductions in Soviet zround forces, Secretary :cNamara
could conclude in early 1964 that 'the forces envisioued in NATO
nlans for the end of 1960, fully wmaaned, trained, cquipped, and
properly positioned, could hold an initial Soviet attack on the
central ‘front, usingz nonnuclear means alone.’ Until the 1966
nlanning ;cals were realized, however, the deiense of Zurope against
an ail-our Soviet attacl:, even ii the attacking forces used non-
muclear weapons, would require {ATO forces to respond wita tactical
nuclear weapons. "In swinary,' Mcilamara said, 'our requirements
studies indicate that excent in the case of a wassive attac!: by the
Sovict Union or Communist c<hina, we, together with our allies, have
sufficient active forces {ov the initial stazes of a conflict, with-
out immediately resorting to nuclear weapons. It would, however,
be necessary to obilize DNa2serve cownconent units rapidly at the
start of a conilict ia order to provide tihe additional forces needed
to sustain combat and to weconsticute the strategzic reserve. asad,
ia all cases, it is clear that ultimate allied success would be
heavily dependeat upon achieving early air superiority and upon:

‘havinn adequate air and gea lift,''=Y

Waile iicllamava believed that United States zeneral purpose
{orces had to be designed to support allied nations around the
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world, he also held the policy that it was '"in the intcrest of the

entire free world for nations threatened by Couwmunist attaci oxr
sudversion to defend themselves insofar os possivle without direct

intervention by U.S. military forces."? At the MATO Council of

i{inisters meeting in December 1903 he pointedly stated tnat the
United States contribution of five M-day divisions and three separate
regiments was a fair share of the total western Europe defense re-
quirement, considering the responsibilities of the United States
Mfor furnishing the strategic nuclear f{orces for JNATO and for
supporting allies in other parts of the world.'"210 4t yassau the
United States had agreed to support and participate in a NATO wmulti-
lateral nuclear force; but McNamara indicated that "we are not
trying to sell it.' Since the strategic Jforces of the United States
provided essential amounts of deterrent force, ie said that there
was 'nmo urgent military requircument' for the multilateral iforce.
“"The force, as it is conceived of and being discussed," he noted on

29 January 1964, '"would have a clear military utility but its

purpose-would be primarily, in my izind, to increase the political
unity awong the members of MNATO. "2l ' ,
In discussion of the fiscal year 1965 budget from the poiat o
view of the Army Chief of Staff, General iMliceler stated that limited
war contingency planning studies demonstrated that 13 divisions--
rather than the existing 16--would be the optimum figure for the
strength of the Army. But while Wheeler made it clear to his
superiors that with only 16 divisions the aArmy would have to call
up reserves sooner than would otherwise be the case, ac was willing
to accept the 16 active division aad 6 reserve division force level,
with standby equipment sufficient to supply the reserve divisious

~and with enough consunables to waintain 156 divisious and their

supporting forces in combat between D-day and the time when produce

“tion lines would be able to catch up with tihe rate of cobat con-

sunption. 212 In addition to this .ruy streagth, the vznartuent of
Defense appropriation request for fiscal year 1965 envisioned that
the iarine Corps would continue to waintain three combat divisionc-
air wings. : .
In putting together the defense budzet for ifiscal 1965 Secretary -
ilcilamara took a hard lool at the future of the Havy's attacli air-
craft carriers. iter July 965 a suificient auwber of strategzic
wissiles would be in nlace to permait the carrviers to be relicved of

- responsibilities for strategic alert retalictory missions.  Since

soue carrier aircralt could not operate at aight, others could not
zet ofl ia bad weatuer, and none ol thew could reaca their targecs
unless their carriers were in a nrecise operating location, ricidamara
velieved that removal ol carriesr aircraft from the sinzle integiaced
oceration plan would be heneficial. When the carriers were relieved
{ron stratezic retaliatory responsibilities, they would augment the
1limited war foices. There was little doust about the utility of
aircrait carriers in a limited war wission, but on the otiwer hand
carrier task forces were enormously expensive. Four carriev task

~forces were required to “eep two-on station, one in the Mediterraneaan
2 Ay
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‘and one in the Far East. A task force couprising two attack

carriers with about 200 aircraft aboard required protection and
support by more than 50 ships, the whole initial cost of the force.

“running as high as $6 billion and the operating costs amounting to

about $1 billion a year. At the same time that carrier tasik forces
were very-cipensive,- the increasing range of land-based tactical
aircraft prouised to reduce requiremeants for forward-based air power.
Thus with inflight refueling F-4's and F-105's could be flown from

: the United States to Europe and to the Western Pacific. The F-111

%) would be able to deploy to Europe without any inflight re-

fuel"‘lff 214

Based upon the consideration of the increasing ranges of land~
bssed tactical aircraft and their apility to operate from relatively
uaprepared airstrips, as well as the increased eifectiveness of

Forrestal class carriers and of wodern naval aircraft, Secretary

McNanara informed Congress in January 19564 that Navy programs were
going to be readjusted to reilect sowe reduction in tue total nwaber
of cttachk aircraft carriers that would be in operation in the ecarly
1970's. VWhile the :lavy would continue to operate 15 attac!t carriers
for the noxt several yecars, it would begin to wreadjust its;% gcraft
procurement to emphasize a non-nuclear lisited war mission.
icNamara accordinzly elimianated thie attack aircraft carrier that the
Navy had requested funding for in fiscal year 1965 at a cost of $410
million, and he added seven escort ships and four agtack cargo
ships to the Navy budget at a cost of $340 milliom.

In a8 candid discussion of the Department of Defense progectlon
for reducing the strength of attack aircraeft carriers, Admiral
David L. McDondld, the new Chief of Naval Operations, stated early
in 1964 that such "wmight be the Secretarg of Defense's plan" but
that it was "not the Navy plan today. McDonald judged that a

~ force of 15 attack carriers--with nine in the Pacific and six in

the Atlantic--was a '"best estimate of naval requirements for force
deployments in support of limited war contingency plans.' While
McDonald was willing that the attack carriers should be released
from a ﬁeueral war alert, he urged that carrier aircraft should

“continue to possess general war capabilities for employment in a

possible emergency. ‘''The post-initial strike potential of the
carrier,' he asserted, 'is of vital national iwportance in general

war. Follow-on precision air strikes, based on reconnaissance,

requests for support irom beleaguered ground forces, and preventiocn
of third force usurpation following an initial exchange in general

. war are the types of general war tasks for which the attack carrier
~-is suited. - Survivability considerations indicate that carrier
- decks may be the most secure means of providing for follaw-on
general war offensive and reconnaissance requirements.’

"' While the Navy apparently questioned the Department of Defense
plan to reduce its number of attack aircraft carriers, it began to

 make plans to revamp the aircraft carrier complement to accomplish
. a limited war role. A Navy study completed in May 1963 indicated
*f;that existing attack aircx :ft that had been conceived in the late
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'1940's and designed to carry single;nuClear weapbns would not uweet

~ the development of a new visual light-attack (VAL) aircratt, which

It would not be able to penetrate strong enemy defenses, but the

the demands ©of limited non-nuclear war. - It accordingly recomnended

would pe supsonic but would have a long loiter time and would carry
a large conventional bomb load. - Since the VAL would cost only about
one~-third as much as the TFX it could be purchased in Larger numbers,

Navy concept of operations visualized that a task torce would move ' 3
in on an objective area and roll back hostile defeases with pre-
liminary air strikes.? 219 ‘Requests for proposals on the developument
of the VAL were released to contractors on 29 June 1963, and, with-
out addressing the Joint Chiefs of Statf on the matter, the Navy
secured approval trom the Department of Defense for a reprograming
action for the development of the VAL (which would subsequently be
designa%sd as the A-7 Corsair 1I) with fiscal year 1965 budget

funds. ¢ At the start of the VAL project, when Secretary McNawmara
asked 1f the Air Force wished to participate in if, General LeMay
examined the concept of the specialized aircraft and concluded that
the Air Force would not advance its capabilities by buying a new
aircraft with reduced performance characteristics. 'We feel,' LeMay
said, '‘the TFX is the best airplane to buy in. this category in this
time period by far; by any criteria you want to measure, cost
effectiveness, perfonmance, capability, everything, it is a better
airplane‘”221 General Wheeler also initially announced that he

could not ‘support the VAL, or "a specitic and optimized close suppert
aircrafe." While the VAL would doubtless cost less per individual
item and would be a better closec air support vehicle, it would not

be versatile for the performance of air superiority and long-range

interdiction missions. According to General Wheeler, an Army staff
study showed that, in terms of specialized. tactical air squadrons,
the employisent of an optimized close support aircraft would be
extremely costly. Wheeler therefore held ''the position that the
Army would stick with the Air Force as regards using high perfor-
mance aircraft in the Tactical Air Command." In a justification
of the Department of Defense position on the VAL, however, Dr. Brown
pointed out: "One will always want a large number of cheaper air-
craft, as well as a small number of expensive aircraft tc do more
difficulr roles. The TFX could dc more difficult things than the
VAL, but in many cases one will not want to use it, because the
requirement doesn't demand either that high a performance aircraft.
or that expensive an aircraft. "223 With the passing of time, the
Air Force accepted this logic. = It began to participate in the
development of the Ling-Tempo-Vought A-74 in 1965, and the aircraft
would be programmed for procurement as a Tactical Air Lommand
replacement.

As foreshadowed by planning for the fiscal year 1965 budnet

‘the shape of the future tactical air forces was related to the

characteristics of new tactical fighters, the bising concepts to be
used by tactical air units, and the capabilities of airlift forces
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" to support répid worldwide deployments.A Concerned with building

adequate air support if the Army was to engage in a sustained non~
nuclear conflict, the Air Force pressed during interdepartmental
hearings on the fiscal 1965 budget for an expansion from 21 to 25

‘tactical air wings. McNamara authorized 24 tactical air wings, but
~he indicated that-there would be no over-all expansion of tactical

air strength.  Thus the Air Force would have to use personnel from
inactivated B-57 and KB-50 squadrons and from F-102 air defense

.-squadrons that would be withdrawn from Japan and Europe to build up -

its tactical-fighter resources. As for aircraft the tactical .

- fighter wing expansion would be initially managed by retaining F-100

fighters in the active force longer than had been planned. The

Air Force had already bought all the F-105's it would procure, and
orders of F-4 aircraft in fiscal 1965 would be stretched out in order
to attain the most modern modifications of this plane. Given initial

- procurement of the F-111A during fiscal year 1965, the Air Force

eventually planned to convert the squadrons equipped with F-100,
F-101, and F-105 aircraft to F-111A units. Although the planned
conversion of the l4-squadron RF-101 and RB-66 tactical reconnais-

- sance force to RF-4C's had lagged, the Air Force planned to continue

this program and to cxpand the tactical reconnaissance force .as it
might be authorized by acquiring RF-111's.224 The tactical air

force level also included five Mace A and one Mace B tactical missile
squadrons in Europe and two Mace B squadrons on Okinawa: these

squadrons were admittedly vulnerable to surprise attack, but they

would continue in the tactical air inventory. 223
- In a study entitled "Jet Age" published in Novembver 1956, the
Tactical Air Command had proposed that all tactical air wings be

‘returned from oversea bases to stations in the United States and

that rotational squadrons from the redeployed wings should serve
six-month tours at oversea bases. This forward-looking concept had -

~been only partly accepted because it placed heavy demands upon scarce

air refueling capabilities and because some tactical aircraft were
not suited for aerial refueling. The F-102 interceptors, for ex-

“ample, had to be stationed overseas because they lacked aerial re-
~fueling capab111ties.226 Early in 1963 the Air Force was better

able to update its oversea deployment planning. All-purpose F-105
tactical fighters could rapidly be deployed overseas, and conversion
of otuer wings to versatile F-4C aircraft would begin during the

. year. PRoth beceuse of increasing allied air defense capabilities
" and of the growing ability of the Tactical Air Command rapidly to

reinforce threatened areas it would be possible to redeploy F-102
interceptor squadrens from Japan and Europe during 1964.  In

_February 1963, General LeMay directed the preparation of a study

designated "clearwater," which envisioned a dual forward- and rear-
basing concept for tactical air wings. Rotational tactical fighter
squadrons would operate from dispersed and moderate'y-hardened air-
fields in Europe and in the Far East, while rear bases in the

“:United States would accommodate the main bodies of the wings. The
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consolidation of expensive and vulnerable heavy maintenance
" facilities at rearward bases would add to security, and Secretary

McNamara also hoped that the concept would result in wanpower,
spare parts, and foreign exchange savings."22

The feasibility of the Clearwater concept, and the pos51b111ty
that both Army and Air Force units might be held in the United

' States and rapidly deployed overseas, was closely related to the

capabilities of the airlift and sealift program package. . In a test
of the United States Strike Cowmand's ability rapidly to reinforce
NATO with an armored division and tactical air units, the Military .

Air Transport Command lifted the 2d Arwoired Division from Texas to

Rhein-Main Air Base, West Germany, in a period of 63 hours begin-

ning on the morning of 22 October 1963. As a part of the sawe

"Big Lift'" exercise, the Tactical Air Command deployed threce
squadrons of fighter aircraft and a composite tactical air recon-

-naissance force to Europe with an average deployuent time of 7

hours per aircraft.228 1In an infonual comwent on "Big Lift,"

" General LeMay pointed out: "Our ability to deploy such forces
¥

rapidly will permit us to reduce sone of our ovsersea tactical units
without lessening our ability to mcet our coumitments in those
areas."229 In an implementation of the Clearwater concept during
1964 the Air Force redeployed F-102. iantercentor squadious from
Japan and from Europe, and it also applied the concept to troop
carrier activity in Europe. . Eifective on L April 1964, the United
States Air Force in Europe transferred its 322d Air Division and
the managemént of the theater tactical airlift force to the Military
Air Transport Service. Concurrently the 317th Troop Carrier W11"
and its three C~130 squadrons were reassiuned to the Tactical |
Command and weére redeployed from Europe to Lockbourne 4Air Forcc
Base, Ohio, during Hay aid June 1964. 4

4t the same time that "Biz Lize" p;ov1ded a test for the -
Clearwater concept it also provided a check upon the progress being
made in modernizing the airlift portion of i{he Departwent of Defensc
airlift and sealift forces. Within the Military Air Transport
Service the major development durinz 1963 was the factory wvoli-out
of the first turbofan-powered Cl4lé in Auzust and its successful
maiden flight on 17 Decemder 1963. .ble to span aay ocean non-stop
at high subsonic cruise speeds, this heavy cargo plane . promised to

- be a great eahancement of the MATS capability. Thus in flying Bip
~Lift, MATS employed 202 transport airevraft, and even though the

accomplishment of the deployment was subctantial ilajor General Glemn

R. Birchard, Vice Commandexr of MATS, poiated out that with new C~141
-Star Lifters a wovenent comparable to Diz Lift could have been :

accomplished with 100 aircraft ia only 20 hours. In an airlift

. program change reflecting the successiul developuent of the C-141,
~decisions were made in the fiscal year 1955 deiense budget to cut

off two late'program C-130 squadrons committed to MATS, to divert
the 40 C-135's that MATS had heen given for interim wodernization

~rto other uses and to add C-’Al'ﬂ to the FATS  inventory. . When MATS
’ ¥y
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was equipped with C-141's, all C-130 aircraft would be transferred
to the Tactical Air Command, thus providing the Tactical Air Cownand
with a modern: four-englne ‘troop carrier aircraft that would have
ocean-spanning abilities. In order to compensate for the loss of
airlift capacity resulting from the cancellation of the two squadrons

‘of C-130's and the phase-out of the C-135's, old ¢-124 aircratt would

be held in tne MATS 1nventory lon"er than nad been prev1ously
planned.232 -

In its design phase the €-141 had been well concelved but with
the passing of time it was evident that-a still larger outsize”

‘cargo transport would have to be developed. When the Army and the

Air Force had laid out the design criteria tor the C-141, the Army
had been planning on liumiting wost of its requirements for air
moblllty to the characteristics oi the equipment possessed by an
airborne division. By 1963 .the ’rmy wished to-be able to transport

all types-of divisions vy air, and this wmeant that a large proportion

of Army equipment would not {it within the cargo hatch of the C-141.
By LY/0, moreover, the Air Force would also requlre an outsize cargo
plane tnat could replace -the old C-124's and ¢-133's. In order to
meet both requirements the Alr Force posed the aneed for the develop-
ment of a new cargo experimental heavy logistics support (CX-HLS).
aircraft, but in the winter of 1963-64 Secretary Mcidamara was un-
willing to endorse the project until all possible solutions for the
problem had been explored. He wished to examine various alternative
actions such as a modification ot the C-141, the dismantling of large
cargo items, the prepositioning of equipment, or the redesign of
items of e7vuipment that would have to be transported by air. By
February 1964 the Air Force had about convinced ricNawara that none
of the alternatives were practical, but he still wanted wore study.
He thererore committed about $10 .willien from his fiscal year. 1964
emergency fund to a CX-HLS study project, 233 Atfter a very complete
program detinition study the Department of Defense would accept the
case for a very large transport aircraft, and in 1965 the Loaneed-
Georgia Company would win . the C-5A development contract. The C-5A
would have about three times the work capacity of the ¢€-141, and it
would be able to move heavy mechanized infantry and arwored :
divisions Zomglete with tanks, trucks, artillery and cowbat -
supplies. ‘ R ' :

* : % % %

With the compietion of the fiscal year 1965 dational Defense
budget, the Kennedy-Johnson-icNamara administration had effectcd the
fourth successive revision of the wilitary torce ievels of the
United States, and the shape of thesc force levels was indicative of
the kind of military strategy that the New Fronter weant to continue
into the future. Writing unofficially in Foreign .Affairs in April
1964 shortly after he had left the post of Deputy Secretary of
Defense, Roswell L. Gilpatrick outlined the proportions and charac-
teristics of the military program that he conceived would wect the
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~and the Soviet Union would continue, Gilpatric predicted that the

kdefense needs of the United States in the decade of the 1970's.
Based upon the assumption that the detente between the United States

military forces of the United States would be shaped as follows by
'1970:

Strategic retaliatory forces. A deterrent force,
consisting only of hardened and dispersed land-based
and sea~based missiles, with all of the vulnerable,
earlier~-generation missiles deactivated and all manned
bombers: retired from active deployment. Such a force,
comprised of weapons systems invulnerable to surprise
attack, would be capable of destroying the centers of
Soviet and Chinese Communist society.

Continental air and missile defense forces. Only
warning systems, such as the big ballistic missile
detection and tracking radars in Alaska, Greenland and

- Scotland, and the current generation oi surface-to-air
missiles systems for tactical deployment would be main-

- tained.  Manned interceptors with their ground-control
counterparts and all other bomber defense and warning
systems would be phased out unless the Soviets changed
their preésently indicated intention of concentrating
their strategic power in missiles. There would be no
producclon or deployment of antl-balllstlc~m13311e systems .
in the absence of Soviet moves to proceed beyond ex—
perimental installations of such: systems.

Reconnaissance forces. Both aircraft and satéllite- . e
based reconnaissance systems would be retained and im- 7 - vy
proved to take full advantage of state-of-the-art B q
developments, so as to provide the United States at all .
times with a world-wide capability for the collection
of both :strategic and tactical intelligence.

General-purpose forces. - No significant changes
would take place in this category except for a reduction
of Army divisions that might be withdrawn at some stage -
from Korea or from Europe (if a decline in the Soviet
threat allowed). The remaining Army ground forces and
the existing Marine divisions, with presently planned
‘air support and airlift (consisting of all the Tactical
Air and Military Air Transport units, plus the Marine
Air Wings), would be needed to deter or counter threats
of aggression not directly inspired or supported by the
U.S.S.R. The bulk of the U.S. forces now assigned to
the Pacific Command are there primarily to meet the threat
from Communist China and her satellites, plus Indonesia.
Hence, in the event of a detente with the Soviet Union
alone, it 'would not be safe to reduce U S. force levels
in the Pac1L1c.235
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~Although Gilpatric had played an important role in the re-
shaping of United States defense posture after 1961, his views in
April 1964 could not fairly be said to be prec1sely synonymous
with the forward planning within the Department of Defense. In
August 1964, however, Secretary McNamara looked backward at the
record of the Kennedy-Johnson administration and provided a
brief analysis of the defense strategy which had come into being.
"We believed,' McNamara said, "in a strategy of controlled flex1ble
response, where the military force of the United States would become

‘a finely tuned instrument of national policy, versatile enough to
-.meet with appropriate force the full spectrua of possible threats

to our national security frowm guerrilla subversion to all out
nuclear war. . . . Develoguent of the jgreatest military power in
nunan history--with ‘a capability to respond to every level of
conilict-~is beyond question the wost sigaificaat achLevement in
the de;ense estaullshuwnt during our years in olece
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» : , AR  CHAPTER 13

THE AIR FORCE IN A CHANGING DEFENSE ENVIRONMENT

X 1. Centralization of National Security Management

"We must improve the aduwinistration of our defense agencies,
and we must do-so without delay," stated Senator John F. Kennedy
on 14 September 1960.1 puring his successful presidential campaign,
Senator Kennedy and the men who would occupy key positions in his
administration voiced concern about delays in missile and space
programs which were attributable to an inability of the existing
organizational structure of the national government to provide quick
and definite decisions on matters of critical importance. "Over a
veriod of time. . .," Secretary Dean Rusk would later explain, 'we.
had felt that much of the committee machinery left dangling and
hidden vetoes all over town and that this tended to slow down
| operations rather considerably."2 While the presidential campaign
. was still -underway, Senator Kennedy asked Senator Stuart Symington
4 to organize a committee to report to him regarding legislative and
executive measures that should be taken to obtain an adequate
national defense, and a few days after his election Kennedy
requested Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner to head an ad hoc study committee
on national space requirements.3 Shortly after assuming office in
January 1961, President Kennedy's administration undertook changes
in the»National Security Councily in the national organization for
space exploitation, and within the Department of Defense.

* * % Sk

"Even though it was established by the National Security Act of

1947 the National Security Council was, in the words of Robert
Cutler, "a vehicle for the President to use in accordance with its

: suitability to his plans for conducting his great office.'" Brought

s into being by Cutler while he served as Special Assistant to
President Eisenhower for National Security Affairs, the NSC. Plannlng
Roard was composed of representatives of the members of the National

. Security Council and served as the principal body for formulating

o and transmitting policy recommendations to the Council, -Established
by executive order in September 1953 the NSC Operations Coordinating
Board was composed of deputies to the principal members of the
National Security Council and had the responsibility of translatlng

SR approved NSC policies into operational directives.4

' ‘ In the late 1950's the institutional frawmework of the National

* : Secuirity Council was the subject of criticism.  As has been seen,

’ General Taylor charged: "The National Security Council has not

e come to grips with the fundamental defense problems and has failed

- to produce clear-cut guidance for the armed forces,"5 Speaklng as
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- a defense gnalyst in September 1959; Paul H..Nitze,suggestéd that

President Eisenhower's dependence upon the National Security Council
for policy formulation as well as for advice in making decisione

way have been 'wrong in theory and abortive in practice.'" Nitze
urged that the NSC Planning Board worked under the '"full pressures

of interservice and interdepartmental rivalries' and made compromises

~even in the gatherirg of information, The concentration of

responsibility for formulating new national policy ideas in the
National Security Council, moreover, ‘elieved the executive depart-
ments of a full sense of their responsibility for such work and
tended "to cut off.cross-fertilization of ideas between the depart-

‘merits and the services."6 On 12 December 1960, Senator Henry M.

Jackson's Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery of the Senate
Committee on Government Operations recommended that steps be taken
to "deinstitutionalize" and "humanize' the National Security Council
process. It criticized the NSC Planning Board as an agency that
tended to overshadow the National Security Council but nevertheless
usually provided a means only for negotiating "agreed positions."

-~ The subcommittee found good reason for abolishing the NSC Operations

Coordinating Board and assigning the responsibility for implementing
policies cutting across departmental lines to a particular department
or to = pariicular action officer, possibly assisted by an informal
interdepartmental group./

In conversations before they took office, Secretaries McNamara
and Rusk agreed to foster and sponsor a close relationship of all
echelons within the Departments of Defense and State. While the
program was not intended to replace informal day-to-day contacts at
working levels, Rusk and *‘cNamara soon expanded a State-Defense

exchange program whereby .uceign Service officers were detailed to
politico-military offices in the Defense Department: and aa equal

nw “er of wilitary officers and Defense civilians were assigned to

" tours in various offices of the State Department, "There are no
curtains, iron curtains, paper curtains, or any other kind of

curtains," McNamara announced in August 1961, 'between the Depart-

~ments on any echelon, On a day-to-day basis, this results in

expeditious action, and I believe an entirely satisfactory working
relationship at all echelons."8
4cting within his executive prerogative, President Kennedy

-named McGeorge Bundy as his Special Assistant for National Seccurity

Affairs, but he preferred to rely mainly upon personal contacts with
his cabinet officers and upon task forces to accomplish interdepart-
mental policy planning and coordinating. In order to rid the

.National Security Council of its formalized institutionalism,

Kennedy abolished the NSC Planning Board and the NSC Operations

‘Coordinating Board effective on 19 February 1961. Where the National

Security Council had held weekly meetings under President Eisenhower,
President Kennedy preferred to call NSC meerings oaly after deter-
mining that a particular issue was ready for 1iscussion in such a
forum. Much of the policy business that forme.ly flowed through the
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- weekly NSC meetings was settled in other ways--by separate meetings
with the President, by letters of memoranda, and at levels below that
of the President. A weekly meeting in the Executive Office of the
President, attended by the Under Secretary of State and the Deputy
Secretary of Defense among others, served as a regular point of con-
tact which kept officials of the two departments in close touch.
When specific national security problems arose, the President assigned
the responsibility for preparing a plan of action to a particular
department or individual, who became responsible for obtaining the
views of all interested agencies. When common views were not forth-
coming, no effort was made to find a common denominator but the
.divergent positions were submitted to the President.  When Kennedy
‘approved policy guidance he also assigned responsibility for its
implementation to a specific department or individual and used the
NSC staff or the White House staff to check the follow-up action.
Most frequently, the departments or individuals vested with respon-
sibility for handling problems assembled intergovernmental teams or
task forces, usually on a short-term basis. Both McNamara and Rusk
considered that the new procedures were advantagcous, Speaking of
the President, McNamara said: "It is my belief, under this new
system, he is confronted with more alternatives and more differences
in point of view than under the old." Rusk pointed out: '"Since
the authority for the task force stems directly from the President
or other high officials, there usually results added urgency and a
more thorough consideration of the problem than would otherw1se have
been possible.'9

When he took office Secretary McNamara considered that one of
his "first objectives was to establish a close relationship both
personally with Secretary Rusk, and alsc formally and officially at
all levels of the Defense Department, with corresponding levels in
the State Department," but he emphasized that: "I feel that my
channel of authority runs directly to the President. And I wouldn't
accept from the State Department. . . advice which I didn't feel
was good advice.'l0 The new policy-making procedures nevertheless
met the criteria that McNamara believed essential for national
defense decisions. "Secretary McNamara and I believe," stated
Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric, "That it is imperative, if
we are to have a defense adequate to meet the needs of this nuclear
and space age, that decisions be made as promptly as possible. We
do not feel that important decisions affecting the national security
of the United States can be deferred pending attempts to work out a
modus vivendi which will be satisfactory to everyone. Once you try
to compromise the positions of competing interests, you water down
‘the solution to a point where we believe it cannot be as effective
as it should be."ll Speaking for himself, Secretary McNamara described
his basic management philosophy. "It is a philosophy,” he said,
"based on a decision pyramid and a system of administration in which
all possible decisions are pushed to the bottom of that pyramid.
But for intelligent decisions to be made at the bottom of the
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pyramid there must be a framework within which those decisions can

be made. ~Basic policies must be established against which a decision-

maker in the lower levels can compare his decision and gain some

confidence that he isg acting in accordance with a pattern of decisions
elsewhere in the organization. This will lead to unity and strength,

rather than an imbalance, which can only lead to weakness. And it

is thezestablishment of these policies that can only be done-at the

top.'12 , ‘ ' ,

- The reorientation of the machinery for making national security
decisions promised closer relationships between the foreign and
military policies of the United States, but it caused some concern.
Thus some Senators questioned the wisdom of President Kennedy's
personal instruction that the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
would consider political as well as military aspects of national
problems. The Joint Chiefs, however, apparently accepted the
realism of the instruction.  'It is impossible," Admiral Anderson
noted, ""for us in' the world in which we live, the environment in
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff live, completely to divorce them-
selves from the political and the psychological factors,'"1l3 1In
the spring of 1961, Fortune magazine editorially feared the influence

“that was being exercised by the cross-department group within the
New Frontier: . the magazine was alarmed at the prospect that this
group--which it called the "Technipols''--would fix strategy and

- monopolize the direction of military concepts, thereby reducing the
influence of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.l4

The fear that the National Security Council and the Joint

Chiefs of Staff would lose their influence over national military
policy was further aggravated on 26 June 1961, when President
Kennedy, in the wake of the Bay of Pigs incident, announced that he
was recalling General Maxwell Taylor to active duty as Military
Representative of the President. A White House statement emphasized
‘that General Taylor would have no command authority but would advise
the President on military and intelligence matters. Speaking of his
relationships with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and of his duties,
Taylor subsequently said: "I am definitely not over the Chairman,

I am not over any of the Chiefs. ‘I am an individual adviser to the
President outside of the channel of command, and so far as I know,
the only person I can issue orders to is the aide who sits outside
of my office.!"l> Both Secretary McNamara and Secretary Rusk .
minimized the effect of the Taylor appointment., ''General Taylor,'
Rusk explained, '"is a personal adviser to the President on military
and intelligence matters and he effects a close liaison with the
two agencies principally engaged in those two fields. . . . The
chief role which the advisers in the White House play is that of.
liaison and assistance in the preparation of papers and agenda of

‘meetings. They do not operate as independent -pelicymskers.'16
Effective on 1 Qctober 1962, President Kennedy named General Taylor
to succeed General lemnitzer as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and allowed the position of Military Representative of the
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President to lapse. Although it was difficult to question the
prerogative of the President to name his own personal adviseis,
Brigadier General J. D. Hittle, USMC (Ret.) #nd an expert on military
staff procedures, nevertheless challenged the need for a presidential
military advisor. "It is conceivable," Hittle thought, "that there
is a constructive role for one to perform in the position. . . but

I could visualize. . . that. . . it could develop into an agency of
defense planning, strategic authority; and military advice, com-

pletely outside of and in contradiction to the Joint Chiefs of Staff

systeT7Which is established, and deliberately so, by Congress in
law." , :

Under the Eisenhower administration the annually~issued Basic
‘National Security Policy paper provided the basic guidance for the
preparation of national. defense budgets, but the Kennedy administra-.
tion reportedly arrived in office with the belief that these papers .
had represented such generalized and compromised viewpoints as to be
inadequate as statements of strategic concept.l8 Secretary Rusk
also questioned the worth of generalized planning. 'We felt," he
said, "that general planning was not of too great utility. It was
important in terms of the education of those who were to make
policy decisicns, and for the background, alternatives, and general
orientation of policy. The most effective planning, however, is
that focused rather particularly on a situation or on a developing
crisis or any idea on foreign policy."19 1In May 1961 the Department
of Defense indicated that a basic national security policy paper
would be prepared for guidance in the preparation of the 5-year
force package projections, but the paper was not completed and, in
the end, Department cf Defense directives about force structure and
the concept of multiple options ultimately provided guidance for
forward planning.20 In the absence of a policy paper, Presidential
addresses~-particularly Kennedy's message to Congress on 28 March
1961~~and other statements by key administration officials provided
guidance on national security policy.2l

% * * : *

During his campaigns for the presidency in 1960, Senator
Kennedy promised to move the United States into a position of pre-
eminence in space, but he urged that the immediate national objective
in space was.  to achieve an adequate deterrent missile force. He
expressed the belief that at least a part of the difficulty in the
management of defense missile prograoms stemmed from distractions
caused by vast new space programs, and he accordingly announced that
he would make good use of the National Aeronautics and Space Council
for advice on the implementation of plans and for coordinating
government space activities.22

At Kennedy's request the Wiesner Ad Hoc Committee on Space
provided an analysis of the national space e situation as well as
recommendations for the future in a report which President-elect
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kKennedy released on 11 January 1961. The Wiesner committee pointed

out that the new National Aeronautics and Space Administration
wished to establish a potentially-duplicative in-house research
establishment and asserted that there was a general belief in

“aviation circles that NASA's preoccupation with space development

had all but halted experimental work in the theory and technology
of aerodynamic flight. The Wiesner committee also stated that the
Army, Navy, and Air Force were competing in space research and
development, since under the Department of Defense directive of

18 September 1959 the services were permitted to undertake study
efforts and laboratory experiments at moderate costs without the
approval of the Director of Defense Research and Engineering. Thus
in December 1960 the Navy made an uncoordinated announcement that
it was initiating a series of new communications and reconnaissance
satellite programs. Uncoordinated speeches and press releases
relating to preliminary study projects generated industry-sponsored
activity and frequently caused NASA to believe that the Degartment
of Defense was not keeping faith with existing agreements. 3

‘ After pointing up the areas of weakness in the national space
organization, the Wiesner committee based its recommendations on its
belief that there were five principal motivations for a vital,
effective, national space program: ‘

First, there is the factor of national prestige.
Second, we believe that some space developments
in addition to missiles, can contribute much to our
national security--both in terms of military systems
and of arms-limitaticon inspection and control systems.,
Third, the development of space vehicles affords new
opportunities for scientific observation and experiment
Fourth, there are a number of important practical
non-military applications of space technology. . . «
Finally, space activities, particularly in the
fielde of communications and in the exploration of our
golar system, offer exciting possibilities for inter-
national cooperation with all the nations of the world.

~Believing that the United States was lagging in the development of

missiles and space technology, the Wiesner comnmittee stated an
urgent requirement for more effective management and coordination.

~ It specifically recommended that the National Aeronautics and Space

Council should be made an effective agency for managing the national
space program; that a single responsibility be established within
the Department of Defense for managing the military portion of the
space program; that a vigorous, imaginative, and technically

‘competent top management be provided to NASA; that the national

gpace program should be reviewed and redefined in terms of two years

j\ of experience in bcoster programs, manned space flight, the military
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uses of space, and the application of space technology to civilian

activities; and that organizational machinery should be established

- within the government to administer an industry-government-civilian

space program.24

As Secretary McNamara began to examine management organization
within the Department of Defense he determined that studies made of
broad administrative, organizational, and management problems had
generally been accimplished by ad hoc boards. Believing that some
single Department. of Defense activity ought to be concerned with
continuous responsibility for organizational and management planning,
McNamara established an Office of Organizational and Management
Planning Studies under the General Counsel to conduct systematic ’
research on such problems., This small office was immediately
directed tc review the military ?rganization for research and
development in space, and af<er consultations with the Director of
Defense Resezrch and Engineering. and officials in the individual
military services it drew up a new defense directive on the subject.
Secretary McNamara circulated the draft directive to the wmilitary
departmernits and to other interested agencies in the Department of
Defense including the Cliairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He
gave them a week in whicn to file their comwents. This deadline
ran out on 2 March 1961, and on 6 March McNamara issued a memorandum
on the development of military space systems. Deputy Secretary-
Gilpatric acknowledged that the decision on the matter was made in
"less time than hasg customarily been the practice,"” but he considered
that he and McNamara had personally evaluated all the points of
view thatr had been presented before they arrived at their final
decision,25 :

In the Department of Defense directive of 6 March, Secretary
McNamara authorized each military department to conduct preliminary
research looking towara the development of rew ways of using space

~technology to accomplish assigned functions. All proposals for

research and development beyond preliminary research were to be
supmitted to the Director of Defense Research and Engineering for
review and then to the Secretary of Defense for approval. Research,
development, test, and engineering of approved Department of
Defense space development programs or projects would be (except in
unusual circumstances when the Secretary or Deputy Secretarv of
Defense made a specific exception) the responsibility of tne Depart-
ment of the Air Force.26 In explaining the directive, Gilpatric
pointed out that the Wiesner committee had recommended that a single

military space program manager be designated, that the Air Force was ~
-already responsible for over 90 percent of the total defense effort

in space, and that the directive permitted the Secretary of Defense
to make a- case-by-case deternination of space projects and, if

- necessary where peculiar talents were involved, to authorize

deviations from development by the Air Force.27 The directive did
not affect space research and development projects already assigned
to the military departments, such as the Army's Advent communications
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satellite program and the Navy's Transit navigation system, but on
28 March McNamara acted under the new directive and assigned to the
Air Force the responsibility for research, development, and operation
of all defense reconnaissance satellite systems and for research and
development of all instrumentation and equigment for processing
reconnaissance data from satellite sources.28 '

In considering the establishment of effective relations between
the Department of Defense and NASA, Secretary McNamara began with
the premise that the President and Congress desired that there would
be two agencies developing projects for operations in space but that

there ought to be a well-coordinated national space program. At a

meeting with NASA Administrator james E. Webb in February 1961,
McNamara emphasized that the Department of Defense would :xpect to
develop the techniques and technology that it might require for
future military operations in space but that both agencies should
insure that their activities did not overlap, duplicate, and cause
unnecessary expenditures to the nation.29 A little later McNamara
stated that any defense space program would have to meet two '
criteria: "First, it must mesh with the efforts of the NASA in all
vital areas. .. . Second, projects supported by the Defense Depart-
ment must promise, insofar as possible, to enhance our military
power and effectiveness."30 1In their initial discussions McNamara

.~ and Webb agreed to continue to use the Aeronautics and Astronautics

Coordinating Board, and on 23 February 1961 Webb and Gilpatric
jointly signed a letter of agreement establishing a national launch
vehicle program. The AACB was given the responsibility for inter-
agency planning of launch vehicles, and neither NASA nor Defense
would initiate the development of a launch vehicle or booster with-
out the written acknowledgement of the other that such a new
development would be consistent with proper objectives of the
composite space program.3l

As he had promlised in his campaign, President Kennedy undertook
to revitalize the National Aeronautics and Space Council. He
appointed Dr. Edward C. Welsh as Executive Secretary of the Council
on 23 March, and on 10 April he asked Congress to amend existing
legislation so as to establish the Council in the Executive Office
of the President and to designate the Vice President, the Secretary
of State, the Secretary of Defense, the NASA Administrator, and the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission as its members. The Vice
President would serve as chairman of the Council, and the Council
would advise and assist the President with respect to the performance
of functions in the aeronautics and space field, This améndmeut to
the National Aeronautics and Space Act was approved by Congress and
signed into law on 25 April.32 On 13 May NASA additionally
requested Congress to repeal the statutory requirement for the
superseded Civilian-Military Liaison Committee, and in hearings on
the proposal both NASA and Defense spokesmen expressed the opinion
that the Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board could
serve as an effective interagency coordinating authority without
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being established by law. Apparently because. the deletion of the
Civilian-Military Liaison Committee section of the Space Act would
have eliminated the legal admonition that the Department of Defense
would have interests in space; Congress refused to approve this
requested amendment,33 :

Under the emerging management concept for the national space
program, the National Aeronautics and Space. Council was charged to
advise and assist the President, to fix the responsibilities of
government agencies engaged in aeronautical and space activities,
and to develop a comprehensive program for such activities. The
Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board; with six working
panels, was designed to "facilitate the planning of aeronautical and
space activities of NASA and DOD to avoid undesirable duplication and
to achieve efficient utilization of available resources; to coordi-
nate activities in areas of common interest; to identify problem
areas and exchange information.'" The AACB was not intended to be a
managerial group in a collective sense; and actions based on the
board's consideration could be taken by individual members only by
using the authority vested in them by their respective agencies.34
Working under this management structure, Deputy Director of Defense
Research and Engineering John H. Rubel told the Senate Aeronautical
and Space Committee on 5 March 1962 that "we've been successful in

~making policy and dividing responsibility, but we have had a little

more difficulty coming down to specifics.”" Most important decisions--

. such as the national launch vehicle program and the national launch

center agreement whercby the Departwent of Defense undertook -to
support NASA at the Canaveral and the Pacific Missile Ranges--had to .
be thggst upward for decisions by Secretary McNamara and Administrator
Webb. :

‘By early 1962 NASA and the Department of Defense had achieved a
meeting of minds on broad policy matters, but there was a need for
specific decisions. ''We are coming to the point," Rubel said,

"where broad policy is not as important as making detailed decisions
and working out arrangements in which the military research capability
can be made available to the space agency.'36 General Schriever,

now in command of the Air Force Systems Command, additionally pointed
out that the space agency would make increasing contributions to
national security, where in the past the Department of Defense had

© largely supported NASA. 1In conversations with NASA officials,
- Schriever urged that the time had come to establish interaction

arrangements or "interface' between the Air Force Systems Command
and NASA, first in Washington and then on down to the working levels

“of both organizations.37 1In order to insure a closer meshing of

military and civilian space programs, Secretary McNamara issued a

‘policy directive on 24 February 1962 declaring: "It is in the

national interest for the Department of Defense, to the extent

- compatible with its primary wission, to make its resources available

to NASA, In the form of facilities and organizations, in order to
émploy effectively the nation's total resources for the achievement
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of common civil and military space objectives." Except for such

special arrangements as the Secretary of Defense might make, the
directive assigned responsibility to the Secretary of the Air Force
"for the research, development, test, and engineering of satellites,
boosters, space probes, and associated systems necessary to support
specific 'ASA projects and programs arising under basic agreements
between NASA and DOD,.''38 ' ,

While the Department of Defense would continue to exercise close
control over space research and development, ‘the McNamara directive
of 24 February 1962 was a manifestation of a :rend toward the cen-
tralization of defense space activities under the Air Force and its
subordinate Air Force Systems Command, On 11 June 1962, the Depart-
ment of Defense cancelled the Army's Advent project and assigned the
Air Force responsibility for the development, production, and
launching of defense satellite communications devices. The Army
was also charged to develop and operate ground communications
stations and the Defense Communications Agency to assure the effective

. integration of ground and space components.39 Acting under the new

directive of 24 February, the Air Force moved into closér cooperation
with NASA. On 26 April 1962 General Schriever named Major General
0, J. Ritland as Deputy Commander of the Air Force Systems Command
for Manned Space Flight, provided him with a staff of 28 officers
(5 of whom were physically located with NASA), and charged him to
effect a close association and coordination between the Systems
Command and NASA. Although the Air Force was not authorized to
present milicary requirements to NASA, Major General Ritland was
charged to participate in NASA's programing and planning activities
and was able tc make the Air Force's requirements known.40

By the end of 1962 some fifty arrangements- and agreements were
outstanding between the Department of Defense and NASA, and during
the year the Department of Defense performed more than $550 million
worth 'of work for NASA. Most of the defense effort, however, con-
tinued to support:NASA, and late in 1962 Secretary McNamara .faced
the prdépect that the Department of Defense sheuwid make more use of
NASA.41 He was especially concerned about the prospect that NASA's
Gemini program, which had been approved on 7. December 1961 and

“Visualized extended-duration, two-man orbital space flights, had

advanced beyond the Air Force's Dynasoar project 'in technique and
technology and potential." If this were true, Dynasoar could be
cancelled, provided Gemini could be made responsive to Air Force
technological requirements.42 While the Air Force did not agree
that Dynasoar duplicated Gemini, Assistant Secretary of the Air
Force Brockway McMillan expressed the position that '"the potential
joint value of the NASA and Defense Department programs can be more
fully realized by closer collaboration in the early conceptual
phases, to insure that the objectives of each agency are clearly
recognized at each successive stage of program evolution,''43
Believing that there was a real danger that two national manned

'~1spéée programs would develop out of Gemini and DBynasoar, Secretary
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'fﬁcNamara'and Administrator Webb jointly signéd a letter of agreement
~on 21 January 1963 stating a policy agreement to insure the most

effective utilization of the Gemini program in the national interest.
The agreement sought to insure that the scientific and operational
experiments undertaken during the Gemini program would be directed

at objectives and requirements of both the Department of Defense and
NASA., To this end, McNamara and Webb established a Gemini program
planning board, under the co-chairmanship of the Associate Adminis-
trator of NASA and the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for
Research and Development. This board was empowered to delineate
requirements and program monitoring procedures in order to ascertain
that mutual objectives would be met in planning requirements, in the

,actual conduct of flight and in-flight tests, and in the analysis

and dissemination of the results. NASA would continue to manage
Gemini, and the Department of Defense would contribute funds to
assist in the attainment of program objectives. As a policy for
additional programs of the future, McNamara and Webb concluded: "It
is further agreed that the DOD and NASA will initiate major new
programs or projects in the field of manned space flight aimed chief-
ly at the attainment of experimental or other capabilities in near-
Earth orbit only by mutual agreement.''44 On 22 January, Webb and
McNamara also announced an agreement setting forth the management
responsibilities for operations in the Cape Canavera%w;anga area.
This agreement specified that the Air Force would continue as the
single manager of the Atlantic Missile Range and as host agency at
the existing Cape Canaveral launch area. Through its Launch . -
Operations Center, NASA would manage and serve as host agency at the
87,000 acre Merritt Island Launch area which it had purchased and
was developing north and west of Cape Canaveral. ' The Department of
Defense and NASA would be responsible for their own logistics and
administrative functions in their respective launch areas, but the
Department of - Defense would continue to be responsible for scheduling
launches, flight safety, range search, and sea recovery over the
Atlantic Missile Range.A

‘Secretary McNamara considered the precedent of the Gemini
program planning board to be a major step forward, and he refused
to question the milltary-c1v1llan space organizational structure
that Congress had established. '"Without regard to whether or not
some “other alternative might not be better," he said, "I am satisfied
we can operate effectively with the present arganization within the
Government; that is to say, spec1fica11y with NASA and the Defense
Department both participating in developments in this field."46
As a matter of fact, the Gemini program planning board would dis-
cover that it had been established too long after the initial stage
of the Gemini program and that some military experiments that might

-'have been initially provided for would either be very expensive or

impossible to attain at such & late date.#7 TFor its own part, the
Air Force was far from satisfied that NASA's Gemini program and its
subsequent Apollo moon-flight program would provide the technological
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«. tem., Management of Department of Defense missile test ranges and

.. Air Force and the Navy. In April 1963 Secretary McNamara asked the
" Director of Defense Research and Engineering to make a study of ‘

< " these range and test facilities looking toward the elimination of
~:-duplication and establishment of a national system., This study was

. Force was directed to assume responsibility for managing and operating

“knowledge needed for future military operations in space. During
fiscal year 1964 budget negotiations the Air Force accordingly pro-
posed that about $177 million should be provided for a separate
manned military space flight project referred to as Blue Gemini and
for the development of a manned space station called MODS, or
Military Orbital Development Systems. Secretary McNamara, however,
considered that these projects would be duplicative and excluded
them from the budget requests submitted to Congress in January 1963.48
During 1963 the Department of Defense sought to cooperate
“harmoniously with NASA in the attainment of national space objectives,
At Houston, Texas, where NASA was building its Manned Spacecraft
Center, the Air Force temporarily hosted NASA personnel-at Ellington
Air Force Base, and the Air Force Systems Command opened a field
office in Houston to manage military experiments during .the Gemini
program.  In continued support for NASA, the Air Force made Brigadier
General Samuel C, Phillips, who had been serving as Vice Comnander,
Air Force Ballistics Systems Division, available for appointment as
Deputy Director of NASA's Apolle project. Prior to his assignment
to this posi<ion on 31 December 1963, General Schriever emphasized
to Phillips that "he was going to work for NASA and be loyal to
NASA." During the autumn of 1963, NASA was a partner in the delib-
erations within the Department c¢f Defense that culminated in Decem-
ber when the Dynasoar program vas terminated and a new program for
the development of a Manned G:bital Laboratory (MOL) was initiated
in the Air Force. Where the Air Force had previously supported
NASA, General Schriever now indicated that he intended to ask NASA

for personnel to participate in the Manned Orbital Laboratory project.49

Secretary McNamara indicated that he expected that the joint plan-

- ning for the Manned Orbital Laboratory would follow the same arrange-
ments that had been established for Gemini but in reverse. The
Manned Orbital Laboratory would be under the management of the Air
Force, and NASA would provide extensive technical support to the
project.50 ,

; When the Air Force was directed in June 1962 to assume responsi-
“ bility for military communications satellites (a program that would o
have to be developed in context with the civil project to be con-

. trolled by the Communications Satellite Corporation5l). the Air Force
was in effect charged with all military space research and develop-
~ment effort except for the Navy's Transit navigational satellite sys-

- flight test facilities, however, continued to6 bé divided between the

'1{completed in June 1963, and after reviewing departmental comments
“McNamara ordered a number of changes on 16 November 1963. The Air

“a worldwide satellite tracking and control facility for all defense
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space programs except for Transit and a 11m1ted number of other
projects which might be exempt in the future, It was also directed

to provide a central authority for the managemert of launch-%ggg :
range instrumentation and on-orbit satellite control Facilitles at

both the Atlantic and Pacific Missile Ranges as well as at remote
“worldwide control and tracEing stations. The Air Force already

controlled the ‘Atlantic Missile Ranege, and it would begin to take

over the Navy's installations at Point Arguello and Point Pillar,
California, in July 1965. To handle the new tasks, the Air Force

. established the National Range Division under the Air Force Systems

‘Command at Patrick Air Force Base on 2 January 1964, Becoming fully
operational at Andrews Air Force Base on 1 July 1965, the National
Range Division began to exercise command over the Air Force Eastern
Test Region at Patrick and the Air Force Western Test Region at
Vandenberg Alr Force Base, With the completion of the .reorganization,
" the Department of Defense would have a centralized control vnder one
service to support the worldwide operation of satellites, the space
programs of NASA, and other programs tha tied in with the Atlantic
and Pacific ranges.J’2 Where the Air Force and the Navy had engaged
in an active controversy over the control of California range
facilities in 1957-58, Secretary McNamara's decision to transfer the
Pacific Missile Range to the Air Force drew only mild comment from
a Navy spokesman, who observed: ''We were not enthusiastic about it,
I would say.''53

% % * %

The Democratic Party platform of 1960 called for a complete
examination of the organization of the Armed Forces of the United
States as a first crder of business in a new administration, and _
during the summer of 1960 Senator Kennedy asked Senator Symington to
head a study committee which would provide a concrete prograw with
specific proposals for needed national defense reorganization, On
14 September 1960, Kennedy announced that Symington would head this
Committee on the Defense Establishment and that the members would
be Clark M. Clifford, Thomas K. Finletter, Roswell L. Gilpatric,
Fowler Hamilton, and Marx leva, with Dr. Edward C. Welsh serving as
‘Executive Director. Without conducting "another sweeping investiga-
tion," Kennedy expected the committee to study existing informed
“opinion and to make its recommendations known by 31 December in order
that the new administration could take steps 'to remedy present
basic weaknesses in the administration and management of our national
defense establishments.'54 _

In preparing a unanimous report which was handed to President-
elect Kennedy on 5 December 1960, the Symington committee depended
upon existing defense studies for source materials and avoided
discussions with members of the defense establishment., The
committee found that the existing structure of the Department of
Defense was '"still patterned primarily on a design conceived in the
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1light of lessons learned in World War II, which are nov largcly
obsolete,”  Tc the committee, time had become an '"unprecedented
strategic value." In World War I{ the United States had had 18
months to bu11d .and mobilize its forces; in a World War ¥11 the
United States '"would be fortunate to have 18 minutes to react.”

The crucial element of time also entered into defense preparedness.
there was a need for earlier selection among alternative weapon
systems and fcr a shorter time between the conception of weapon
systems and tleir availability for us,g,,w Time could not ke bought;
it could only be saved by reduction in duplication, wasted effort,
and elimination of multilayered decisionmaking structures. The
commj ttee concluded that three major objectives were to be sought

“in modernizing the Department of Defense., First, to shorten the

time factor in bringing new weapon systems from conception to
utilization. This could be handled by eliminating multilayered
decisioamaking. In.view of the concept of concurrency in weapon
systems management, the committee suggested that there was ''no longer
any validity in separating the development and production cycle into
two parts." Second, the predominance of service influence i- the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, which resulted in defense planning becoming

a series of compromised positions, had to be corrected. Third, the
defense establishment had to be made a flexible organizatlon under
the clear authority of the Secretary of Defense.53

In order to implement the general objectives, the Symington

committee made specific recommendations looking toward a strengthen-
ing of civilian authority, new procedures for the command of
military operations, and a centralization of budgetary controls. In
order to strengthen civilian authority, the committr.e recommended
that the Secretary of Defense, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and
two new Under Secretaries of Defense~-one for Administratioa ard the
other for Weapons Systems--would be made statutory officers: the
seven existing Assistant Secretaries of Defense should be abolished
and their functions should be absorbed by staff directorstes under
the new Under Secretaries. The committee proposed a sweeping reor-
ganization of the military services: "The military services would
be retained, but the present departmental structure of the Arwy,
Navy, and Air Forces would be eliminated. This in turn would ds
away with tle present positions of Service Secretaries, Under
Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries. The Services would remain
separate organic units, albeit within a single department (as is

the case today with the Marines) and subject to the direction,
authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense.'" For the
command of military operations, the committee recommended that the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be redesignated as the
Chairman of the Joint Staff and made the principal military adviser
to the President and the Secretary of Defense. The Chairman would
direct an enlarged Joint Staff and would preside over a Military
Advisory Council, comprised of Presidontially-appointed senior
officers who would no longer retain service identities., Each of the
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military services would continue to have a chief who would report
directly to the Secretary of Defense, Three unified commands--
Strategic, Tactical, and Defense--plus other regional or area
specifiea commands would report directly to the Chairman of the

‘Joint Staff and would include all personnel, equipment, and weapon

systems required for the performance of their respective missions.

‘The committee recommended that all defense funds should be appro-

prizted to the Department of Defense under the control of the
Secretary of Defense and that research and development funds and
long lead-time procurement appropriations should be voted on multi-
year schedules.56

The Air Force was already on record in support of increased
defense unification, At a conference held by the Secretary of
Defense at Quantico on 18 June 1960, General White stated: ''Unity
is the watchword--unity in concept, in our objectives, in our
planning and in our operational effort--unity is the guiding prin-
ciple for the reorganized defense establishment. In my opinion,:
our progress in this direction falls short of the technological R
progress which is being made in the environment in which the Depart-
ment of Defense must operate."37 1In an interview during July 1960,
General White pointed out that the atomic bomb and the advent of
migsiles had totally changed the science of warfare. He said that
scientists had told him 'that the rate of advance in space is not
going to suddenly reach a plateau and level off, but we're going to
keep right on, on this asymptotic curve." Speaking of his philosephy
of military organization he said that ''the answer to my mwind is
unification at the top."538

What the Arwmy thought about the Symington committee's

~ recommendations was not read into the public record, but the Navy

was quite opposed to them. Several weeks before the Symington
report was made public, the Navy prepared a 1l7-point declaration
entitled "What the Navy is For.'" This declaration argued for a
continued maintenance of the existing defense organization, at least
until the full effect of the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958
could be realized. When the Symington report became available,
Admiral Burke directed that packets be made up including the Symington
report, the Navy declaration, and a numbey of-press comments on the
Symington committee report. These packets were mailed to Navy
attaches and other interested persons on 27 December 1960, Speaking
to Symington a few weeks later, Burke stated positively: "I do not
agree with the conclusions you drew in the report.'>9 Key Congres-
sional leaders were also cool to sweeping proposals for defense ,
unification. "I am not," explained ‘Senator Russell, "a rampant
advocate of complete unification, a monollthic command, and, as a
mattex of fact, I am opposed to it." Senator Russell, however,
favored unification in fields of activity such as intelligence,
communications, and in some phases of training.60 Congressman
Vinson commented: ''One of the basic reasons why we have four
services and four separate Chiefs who are responsible for their
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gervice and for their viewpoints as members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff is to be very sure that we do not have one single tyne of
thinking., We want, and the law expects, divergent views of defense
planning."61 By April 1961 Senator Symington noted that Congress
was of the opinion that new organizational 1eglslat10n ought not to
be considered until the Department of Defense "uses the authority
it has to straighten out some of these cans of worms so far as
efficient organization is concerned.'62

As soon as he assumed office on 20 January 1961, Secretary
McNamara revealed that he had decided views about his role as the
top manager in the Department of Defense. 'y strong belief is,"
he would say, ''a manager should be an aggressive leader, an active
leader, asking questions, sugéesting alternatives, proposing objec-
tives, stimulating progress. 3  As has been seen, McNamara immediate-
ly implemented President Kennedy's mandate that he reappraise the
adequacy of the entire defense structure and provide preliminary
conclusions without delay by demanding answers to 96 sweeping
questions., Most of these questions (as well as an additional
number of queries added to the list) were assigned for study and
report to special task groups, each headed by a senior official.
Some 35 of the most important questions were assigned to the Joint
Chiefs and the Joint Staff for study and analysis.64 Secretary
Gates had. followed a procedure of meeting weekly with the Joint
Chiefs, and Secretary McNamara continued the practice. He believed
that by personally raising issues for discussion with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, I have been able to expedite the decision-making
process.'"65 While McNamara was willing to accord “pr.mary
responsibility"” to the Joint Chiefs of.Staff in the making of normal
day-by-day decisions with respect to combat operations, he neverthe-
less considered that the Secretary of Defense had to play a major
role in establishing the future force levels, since these levels had
to be established in relation to the total objectives of the nation,
- particularly its foreign policy objectives,66

As McNamara studied the National Security Act of 1947 and its
amendments, he was convinced that the Secretary of Defense legally
- possessed many powers which had never been used, possibly because
the organization of national defense had never really been studied
under the auspices of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. To
handle such studies, McNamara organized the Office of Organizational
and Management Planning Studies. While he acted quickly on this
office's first recommendation and concentrated space research and
_development within the Air Force, McNamara stated that any general
review of the basic organizational structure of the Department of
Defense--which would answer such questions as whether unification
of the services was required--would take many months. = In the mean-
while he promised that ''we should do everything that we can, that
is within our legal power to do, to streamline the decisionmaking
process, to avoid duplication, to eliminate waste, and to strengthen
the lines of authority and responsibility, and this we are doing on
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" a daily basis as opportunity presents itself.'67 As time passed,
the Ofiice of Secretary of Defense continued to pursue the evolution-
ary approach to defense reorganization., Deputy Secretary Gilpatric
further explained the matter in May 1962, when he said: 'Whether
uicimately a major restructuring of the’Defense Department must take
" place remains to be seen. I thought so once and favered such an
approach but as of now the more gradual evolutionary process of
change makes more sense to me and that is the approach we are going
to take in the cowming year,''68

Inder existing legislation the power of appointment and the
power of the purse were at the disposal of the Secretary of Defense,
and the control of the budget would be a major force for evolutionary
change within the Department of Defense. ‘At the beginning of the
Kennedy administration, McNamara brought Charles J. Hitch from the
RAND Corporation, where he had served as chief of the Economics
Division since 1948, to Washington as Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Comptroller. While at RAND in 1960, Hitch had co-authored a
book entitled The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear Age which had
advanced -a plan whereby defense budgets would be arranged in
categories corresponding to end-product defense missions and where-
by defense packages could be costed-out for five years into the

future.69 Working with the Joint Staff and the military departments, .

Hitch devised nine budget program packages which were categorized
as: I, Strategic Retaliastory Forces; II. Continental Air and
Missile Defense Forces; III. General Purpose Forces; IV. Airlift
and Sealift Forces; V. Reserve and National Guard Forces; VI. Re-
search and Development; VII. Servicewide Support; VIII. Classified
Projects; and IX. Department of Defense. 1In May;1961 Hitch
instructed the military departments to submit their 1963 budget -
requests in terms of these program packages and to project the
requests into costs that would run five years into the future. At
the completion of the basic 5-year program revie.r, Hitch visualized
that annual budgets would be more easily made up in terms of the
phased accomplishment of the 5-year program and such program changes
as might be approved. As the program package budget was being put
into effect, Hitch thought that "the existence of the services. . .
raises problems." He also suggested that the functional budget
procedure ' may add something to the argument for changing the
organization in the direction of greater responsibility for
specified and unified commands.''7/0 Speaking tentatively at first,
McNamara suggested that the program package budget ''can serve as

a substitute for a change in the organizational structure.'7l By
January 1962 he had begun to see the functional budget as a possible
substitute for increased defence unification. "I think," he
explained, "it would make it morc difficult to prove that a single
service was desirable or necessary because some of the advantages
attributed to a single service are being accomplished without a

: single service by this so-called programlng approach,"72
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At the time that the Department of Defense program package
budget was being set up in August 1961, Secretary McNamara predicted
that it would permit the military departments to '"play a fuller
role" in defense planning.73 During the preparation of the fiscal
year 1963 budget .and ‘the initial S5-year projection, the Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Comptroller assembled and
organized the: data submitted by the military departments and

. specifically viewed the estimates from a standpoint of cost effective-

ness.,  Other agencies of the Office of the Secretary of Defense were
also called upon to review the departmental submissions and to advise
the Secretary on aspects of the programs within their areas of
functional responsibility.74 Beginning with the preparation of the
fiscal year 1964 budget--which included program changes in the 5-yeatr
plan--Secretary McNamara employed a somewhat different review
process. - Having antitipcated controversial issues among the program
changes, he asked the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to have

a series of special studies prepared on them, Where necessary
McNamara also discussed the issues with the Joint Chiefs, and he
submitted his recommendations tec the President, giving both sides ef
the arguments bearing on the issues.’5 1In a memorandum on 31 May
1963 looking toward the fiscal year 1965 budget, McNamara enumerated
major proposed program changes and designated specific individuals
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense to prepare coordinated

© recommendations on them~-thus passing major program review from the

Office of the Comptroller to Offices of the Assistant Secretaries.’6
As the Department of Defense program package budgeting became
perfected, both McNamara and Gilpatric looked upon the new management
practice as an adequate substitute. for organizational change. On
16 October 1963, Gilpatric said: "I would not recommend any basic
changes in our national security legislation.'77 When asked about
interservice rivalry on 19 February 1964, McNamara replied: "I
think the answer depends entirely upon the decisiveness of the
Secretary of Defense. The Secretary has the power and the authority
to recommend to the President, and by that means to the Congress,
the budget he considers necessary regardless of service pressure
reflecting a more parochial point of view, If the Secretary
exercises that power and authority, there need not be waste intro-~
duced in the budget by the fact that interservice rivalry may exist."78
McNamara regarded 'careful cost-effectiveness analyses' and the
relationship of programs to missions rather than . to the military
services as being the major contributions to the new system of
management. In a prepared statement in February 1964, McNamara used
a hypothetical example to illustrate cost-effectiveness analysis,
"Suppose,' he said, ''we have two tactical fighter aircraft which are
identical in every important measure of performance, except one--
aircraft A can fly 10 miles per hour faster than aircraft B. How-

ever, aircraft A costs $10,000 more per unit than aircraft B. Thus,

if we need about 1,000 aircraft, the total additional cost would be
$10 million. . , . If we approach this problem from the viewpoint
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program integration was shifted from the Comptroller to appropriate

of a given amount of resources, the additrional combat effectiveness
represented by the greater speed of aircraft A would have to be
weighed against the additional combat effectiveness which the same
$10 million could produce if applied to other defense purposes--
more aircraft B, more or better aircraft munitions, or more ships,
or even more military housing. . . . Thus, the fact that aircraft A
flies 10 miles per hour faster than aivcraft B is not conclusive,
We still have to determine whether the greater speed is worth the
greater cost.  This kind of determination is the heart of the
planning-programing-budgeting, or resources allocation problem with-
in the Defense Department.'79

In order to streamline the upper echelon of the Depaicment of
Defense, Secretary McNamara eliminated two of the seven Assistant
Secretaries of Defense at the outset of his administration, but he
soon established a new Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Civil Defense and additional prestige was given to the Office of
the Director of Defense Research and Engineering bg making its
Deputy Director an Assistant Secretary of Defense.t0 Several
additional actions consolidated similar-type military departmental
activities within the Office of the Secretary of Defense.  In 1961
contact between Congress and the military departments was central-
ized in the Office of the Special Assistant of the Secretary of
Defense for legislative Affairs. Early in 1964 separate service
book and magazine branches and community and industrial relations
functions were merged under the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Public Affairs.8l When he first explained the program-package bud-
get procedure, Comptroller Hitch suggested that it would concentrate
authority within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 'Program . ..
decisions,;" he said, "will be required. . . . They are the decisions.
of the sort which can only be made by the Secretary, and, therefore,
the role of the Secretary's advisers will be greater.''82 This
prediction apparently came true., Thus in 1962 the report of a
Special Subcommittee on Defense Agencies of the House Committee on
Armed Services noted that the implementation of the program package
de.fense budgets had given the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
vomptroller and later the Assistant Secretaries of Defense and the
Director of Defense Engineering (when the primary responsibility for

Assistant Secretaries) an enormous control over the military depart-
ments. The Special Subcommittee pointed out that the agency that
prepared cost analyses of program changes became the primary control
mechanism over the program category.83 On the basis of evidence
such as this a student of defense management could conclude in 1964
that: "The Secretary of Defense has chosen to use his civilian
staff as his primary agents of policy controi within the department,'84
During its consideration of the Defense Reorganization Act of

1958, Congress approved an amendment offered by Represenative John
McCormack which authorized the Secretary of Defense, when he deemed
it advantageous in terms of effectiveness, economy, or efficiency,
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~to arrange to have any supply or service accivity common to two or
“‘more military departments conducted by a single agency. Acting
-~ under authority of the amendment on 12 May 1960, Secretary Gates
‘. established the Defense Communications Agenc; under the direction,
authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense through the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and charged it to exercise a centralized con-
trol over all long-haul and point-to-point communications.83 Short=~
ly after taking office, Secretary McNamara also began to exercise
: #r . authority given to him by the McCormack amendment, 'One of the
~F . most productive fields for the economic application of centralized
SR " management,"” he said, "is in the provision of common supplies and
related services to all the military deps#tments.'" On 31 Augusc
1961 he accordingly announced the establishment of the Defense
Supply Agency (DSA), which reported directly to the Secretary of
Defense (rather than through the Joint Chiefs of Staff) and
o gradually assumed management responsibility over eight common supply
categories previously exercised by the Secretaries of the Army and
" Navy--subsistence, clothing-textiles, medical supplies, petroleum,
general supplies; industrial supplies, construction supplies, and
automotive supplies. The DSA also assumed control of the Military
Traffic Management Agency.86 As he took office McNamara also noted
that a number of intelligence agencies had been performing similar
or parallel work with no unified direction of the total defense
intelligence activity. In orxder 'to obtain unity of effort among
all components of the Department of Defense in developing wmilitary
intelligence and to achieve a strengthened overall capacity in the
Department for the cocllection, production, and dissemination of
defense intelligence informatirn,' Secretary McNamsra accordingly
established the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) on 2 August 1961
and directed it to report to the Secretary of Defense through the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. To the extent that the military services
had intelligence requirements unique to their own operaticas (tech-
‘nical intelligence, for example, was essential for research and
development functions) chey were permitted to maintain certain
limited intelligence activities.87 Under the new arrsngement the
‘Intelligence Directorate (J-2) of the Joint Staff continued in
. being until 15 May 1963, at which time it was. disestablished and its
-~ functions and personnel spaces were transferred to the Defense
- Intelligence Agency.88
... In his list of study questions directed to the Joint Ch;efs of
 Staff and the Joint Staff, Secretary McNamara asked whethor a1 .
" unified command should be established to control limited war forces.
" -7 'Both General White and General Taylor had earlier recommended such
" a command, and Senator Symington's lommittee on the Defense Establish-
" ment had endorsed these recommendations.89 On 24 July 1961, both
" General Frank F. Everest, Commander o¥ the Tactical Air Command and
General Herbert B. Powell, Commanding General of the Continental Army
.- Command; jointly recommended the immediate establishment of a
.+ Unified Tactical Command as & joint headquarters with Army, Navy, and
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. Air Force component commands. They visualized that this comménd

would be built around a relatively-small unified command headquarters,
which would possess great mobility and would be capable of rapidly
Jdeploying fully-effective command elements to areas of crisis.90
With general agreement that the action should be taken, Secretary
McNamara announced the establishment o€ the U.S. Strike Command
(STRICOM) on 19 September 1961 with its headquarters at MaecDill Air
Force Base, Florida. General Paul D. Adams, who had commanded the
U.S. ground forces in the Lebanon operation, was named Commander-in<
Chief, STRICOM, and Lieutenant General Bruce K. Holloway, USAF,
was designated as Deputy Commander-in-Chief.91

- According to its mission assignment as-a.unified command,
STRICOM was intended to provide an integrated, mobile, highly combat
ready force that would be trained as a unit and would be instantly
available to . augment existing forces under unified theater commanders
or would be prepared to serve as a primary force in the ‘event of
conflict in the Middle East or Africa. STRICOM's six specific
functional responsibilities required it to provide a general reserve
of combat-ready forces, to provide forces to reinforce unified theater
commands, to conduct planning for contingency operations, to develop
joint doctrine for the employment of assigned forces, and to conduct
joint training exercises to.insure a high level of combat readiness
and effectiveness., The commanders of the Tactical Air Command and
the Continental Army Command were additionally designated 'as
Commanders~-in~Chief, Air Force Strike and Army Strike, and the two
commands were .charged to furnish combat-ready forces to serve under
the operational control of CinCSTRIKE. At MacDill General Adams
established a headquarters with typical joint staff divisions which
were manned almost half and ‘half with Army and Air Force personnel,
Except for the assignment of one Marine and four Navy officers to
the headquarters, no naval forces were assigned to STRICOM. In
the event that he was given. a contingency mission réquiring Navy
or Marine forces, Adams envisoned that he would ask the Chief of

“Naval Operations to assign an appropriate naval component to work

with -his headquarters. ~On 28 December 1961, Adams reported.to the

" Joint Chiefs of Staff that STRICOM was operatlonally ready.92

In its mission assignment STRICOM was charged with'the princi-
pal tasks of reinforcing unified theater commands and of maintaining
a preparedness for independent operations in crisis areas that were
not within existing unified theater command boundaries.,  Some 200
contingency plans were drawn up looking toward the reinforcement
actions in specific emergencies.93 1In accordance with the supporting
m1381on, STRICOM made combat-ready tactical air wings and ground
divisions available to the CinC Atlantic Command during the Cuban
missile crisis.9% In case that STRICOM was directed to deploy to a
remote trouble spot, General Adams planned that with the approval
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff he would draw boundaries around the
crisis area, establish a small theater of operations, and move

either Headquarters, STRICOM, or a smacller joint task force head-

quarters into the area to command necessary operat10ns.95 In its

717

e i o 4 i e s




initial months of operations STRICOM had no clear mandate as to the
area of the world in which it might be required to undertake indepen-
dent operations, and the U.S. Army was responsible for controlling
military assistance to emerging African nations. With dissenting
opinions from the Navy and Marine members, the majority of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff recommended that the Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic
and Mediterranean should be phased out of existence and that CinC-
STRIKE should be made responsible for all United States defense
activities in the Middle East~-Southern Asia<Africa south of the
Sahara area, Under the new responsibility CiuCSTRIKE would be
additionally designated CinCMEAFSA on 1 December 1963,96 1In the
subsequent transfer of the responsibility, CinCMEAFSA gained some
1,000 military personnel overseas, mostly in military assistance
advicory groups., CIinCMEAFSA also assumed operational control over
the small naval task force stationed in the Red Sea-Persian Gulf
area which was known as the U.S. Middle East Force.97

Among the questions which he presented to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff early in 1961, Secretary McNamara called for a study and
report on national military command and control systems. Subsequent~
ly acting on advice from the Joint Chiefs, McNamara appointed General
Earle E, Partridge, USAF (Ret.) as the head of a National Command
and Control Task Force and directed the force to make a very
exhaustive study of such matters. As completed on 14 November 1961,
the Partridge report was a highly classified document, but some of
the thinking in the report was subjected to public discussion.
In order to serve both celd and hot war vequirements, a Natienal
Military Command System, for example, had to be able to provide
indications that a critical situation could occur; to be able teo
assess and analyze the dangers the situation could present; to
develop a spectrum of wilitary alternatives available to comprehend
the situation; to arrive at decisions; and to direct the execution
of actions implicit in the situation. General Partridge's task
force was reported to have recommended the establishment of a
Supreme United States Military Commander over the several unified
and specified commands. Speaking in reference to the Partridge
report, McNamara stated: ''Among its recommendations, it did include
a recommendation for a certain consolidation of control either
within the Joint Chiefs of Staff or relating to the unified commands,'
He added that he was unwilling to consider this recommendation.98
' In order to provide continuing study the Joint Command and
Control Requirements Group was established under the Joint Chiefs

- of Staff but outside the Joint Staff in May 1962, Early in the

following October, Secretary McNamara issued a directive that
established the concepts of operation of the National Military
Conmmand  System, - including the National Military Command Center at
the Pentagon, the Alternate National Military Command Center, the
National Emergency Airborne Command Post, and the National Emergency
Command Post Afloat, together with various survivable communications
networks linking the command facilities, the unified and specified
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commands, and the milicary service headquarters.: In the directive

-the Director of Operations (J-3) of the Joint Staff was responsible
" as the manager of the National Military Command System, but the

National Military Command Center was initially established outside

< the Joint Staff., Such a location was advantageous from the stand-

point of personnel spaces since the strength of the Joint Staff was

. legally established at 400 officers. In 1962, moreover, the

Special Subcommittee on Defense Agencies of the House Committee on
Armed Services had expressed a fear tha: the command and control
system might be headed by an "Assistant for Operations" in the
Department of Defense or a '"Director of Operations' on the Joint
Staff.99 , ,

- The National Military Command System directive had not been
fully implemented at the time of the Cuban crisis, but the National
Military Command Center was in operation under the supervision of
the Director of the Joint Staff, and it was able to serve the national
command authorities~-the President, Secretary of Defense, and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. As a result of the experience during
the Cuban crisis and of an additional exercise in February 1963 when
American forces shadowed a Venezuelan ship that had been hijacked
in the South Atlantic, the Director of Operations of the Joint Staff
insisted that since he was responsible as the manager of the command
and control system he had to exercise a right over the direction of
the system resources., Accordingly on 6 June 1963 the Joint Staff
Operations Directorate (J-3) was reorganized to include the National

Military Command Center under a Deputy Director for the National
- Military Command System. WNew Department of Defense directives con-
. firmed the National Military Command Center as the senior military

command center, established rules for interaction between key
government agencies, and, as described by Brigadier General Paul W.
Tibbets, who served as the first Deputy Director for the National

‘Military Command System, 'in general, indicated that all political/
" military matters would be directed to the NMCC where top level
* judgment could be exercised to determine actions to be taken.'100

Although the scheduled completion of a fully-automated National
Military Command System promised by 1967 to.permit top United States
leaders to communicate with a front-line infantry commander or a

 tactical aircraft in flight in some oversea theater,l0l the command
- and control system did not provide for a unity of military command
.+ in Washington short of the President., The line of command over the
- unified and specified commands continued to run through the Joint
;7 Chiefs of Staff collectively to the Secretary of Defense and the
~+ President, In March 1964 former-Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric
“offered an opinion that the Joint Chiefs of Staff ought to be taken
~out of the military line of command. '"Too often, in critical

conflict situations,” he wrote, "the President and his other policy

*; ,advisers are confronted with a fractured military position reflecting
~ divergent service positions rather than differing military judgments."
 Since there was nothing in existing law that required the Joint
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- Gilpatric urged, ''the President and his assistants must be able to

assumed that a centralization of defense authority would provide

began to discover that centralization of defense authority would not

‘that transcendent aerospace weapon systems had readered the old

Chiefs to be brought into the line of authority over tactical opera-
tions, Gilpatric proposed that the chain of command over military
operations could extend down from the President  through the Secre-
tary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
commanders of the unified and specified commands. "If the United
States is to hold or regain initiative in international security
affairs, and if its military establishment is to be responsive to the
need for almost split-second reaction in crisis situations,"

receive, clearly and speedily, military advice nf a range and depth
that will neot always be forthcoming under the present J,C.S.
system,'102

* % % *

In hearty agreement with Preisdent Eisenhower's statement that
the day of separate ground, sea, and air warfare was gone forever,
General White and other Air Force leaders had given strong support
for the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958: General White believed

land, sea, and air media of operations no longer a valid determinant
for service roles and missions. Committed traditionally to a doc-
trine of unity of command, the Air Force leaders appeared to have

unity of command. Viewed in retrospect, the Air Force leaders of

the late 1950°s wanted a nationgl defense reorganization along the
lines that Secretary of War Elihu Root had instituted in the United
States Army in 1903. At that time the General Staff Act had provided
for an Army Chief of Staff to the President, who, acting under the
direction of the President or the Secretary of War and with the
assistance of the War Department General Staff, had supervision not
only of all troops of the line but also of the special staff and
