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Preface

This history continues {he story of United States Air Force ideas, concepts, and

doctrine from the watershed of massive retaliation/flexible response that was

occasioned in 1960. The first three chapters of this volume are in effect reprinted
from the 1974 edition of Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine, and the following chapters have
been added to bring this never-ending story up t0 1984.

1joined the Aijr University Airpower Research Institute asa visiting professor of

military history in September 1981 and completed research and writing for this study

. inJanuary1985.The otiginal understanding.regardingthis work wasthat the research
and writing would follow the same pattern as ased in the older version, and this was
conscientiously followed in this new second volume. Dt David Maclsaac, asso ciate
director for research, Airpower Research Institute, stimulated much of the thinking
reflected in this extension of the story since 1964. The snccessive AUCADRE
directors— Col Kenneth Alnwick, Col Donald Stevens, Brig Gen John Fryer, Jr.,and
Col Sidney Wise— maintained the strong limate of intellectual honestynecessary for
the history.

YWhere many persons have provided information and assistance toward the writing
of this history, the author assumes the responsibility for the errors of fact or of
interpretation that may have escaped into priot. A pumber of peopleat Air University
Press worked hard to keep those errors under control, These include Dr Richard
Bailey, my text editor for volume 11; Agnes Wallner, my documentation editor, and
her assistant, Anna Leavell; and the entire staff of the Production Division.

Like other Air Force historical studies, this Tustory is subject to revision, and

. additional information Of suggestions for corrections will be welcomed.

ROBERTF. FUTRELL
Visiting Research Fellow
Airpower Research Institute
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CHAPTER 1

'THE NEW FRONTIER: REDIRECTION OF
DEFENSE STRATEGY

Inthe middle 1920s during the formative years of the Adr Corps, Maj Gen Mason
M. Patrick had been favorably mmpressed by Basil H. Liddell Hart’s Paris: Or the
Future of War. Based upon the experiences of World War I the British military
commentator had spoken against the frontal assault doctrines of Napoleon and
Clausewitz and in favor of direct action designed to break the ability and will to
resist of a hostile nation. In 1960, at the height of the United States presidential
campaign, Sen John F. Kennedy, the democratic candidate, found time to review
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.”
Kennedy observed that this same judgment was supported in other books by
“responsible military leaders such as Generals [James M.] Gavin and [MaxwellD.]
Taylor.” In 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
Organization 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 nuclear attack the
West would not use”; (4) must take steps to provide greater air and sea mobility
for conventional Army and Marne forces not to fight limited wars but to remove
the temptation for Moscow and Peking to attempt local aggression; and (5) must
ensure that United Nations forces (such as had been used in the Middlé East and
the Congo) “must be ready for instant movement.” Senator Kennedy also
emphasized the importance of arms control negotiations. “Thenotion that the Free
Warld can be protected simply by the threat of ‘massive retaliation’ is no longer
tenable,” Kennedy added 1

Senator Kennedy’s review of the nation’s defense requirements provided a
convenient summary of the criticisms Democratic leaders were bringing against
the military policies of President Dwight D, Eisenhower. These criticisms included
dissatisfaction with the level of defense appropriations and with defense

1
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management, 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
dialogue on national defense would provide a background for the new national
strategy of flexible response and multiple options that would be implemented swhen
Kennedy assumed the presidency in January 1961.

Fiscal Policies and Military Forces

“It is a fact,” stated Sen 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 Thave been unable to escape the conclusion that we are not doing enongh, .
fast enough, or thoroughly enough.”? Johnson indicated a grave fear that the
Eisenhower defense budget ceilings might be jeopardizing security. Although
defense spending under the Eisenhower administration had increased from $35.5
billion in fiscal year 1955 to $41.2 billion m fiscal year 1960, the Department of
Defense (DOD) 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 19603

Following his retirement as Army chief of staff, Gen Maxwell D. Taylor
criticized the defense budget ceilings, which he said were arbitrarily imposed by
the Bureau of the Budget, and recommended budgeting by military task rather
than by military service.* In another influential postretirement book, Lt Gen Jarmes
M. Gavin charged that the United States would find itselfin a “missile-lag period,”
which would be most critical in the years 1960-64. “Actually,” Gavin remarked,
“some 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.” At the Rand Corporation a group of analysts headed by economist Charles
J. Hitch proposed that the existing IDOD 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 “provide
the data needed to assess properly the cost and effectiveness of alternative
programs.”®

Closely related to the defense budget ceilings were allegations that the Naticnal
Security Council had failed to provide realistic strategic policies. General Tavlor
described the Basic National Security Policy papers issued annually as being “so
broad in nature and so general in language as to provide limited gurdance in
practical application.”’ In an address made in September 1959, Paul H, Nitze
charged that dissatisfaction with the National Security Council technique caused
the Eisenhower administration to rely increasingly upon outside committees of
private citizens to assist with policy review and formulation. These distinguished
citizens groups included the Kelly, Sprague, Killian, Gaither, and Coolidge

2
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committees. Although charged to make important policy recommendations, these
outside groups wexe necessarily powerless to perform an essential step in policy
formulation: to help the fight to secure adoption of recommended policies within
the government. 8 Despite the important role that Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles played in national policy formulation, Sen Henry M. Jackson observed:
“Judging by his appearances before Senate committees, Mr Dulles seemed not to
be well informed on military scientific developments having an important bearing
on foreign policy and tended to regard budgetary questions as being outside his
proper concern nd
Speaking in support of the fiscal positions of the Eisenhower administration that
had prevailed during his tenure as DOD 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 administration, which had operated for a
time during the Korean War without reference to fixed budgetary ceilings, McNeil
recorded that the Eisenhower administration had determmed that the defense
plateau of the nation ought to cost “in the neighborhood of $35 to $40 billion a
year.”10 Closely questioned about budgetary ceilings in February 1959, Secretary
of Defense Neil H, 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 living. McElroy said, “It is inherent in the
obligation of an administration,” to consider not only what its obligations are in
national security but what its obligations are in the administration of the resources
of the country for the various projects. He also explained:

The thing that you try to don defense 1s to determine what you need for your national

secunty and tohave cnough cushion there so thatyou are not taking a substantial chance

wath the national secunity, X you are doing that, then that 1s all you should do and you
. should use the remamimng resources for other constructive purposes

Since the Eisenhower administration believed that military force possessed
flexibility, its key officials found it impossible to define “limited” or “general” war
and impractical to design forces to participate in specialized forms of combat,
Although Secretary Thomas S, Gates considered in March 1960 that increased
amounts of money had been put into limited-war capabilities each year, he
maintamed: “Many people have tried to put our budget on a functional basis, and
we have found it nnp0551ble to do s0.”*2 When pressed to state official definitions
of limited and general war in 1959, DOD responded:

With respect to the duration and scope of the action, and the selection of weapons to
bDeused  there are an mnfimte vanety of possible combmations For this reason
there 15 no practical way in which we can precisely define kmited and general war n
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these specific terms, or even index all the possible situations which might fall into these
two broad classifications ¥

As a result of his experience as defense comptroller during the Truman and
Eisenhower administrations, McNeil pointed out that any process of budgeting
forces to perform specific defense tasks “would not be conducive 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.” ™4

Allegations of a Missile Gap

“The facts are,” Sen Stuart Symington informed his colleagues on 27 J amary .

1960, “that a very substantial mssﬂe gap does exist, and the administration is going
to permit this gap to increase.” 5 The gnawing apprehension that the Soviet Union
enjoyed a substantial margin of superiority in missiles over the United States traced
back to an inferview with Nikita Khrushchev reported by James Reston in October
1957. “I think I wilt not be revealing any military secret,” Khrushchev said, “if I 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 musenms. He told press correspondents late in 1959:

We do not want to scare anyone, but we can tell the truth —n saying that we have now
stockpiled 5o many mussiles and so many atomic and hydrogen devices that, 1f we were
attacked, we could wipe all our probable enemies off the face of the earth. .. Inone
year a plant that we visited produced 250 mussiles with hydrogen warheads on the
assembly Imne 16

Appearing before the Supreme Sowviet in January 1960, Khrushchev asked for and .
received authority to reduce the manpower strength of the Soviet armed forces
from 3,623,000 to 2,423,000 by the avtumn of 1961.17

Based upon demonstrated technological achievements of the Soviets, US
estimates made in 1958 credited the Soviet Union with the ability to possess a
sigoificant mussile 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, althcugh
the delay in US missile programs was attributable to development rather than to
production Onecommeonly accepted estimate in 1958 and 1959 was that the Soviets
would possess a 3-to-1 superiority of intercontinental ballistic mussiles over the
United States in the early 1960s. Speaking in the Senate in 1958, Senator Kennedy
announced:
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We are rapidly approaching that dangerous period which General Gavin and others
have called the “gap” or the “missile-lag period” —a pernied, m the words of General
Gavin, “m which our offensive and defensive nussile capabilities wall lag so far behind
those of the Sowets as to place us 1n a position of great penil w18

As officially conceived for implementation in the winter of 1957-58, the Air
Force ballistic missile program envisioned deployment of 4 Thor and 4 Jupiter
intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) squadrons to Europe between
December 1958 and March 1960 and deployment of 9 Atlas and 4 Titan
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) squadrons at bases within the United
States by January 1963. This force objective was not as large as the Air Force
believed necessary As supreme allied commander, Europe, Gen Lauris 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 i 1958, however, Secretary McElroy was inclined to give
emphasis to the deployment of the IRBMs, “I think that we become strongest,” he
said, “as of the time we have some IRBMs 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 ICBMs which can be deployed in this
country and have manned bombers.”

The successful development of the sohd-propellant SM-80 Minuteman would
affect the ICBM program since this missile would be cheaper and easier to deploy
in protected positions than the Atlas or Titan missiles,1? In February 1958 McElroy
announced that he strongly favored production of long-range missiles He
nevertheless stated three reasons for a cautious approach to mussile production
he was reluctant to go into large-scale production 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 inventories of early model missiles; and
he wanted to avoid duplication in building inventories of different missiles, Inshort,
McElroy wanted more time to test and to decide what missiles should be put into

. production,?

Even though he wanted more time to make decisions on the ICBMs, McElroy
believed the DOD should take “a calculated risk and move faster than the testing
results would in themselves justify” in preparing for operational deployments of

21 The negotiations for overseas bases, which were begun late

Thors and Jupiters.
in 1957 and actively prosecuted in the summer of 1958, dictated the extent of the
IRBM programs. Great Britamm agreed to accept four Thor squadrons (60
operational missiles), which would be manned by Royal Air Force personnel, with
the United States retaining custody of the nuclear warheads. According to Gen
Curtis E. LeMay the British were “never very enthusiastic about Thor as a weapon
system,” but this deployment was brought to completion early in 1960, when the
60th operational missile was airlifted to Great Britain.?2 France did not accept the
Jupiter squadrons offered, but Italy accepted two squadrons (30 mussiles) and
Turkey agreed to take one squadron (15 missiles) of the Jupiter IRBMs.

5
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Shortly after deployments to Italy were completed and while the establishment
of missiles in Turkey was still in progress, a subcommittee of the congresstonal
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy recommended on 11 February 1961 that the
Italian Jupiters be replaced with mobile IRBMs and that the Turkish deployment
should be halted. The subcommittee demonstrated that the thin-skinned,
liquid-fueled Jupiters were particularly vulnerable to sabotage and would be easily
destroyed by a Soviet first-strike missile attack. The committee recommended that
a Polaris submarine operated by US personnel should be assigned to NATO in
lien of the 15 obsolete Jupiters slated for deployment to Turkey. At this time the
United States did not have a Polaris submarine immediately available for such an
assignment, and the Turkish government was unwilling to modify the existing
agreement. Although Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara later would state
that “the Turkish Jupiters shounld never have been placed in position,” the 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.23

Despite a rising feeling of national concern about the predicted missile gap,
President Eisenhower’s fiscal year 1960 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 Drepartment does not plan to produce the same number
of ICBMs that the Soviets are estrmated to be capable of producing over the next few
years s that, m the judgment of the president of the United States, the National Secunty
Caurned, and the miiitary experts of the Department, there1sno particularlogicin trying
to match everything it is estimated our opponent might do.

MCcElroy 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 Stateshad a capabilityto produce more of the first-generation missiles than

it actually wonld produce, and he suggested that the Soviets, who would dout tless

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,?

Before submitting the fiscal year 1950 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 Jeaders supported the administration’s objectives when they appeared
before congressional committees. When asked about the missile gap, General
Taylor replied: “I would not be unduly concerned at this time because we have so
many other compensato?r weapons which can do the same job of putting bombs
and missiles on target.”?® Adm Axleigh Burke agreed that the United States had
sufficient strategic weapons. “I think,” he said, “we do have too much retahiatory
power, and 1 think that we should put more money into limited capability.”* Gen
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Thomas D. White called attention to the slow reaction time of the first-generation
Atlas and Titan missiles and observed:

I feelwe shouldnot increase the production of erther of those nussiles undexthe present
crrcumstances when all factors including the manned bomber are considered plus the
fact that the Minuteman, the second peneration, the sold fuel nussile 1s, shall we say,
yust around the corner.2®

Speaking for the Strategic Air Command (SAC), Gen Thomas S. Power said: “I
think you should produce the Atlas at the maximum logical, practical rate, because
you are going to get it first. . . . I 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 built relatively cheap and could be deployed in large numbers
either in hardened underground silos or on mobile railway trains.

Ttus 15 really the philoscphy of deterrence in that we will have so many of these
russiles. , . . Then it becomes mathematically impossible for an aggressor to destroy

thcngall, and you will always survive with a percentage high enough to strongly deter
him.

Ouly Lt Gen Bernard A. Schriever, who admitted that he “would have to be
considered as not necessarily biased but certainly perhaps narrow” in his
viewpoint, strongly urged the need for more ballistic missiles and at an earlier date.
Schriever contended that the Atlas and Titan missiles would be useful throughout
the 1960s and would have “considerably greater growth potential than the
Minuteman,”*?

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 the United States was erecting! 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 met aerial tankers at
optimum points, which ensured that the bombers could attack an assigned targst
at any time they were in the air. Earlyin 1959 Power requested the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to anthorize SAC to begin a continuous airborne alert>2 When he appeared
before a subcommittee of the House Committee or Appropriations in February
1959 Power explained the airborne alert concept and added, “I feel strongly that
we must get on with this airborne alert to carry us over this period.”>

During the congressional hearings on the defense budget for fiscal year 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 missile for missile. After
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the study, the Air Force recommended against a “crash program” in Maybut found
it possible to plan for the orderly establishment of 17 Atlas squadrons, 12 Titan
squadrons, and 3 Minuteman squadrons (150 missiles) by June 1963. In July
Secretary McElroy announced that the Soviets possessed only 10 long-range
weapons “at most,” but Congress was in no mood to accept the administration’s
missile program. In August it accordingly voted an additional $85 million, looking
toward eight additional Atlas squadrons and $87 million further to accelerate the
Minuteman development program. Congress also added a section to the 1960
appropriation act authorizing the secretary of defense, upon the determination of
the president, to provide for the cost of an airborne alert as an excepted expense,**
In preparation for his defense of the fiscal 1960 defense 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.”® With such reassurance, McElroy .
informed the Senate on 17 June that he would probably spend any additional
money appropriated for Minuteman but would impound any additional funcls for
Atlas 3 Accepting the need to permit flexible decisions, the 1960 appropriation
act authorized the secretary of defense to transfer funds to accelerate the missile
programs he deemed advantageous. This action seemed doubly wise since Atfas
tests conducted during the spring of 1959 were marked by a spectacular series of
failures, leading General White to comment: “A faint heart in , . . February to July
1959 could well have caused a program cancellation of Atlas.” In the autupm 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
direction of Secretary of Defense 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 that the Minuteman was still in research and development.3
In the last half of 1959 DOD also considered General Power’s request thzit the
Strategic Air Command should be augmented to undertake an air alert posture.
Power specifically recommended that SAC 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 unwilling 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 of
its B-52s during national crisis. To make a long story short, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
accepted air alert in principle, but they were not willing to accept the estimated
$3-billion cost of Power’s proposal. Shortly after he took office, Secretary Gates
released $85 million to enable SAC to begin procurement of long, lead-time spare
parts for an airborne alert, and he directed the Air Force to make plans for
implementing an airborne alert program without increasing its manning level. As
events 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 to maintain one-eighth of its B-52s on a

g
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continuous airborne alert. This action satisfied the Department of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, but it did not satisfy General Power. “I am compelled to
reiterate,” he wrote to White on 10 December 1959, “that the goal for a heavy force
must be one-fourth, Any steps short of this, although certainly steps in the right
dircctio:;lg are based on a gamble too great to take—the security of the United
States.”

As he defended the fiscal year 1961 defense budget on 13 January 1960,
Secretary Gates emphasized that no “deterrent gap” was in prospect, but he
conceded: “If we compare the estimated Soviet ICBM and sea-launched missile
programs with plans for deployment of US ICBMs and Polaris missiles, we note
that the Soviets may enjoy at times a moderate numerical superiority during the
next three years.”>’ Looking for new methods of evaluating the potential threat,
Gates announced on 20 January that the National Intelligence Board (INIB) would

. begin to estimate projections of Soviet ICBM strength on the basis of “intent”
rather than “capability.” Based upon “intent” the revised national intelligence
estimate accordingly reduced the number of long-range missiles the Sovicts were
expected to have by mid-1961 by 66 percent of the earlier accepted figure 30

The Eisenhower administration’s assurances did not quiet public fear about the
missile gap and what it could mean. In his book, The Uncertain Trumpet, published
in January 1960, General Taylor argued: “My personal conclusion is that until
about 1964 the United States is likely to be at a significant disadvantage against the
Russians in terms of numbers and effectiveness of long-range missiles—unless
heroic measures are taken now.”"! Speaking before the Economics Club of New
York City on 19 January of the same year, 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 arcraft or missites. “With adequate
and timely preparations for meeting added demands for support,” Power added,
“SAC can maintain an airborne alert long and effective enough to bridge what
could otherwise become the most dangerous gap in our military posture since Pearl
Harbor.”#2 On the floor of the Senate on 27 January, Senator Symmeton urged that

. the unfavorable missile gap still existed even when new estimates based on Soviet
mtent rather than capability became the standard of prediction. “The truth is,” he
said, “that if we compare the ready-to-launch missiles attributed to the Soviets on
the new intelligence basis with the official readiness program for US ICBMs, the
ratio for a considerable length of time will be more than 3 to 1.7%3

Obviously seeking to allay public apprehension in late March 1960, DOD
summarized its views in a 17-page letter sent to some 600 business leaders. “For
more than ayear now,” the letter stated, “a few critics of the defense program have
been successful to an incredible degree in confinng discussion of our mititary
strength to one single segment — the intercontinental ballisticmissile.”** From Gen
Nathan F. Twining downward, Air Force officers who appeared before
congressional committees supported the administration’s viewpoint about the
missile gap. “On the basis of all the information available, and mn view of the mix
and strategic locations of our retaliatory weapons systems,” Twining said, “I just
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do not believe that any nation possesses the ability to destroy us, or attack us,
withont receiving unacceptable damage in return,”* Even though General White
first observed that he would like to see more ICBMs, more B-58s, and a number
of other things if “we had more money,” he submitted a written statement two days
later to the House Subcommittee on Appropriations which declared:

The Ar Force has taken into account all the known aspects of the threat and the forces
tequired to deter that threat, within the major parameters of time, numbers, and state
of the att. The present mwx of ICBMs . . is 1n our judgment the best force obtainable
within these limitations.*0

Apparently seeking to head off a political issue, the Republican party platform
adopted in the summer of 1960 pledged to accelerate missile programs, but the
“missile gap” continued as arich 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 Republican party for not doing enough in the “missile gap crisis.*¥’

Military Airlift and Strategic Mobility

In his speeches two years prior to 1960 Senator Xennedy often expressec! his
conviction that the Soviets will take advantage of their growing strategic nuclear
missile capability as a “shield from behind which they will slowly, but surely,
advance—through Sputnik diplomacy, limited brushfire wars, indirect nonovert
aggression, intimidation and subversion, internal revolution, increased prestige or
mfluence, and the vicious blackmail of our allies.” He maintained that the Soviets
had “invalidated the original strategic concept of NATO by outflanking its key
element—the deterrent power of the US Strategic Air Command.” Kennedy
criticized the Eisenhower administration for cutting the numbers and strength of
Army and Navy ground forces and for failing to provide the airlift and sealift
needed to give those forces swift mobility for deployment anywhere in the world.*8
As has been seen, General Taylor’s proposal for a national military program of .
“flexible response” also emphasized the development of limited war forces
deployed in theaters of operation, imited war reserves in the United States, and
provision of sealift and airfift mobility for the limited war forces.*”

On the philosophical level the Air Force did not deny that small wars might
become 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 niore
of its scarce resources and planning efforts to them, One Air Force speaker
observed “Thisis like an investment counselor advising the head of a family to buy
automobile insurance before life insurance because he is more likely to dent his
fenders than he is to die.”>® Speaking of the airlift problem on 27 January 1960,
General White noted that it had been around a good many years and was solely
attributable to the fact thatno one had been able to establish a definite requirernent
for additional airlift within existing budgetary guidelines “If there is to be more
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airlift,” White added, “the only question is to establish a requirement for it, and
provide the funds,”51

‘Within the Department of Defense the problem of providing airmobility for the
Army traced back to 195455, when the Army advanced the concept that limited
war was the most likely threat to the United States, Within the Air Force the
problem of military airlift involved the separate capabilities of tactical troop carrier
aviation, whose previous mission was curtailed at the lower extremity by the Army’s
development of organic aitlift, and of the Military Air Transport Service (MATS),
whose capabilities were kept in check by civil air carriers’ insistence that military

air transportation unfairly and inefficiently competed with the Civil Reserve Air
Fleet. Expenditures for transport aircraft also competed unfavorably for money
and productive capability required to support combat aircraft.

During the Korean War the Air Force had accepted the Tactical Air

. Command’s concept that intratheater troop carrier airlift forces should comprise
heavy, medium, and assault troop carrier wings, the latter to be composed of a
fixed-wing group and another rotary-wing group. Such a force would serve all
theater airlift requirements from the front lines to the theater’s rear area, and
requisite units were programmed in the 137-wing Air Force objective. The Air
Force procured C-124 aircraft for the heavy wings, C-119s for the medium wings,
C-123s for the fixed-wing assault groups, and H-21 cargo helicopters for the
rotary-wing assault groups. This program was changed even before it was
completed. Late in 1954 the Army stated that it had no requirements for Air Force
rotary-wing support within the combat zone.32 Despite a successful employment
of rotary-wing assault troop carrier squadrons in the “Sagebrush” 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 wulnerable to
serve as assault aircraft. TAC dropped plans to activate additional rotary-wing
assault troop carrier groups and inactivated the existing units of this type in July

. 195673 As a part of the Department of Defense establishment of a single manager
and industrial fund system for military airlift, TAC’s C-124 wings and groups were
transferred to MATS on 1 July 1957, These C-124s would continue to perform the
same Army training maneuvers, DEW line support, and other nonscheduled tasks
they had been performing previously.

In May 1956 troop carrier capabilities met stated requirements for existing
emergency war plans; nevertheless, Gen Otto P, Weyland considered the troop
carrier end position in the 137-wing program marginal at best since the
programming did not reflect growing demands for intratheater airlift>® Army
officers stated that troop carrier deficiencies existed, but the Army did not make
official requirements for added theater airlift units.>® Early in 1957 Weyland also
protested that the assignment of the C-124s to MATS would vastly complicate the
TAC composite air strike force (CASF) deployments, As it happened, however,
TAC began to profit from acquisition of new C-130A and C-130B Hercules troop

11

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
|

IDEAS, CONCEFPTS, DOCTRINE

carrier aircraft as replacements for C-119s. The versatile turboprop 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 and the
C-119. Interested in getting intercontinental transportation for its CASFs, TAC
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. With the retrenchment
nearly completed in 1959 TAC possessed two wings of C-130s and two wings of
C-123s.In the theaters, the United States Air Forces in Europe possessed one wing
of C-130s and one wing of C-119s and was additionally supported by one squadron
of MATS C-124s on rotational duty. The Pacific Air Forces had one wing of C-230s
and was additionally supported by two MATS C-124 squadrons. To receive the
troop carrier aircraft released from regular units, in November 1957 the Air Force
programmed 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 TAC for airlift and for exercises and maneuvers with
the Army>’

When the Military Air Transport Service was established in 1948, the Navy
chose to maintain the organizational integrity of Marine Corps assaulf transport
squadrons and Navy fleet logistic air wings. The two fleet logistic air wings (one
being assigned to the Atlantic Fleet and one to the Pacific Fleet) provided special,
immediate, and unpredictable airlift required by the fleet commanders,*® By 1957
the Navy had 40 four-engine aircraft assigned to MATS and 112 transport planes
(including 35 four-engine aircraft) assigned to fleet logistic air wings.> The Air
Force followed the same pattern for the transportafion of nuclear weapons. 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 3 strategic support squadrons, each with 16 C-124
aircraft, to move nuclear weapons between its bases within the United States.5°

Based upon the seminal thinking of Maj Gen William H. Tunner, who was then .
deputy commander of Air Materiel Command (AMC), and upon the work of Brig
Gen John P. Doyle, Air Force director of transportation, the Air Force accepted
a concept in 1953-54 that accelerated air delivery of high-value logistical support
items (particularly aircraft engines) would result in large savings. These items
ordinarily wounld have to be stocked in large quantities. The Air Force regulation
on the use of air transportation, issned on 30 March 1954, described the objectives
of the use of air transportation 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 nonproductive time of men and materiel
byareduction in pipeline time %! Extending the policy throughout the government,
the White House on 26 May 1954 directed all agencies to make wider use of air
transportation 5%
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The Air Force’s use of airlift for transporting engines and other high-value
spares resulted in an estimated $1.5-billion savings in the purchase of spare
cqulpment between1955-58 and also permitted the closing of a number of overseas
air depots 1t also posed a requirement for highly reliable special air transport
services. Beginning in June 1954 the Air Materiel Command annually contracted
with civil airlines for the services of some 54 C-46 logistics airlift (LOGA]R)
aircraft, which were employed in scheduled flights between Air Force depots, air
bases, and ports of aerial embarkation in the United States.$* In July 1950, in
addition to its organic air transport capabilities, the Navy instituted a contract air
service — called QUICKTRANS — to facilitate logistical support within the United
States. The Navy ordinarily accepted bids each year for these services without
specifying the number of aircraft that the civil contractor would employ. In 1959,
however, elgat DC-4 (C-54) cargo aircraft were being used by the QUICKTRANS

. contractor.

Although the Military Air Transport Service had been established in 1948 as
the DOD air transport agency, the performance of this mission was necessarily
affected by the proliferation of special-purpose transport organizations outside of
its control. The mission of MATS required it to “provide under one authority, for
the transportation by air of personnel (including the evacuation of sick and
wounded), materiel, mail, strategic materials, and other cargoes for all agencies of
the Department of Defense and as anthorized for other Government agenc:es of
the Umted States, subject to priorities and policies established by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.*% 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.5” Calling attention to the many duplicative air transport services that
existed, the Hoover Commission on Governmental Organization recommended in
1955 that the secretary of defense merge all of the services within DOD (except

. for administrative aircraft, which ought to be “drastically reduced” in number) into
MATS. It also recommended

that the peacetrme operations of the mtcgrated MATS be restricted and realistically
linuted to persons and cargo carcfully evalvated as to necessity for nulitary ar
transportation and, only after commercial carriers have been utilized to the maximum
practicable extent, shovld transportation on Service carners be authonzed %

Issued on 7 December 1956 the DOD directive entitled “Single Manager for Airlift
Service” designated the secretary of the Aixr Force as the single manager and
directed him to work through MATS, which would be the single-manager
operating agency. The directive sought 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 aircraft as may be specifically designed by the
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Secretary of Defense.” As has been seen, the Air Force transferred TAC’s C-124s
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.5? 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.0
The conversion of MATS 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, Lt Gen Joseph Smith insisted that .
MATS required new jet transport aircraft. To handle outsized missile cargoes,
MATS began to take delivery of 23 turboprop C-133 Globemaster Il aircraft in
August 1957. The C-97s replaced by the new C-133s were transferred ro Air
National Guard squadrons. When General Tunner took command of MATS on 1
July 1948, he also insisted on the need for modernized equipment but his planning
brought him into quick corapetition with SAC. Tunner’s studies indicated that the
most feasible means of providing cargo-jet (C-jet) aircraft would be to purchase a
quantity of “swingtail” C-135 planes. This was the same plane that the Strategic
Air Command held in highest priority for procurement as the XC-135 tanker,
Although SAC admitted that jet transports would speed the recovery and
relaunching of poststrike and restrike forces, it was strongly opposed to a diversion
of KC-135 resources, which would reduce the strength of its initial striking force.
Speaking of the sitnation 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.””! Gen Nathan F. 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: “Somewhere the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a corporate body has
to make up its mind {about] what you are going to buy.”’2
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 during peacetime
in terms of the capability it would require to perform aD-day mission. Under ideal
circumstances the military air transport force maintained during peacetime would
have equalled D-day requirements. Indeed, its aircrews would have been flown at
wartime rates to 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 Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF). Even with such augmentation,
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MATS would have to surge into all-out action on D-day and maintain a high tempo
of operations for 30 days. This action posed a requirement for well-trained military
crews, who needed to be flying at least 40 hours a month during peacetime to
acquire proficiency.

MATS had learned from experience that it must exercise its system at a daily
aircraft utilization rate of 6 hours if it was 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 increase its rate to 5.5
hours a day at the end of 30 days. At the start of the Korean War, MATS was
operating at a rate of 212 hours a day, and it was able to increase to only 4.3 hours
during the first 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 Berbin
or Korea. During the Korean conflict the cost of the civil airlift amounted to

. $69,941,034 in fiscal year 1951, $68,951,344 in fiscal year 1952, and $70,843,376 in
fiscal year 1953.7* With the ending of the war in Korea government contracts for
civil air transport rapidly decreased, but for two years shortages of civil airlift in
an expanding economy allowed the civil carriers to maintain their prosperity. By
1956, however, civil airlines were recemving 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 4 hours a day in fiscal years 1956 and 1957, DOD was able to
provide $43,269,349 and $49,746,935 in contracts, respectively, with the civil air
carriers, but the civilian operators nevertheless needed more business. People,
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,” “unnecessarily large,” and, most
frequently, “corapetitive with the carriers,”™

In the spring of 1958 congressional committees investigated the MATS-CRAF
problem. The House Committee on Government Operations recommended the
modernization of the MATS fleet but it also recommended that MATS “should
concentrate on outsized and special cargo traffic and technical missions, leaving

. to the civil air carriers the primary responsibility for the transportation of
passengers and more conventional kinds of military cargo.”” Concurrent hearings
by the Senate Commerce Subcommittee arrived at similar conclusions Speaking
of MATS, Sen A. S. Monroney said: “Our quarrel is that they haven’t got any
special-duty equipment except the C-133 . . , while they are duplicating, and
continuing to duplicate in new purchases, the passenger carrying capacity that is
available in large amounts.””® Seekmg a solution to airlift problems, President
Eisenhower asked the secretary of defense on 23 July 1958 to make a study of the
military role performed by MATS 1n peace and war. During the year and a half
that this study was under way in the Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Supply and Logistics) an extraordinary amount of attention was given to the future
of MATS. According to General Twining the Joint Chiefs of Staff made 18 airlift
studies during 1958, 3 of them major studies “about the size of the New York
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telephone book.” “Airlift,” Twining added, “has been studied and restudied more
than any other single problem we have.””’

Shortly after he assumed command over MATS, General Tunner stated astrong
case for the assignment of jet aircraft to the military atzlift command. These planes
could bejustified by their relatively low cost of operation, their ability to fly nonstop
to Europe, and the personnel savings incident to their use, Tunner also announced
criteria for an effective air transport force, namely the ability to be

immediately available and responsive to tight mlitary control . . . conditioned to

operating as part of a military combat effort with attendant consideration of command

and disciphine . . tramed and ready to undertake flying 0 vnuswally 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 . . comaposed, in part,

of aircraft which are readily convertible from cargo to passenger and to

patlent-gvacuatmn usc [and] able to shift operational effort over wide geographical .
ranges

Tunner recognized that MATS depended upon the Civil Reserve Air Fleet for
augmentation, but he insisted that there was a hard-core military mission tha must
be performed by military crews flying modern aircraft. He maintained that these
military planes must be flown at a peacetime rate of five hours a day to meet
wartime surge requirements. This peacetime flying would generate air
transportation, which in the interest of the national economy had to be used for
the movement of defensive traffic * The experience of MATS in the Lebanon and
Taiwan crises in the autumn of 1958 bore out the need for military manning of a
hard-core airlift. Tunner considered it inadvisable to send any transports into
Lebanon and Taiwan that were not manned by military crews under military
discipline. The case of Lebanon required no civil augmentation, but when cargo
backed up at the San Francisco port during the Taiwan crisis, MATS sought civil
assistance for a part-way shuttle to mid-Pacific bases. At this moment, hovwever,
civil airlines were in the midst of the tourist season and either demanded high prices
for their services or refused to bid on government business. In November 1958 .
Trans World Airlines employees went on strike, and MATS had to take over all
but four of TWA’s contract flights.®

At the same time that MATS faced charges that it was in competition with civil
air carriers, General Taylor expressed dissatisfaction with the availability of airlift
for local war deployments. When they eriticized airhft, Army officials did not focus
on a shortage of airplanes. Gen Thomas D. White found it difficult to reconcile the
different emphasis that Gen Maxwell D. Taylor placed on airlift inside and outside
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.! In Janvary 1958 Deputy Secretary of Defense Donald
A. 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 "*2 When asked to speak to these
charges in February 1958, Taylor responded:
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‘When Ilookat the four-engined aurcraft — the so-called strategic arrcraft available mall
the services—in MATS, i the Navy, in the Air Force and in the Marines, and then look
at the amrlines I am impressed that we have large assets The real question 15 Dowe
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 1ots of customers for
airlift. So with these question marks in my mind, I have difficultyn saying dogmatieally,
“Yes, there 1s enough or there 1s not enough,"®

In a positive assessment of Army airlift requirements, Taylor asked the Joint
Chiefs on 17 June 1958 to preallocate sufficient strategic aixlift to deploy the
spearhead elements of a two-division force — 5,840 personnel and 7,438 short tons
of equipment 3 By early 1959, however, the Armywas contemplating a movement
within 30 days of at least 2 of its 3 Strategic Army Corps divisions anywhere m the
world by a combination of precommitted airlift and sealift 3% 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 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 756

When they received General Taylor’s specific airlift requirement in June 1958,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff deferred final consideration of it, pending the submission
of detailed transportation requirements from the umified and specified
commanders during 195957 Although action was thus suspended, the Air Force
got agreement from DOD to inclede $50 million in its fiscal year 1960 budget for
an “off-the-shelf” purchase of 10 turbojet transports {converted Boeing 707s or
something similar) to begin the modernization of MATS. Early in 1959 Senators
Monroney and Symington advocated government assistance for the development
of cwil cargo arrcraft, which they said was “essential, not only in terms of our
specific defense needs, but also 1f we are to maintain our international Ieadership
in commercial aviation 7% On the other hand, Congress refused to appropriate the
funds the Air Force requested for the procurement of an nitial order of turbojet
transports and added a provision to the defense appropriation that required $85
million of the funds voted to MATS to be made “available only for the procurement
of commercial air transportation services.””? Following another series of hearings
in the spring of 1959, the House Committee on Government Operations repeated
its earlier recommendation that MATS should concentrate on the handling of
outsized and special cargo and technical missions and leave the transportation of
passengers and the conventional military cargo to civil air carriers.”!

The Joint Chiefs of Staff reopened their airlift studies early in 1959 They
considered airhft requirements for a war that might begm 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
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coinciding); or the resumption of hostilities in Korea, On 15 October the Joint
Chiefs of Staff reached an agreed position on airlift requirements on the basis of
planning assumptions.®2

The new Army chief of staff, Gen Lyman L. Lemnitzer, requested enough
strategic air transportation (1) to ift at least two reinforced battle groups and their
combat equipment to any trouble spot in the world within hours of the time the
order to move was given; (2) to move by air within days enough troops and supplies
to build a full division force with necessary logistical support in the combat area;
and (3) to increase the size of the fighting force to two dwvisions within two to four
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 Armyrequired sufficient troop carrier airlift
tolift and support the assault echelon of at least one airborne division.”® The Joint
Chiefs of Staff did not determine airlift requirements for limited wars other than .
the war in Korea. Once again, General White explained that “limited war variations
were soinfinite that you could not state a simple limited war requirement for airlift
and . .. a hypothetical case was not one . . . wpon which you can justify military
requirements.”**

Inasmuch as the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not state airlift requirements for limited
war other than in Korea, Generals White and Lemnitzer agreed to tackle the
problem at what Lemnitzer described as the “grassroot level”> On November
1959 the Air Force directed the commander of Tactical Air Coramand to serve as
the sole contact with Department of Army commands for all Air Force airlift
applied to joint airborne training. During a visit to Headquarters TAC and
Headquarters Continental Army Command (CONARC) on 21 December,
Generals White and Lemnitzer further agreed that TAC should be made the Air
Force’s single focal point not only for joint training but also for developing and
testing of air plans for the deployment of CONARC forces insupport 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, they 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 airhift to meet
the Army requirements. As a matter of fact, the Air Force had the capability to
move the specified nnmber of people but not within the specified time parameters.
The White-Lemnitzer agreement was set down and signed on 15 March 1960.%6

Obviously exasperated with the long airlift controversy and wanting to get some
matters “off my chest,” General White spoke quite frankly on 27 January 1960:

The arhft presently avatlable meets the cnteria established by the Jomnt Chiefs of
Staff ...Iwould also submit that under the gudelines and total defense budget  the
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most important mission the Air Force has 15 the strategic retaliatory force . . Iwould
alsosay thata proper air defense of this Nation 15 of a very high order of importance. .. .
In addition to that, we have the tactieal strike missions m support of the Army .. 1

’ sometimes think that the Air Force 1simpairing its own future by standing for the Nation
i those veryimportant roles  They take an enormous part of ourbudget Yet atthe
same time we are accused of not providing aighft There are even suggestions that the
arhift functions should go to some other sexvice. .. [ say we want 1t and cannot get it

) within the budget guidehnes and within the pnont:cs .. Jfthere s tobe more airhift,
the only question 15 to ¢stablish a requirement for it, and prowide the funds.”

In 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, on 4 January 1960
Secretary of the Air Force Dudley C. Sharp appointed a civilian committee headed
by Gordon C. Reed to investigate the most advantageous method by which MATS

. could contract for commercial airlift, the number of hours of training exercises that
MATS should fly 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, and 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 Even though the committee
recognized that the one-year, competitive bids through which MATS negotiated
for CRAF support provided airlift augmentation at the cheapest cost, it suggested
that the CRAF operators could hardly modernize their aircraft under such
circumstances. It therefore recommended that MATS procure transportation
from certified and supplemental air carriers at civil tariff rates approved by the
Civil Aeronautics Board. The committec also wanted to give certificated route
carriers the right of first refusal to all defense traffic over their routes. The
committee acknowledged that its recommendations would cost DOD a great deal
more money, but it contended that they would make the CRAF operators better

. able to provide themselves with modern aircraft.”8 These recommendations were
available early in February when a DOD 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 strong enough to block the moderaization of military airlift capabilities,
the Defense Department’s report recommended that MATS 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 nnnecessary duplication of awrlift services. The report
recommended that MATS should “consist of a modern mulitary air transport
nucleus (hard-core) capable of meeting effectively those airlift requlrements which
by nature and timing must be moved by military aircraft.”® Secretary Gates
immediately accepted the report. “I have concluded,” he informed the chairman
of the Joint Chuefs of Staff, “that the level of airlift capability maintained within

r oy
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MATS should, as an objective, be the minimum required to accommodate the
Department of Defense hard-core airlift requirements, and that the peacetime
operations of MATS should be geared primatily to hard-core mission support
rather than regutarly scheduled channel operations,*100

As submitted to Congress early in January 1960, the DOD budget request for
fiscal year 1961 included $120.4 million for moderized airlift, the amount
comprising $70.4 million for the purchase 0f25 C-130B medium 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. X Obviously dissatisfied with these limited proposals during the annual
military posture briefing presented to the House Armed Services Committee,
Chairman Carl Vinson named Rep 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 requirsments of .
national defense.” %> When he appeared before the House Appropriations
Subcommittee on 15 February, General Tunner posed requirements for aircraft
modernization that far exceeded the administration’s requests. Tunner submitted
that 454 of the 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-133s on hand
or on order, a modest number of fast-reaction planes for the support of nuclear
strike forces, and, finafly, “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 wlich
45 mught well be cargo versions of the KC-135 tanker. He anticipated that MATS
would need 188 “workhorse” aircraft, planes that would have to be developed as
aresult of a special operational requirement (SOR) and that would come into the
MATS operating inventory in about five years.1%®

Looking back at the opening of the hearings of the Special House Subcommittes
on National Military Airlift, Chairman Rivers would note on 8 March 1960 that
“there was no sentiment whatsoever in the Defense Establishment for the sapport .
of interim modernization of MATS, and there was open hostility in some quarters
outside of the Defense Establishment.” For the first time, however, the military
services jointly participated in a full discussion of the airlift problem, % While stiil
taking testimony, the subcommittee decided to require MATS to expedite
modernization, and on 30 March Rivers appeared before the House
Appropriations Subcommittee and recommended a $50-million appropriation for
the SOR development and an additional $335-million appropriation for the
procurement of 50 C-135s and 50 C-130Bs with extended range (the latter
subsequently designated as C-130Es).1% At the conclusion of its hearings, the
Rivers subcommittee found strategic airlift capabilities seriously inadequate in
terms of requirements that would be encountered in the first 20 days of either
general war without warning or lmited war under any of the then-current planning
assumptions. It recommended that the military transpost and troop carrier forces
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bemodernized, that MATS be limited to ahard-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 be
modernized (this to be facilitated by longer-term contracts based on negotiated
terms 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 company-negotiated agreements against work stcrppag-i',s.m‘S
In its version of the fiscal year 1961 defense appropriation bill, the House of
Representatives not only appropriated the originally requested $120.4 miilion but
added $250 million for the procurement of 50 C-130s with extended range and an
unspecified number of a cargo version of the C-135. This amount of money was
more than DOD 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 additional $250 million
to $190 million and provided that 50 C-130Es would be produced from this added
sum, In its final bill, Congress specified that the $310.8 million voted for airlift
modernization 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-130Es specified for mandatory purchase
would cost about $170 million, and the additional funds voted by Congress thus
would not permit the purchase of a meaningful number of C-135s.197
Although DOD proved unwilling to accept the total amount of airlift funds that
Congress appeared willing to appropriate, General White nevertheless believed
the airlift hearings by the Rivers subcommittee had been beneficial. Working
closely together as the hearings progressed, Generals White and Lemnitzer agreed
on what the Army wanted in the way of airlift and this, White said, “implies an Air
Foree obligation to do its reasonable best to get it.” Even though the Joint Chuefs
of Staff did not pass on the White-Lemnitzer agreement, White remarked that “in
JCS deliberations in the future, at least the Army and the Air Force will be together
on some svbjects that we have not been together on in the past,” White also
. welcomed the new attitude of Congress toward modernized airlift 108

Effect of Election Debates on Military Policy

In the evaluations of military posture during the heat of the presidential
campaign of 1960, Senator Kennedy demanded “new defense goals” and attacked
the Republican party for the “missile gap” and for “unrealistic limited war
preparations.,” On the other hand, the Republican candidate, Vice President
Richard M. Nixon, pledged to accelerate missile programs, to intensify
development of an active civil defense, and to strengthen the military might of
free-world nations,

Viewed on the record the election year debates of 1960 narrowed the military
differences between the Republican and Democratic parties. Thus in August 1960
the Eisemhower administration released some $476 million previously
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appropriated for additional Polaris submarines, modernization of Army weapons,
greater airlift capability, development of the B-70 as a weapon system, and
increased capabilities for the SAC’s airborne alert, In preparation of the national
defense fiscal year 1962 budget, the Department of Defense required the services
to accept the fiscal year 1961 budget as a starting point, but the services authorized
them to present a “C” budget that exceeded the 1961 obligational authority by 5
percent and a “D” budget that inclnded all other desirable priority items. On the
basis of this guidance, the Eisenhower defense budget estimate for fiscal year 1962
totaled $44.9 billion, an increase of about 5 percent over the $43.2 billion
appropriated for fiscal year 1961.1% 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 wanted the nation’s foreign policy to prevent war, to .
reinforce historic trends that would reshape the world along constructive lines, and
to move toward & 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”
that W%%Id “diminish the risk of war resulting from a continuing and spiralling arms
race,”

Even though the Republican stratepy 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 for the security of the nation. In a final address to the American
people on the eve of the inauguration of Kennedy, President Eisenhower wained:

In the counals of government, we must guard agaimnst the acquisttion of unwarranted

nfluence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industnal complen. . .. 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,'*

The Kennedy Adminijstration:
Redefinitions of Defense Policy

Early in 1961, in the days before the new administration took office on 20
January, President-elect 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
greatissues of military policy and posture that were not inextricably wedded to the
field of foreign policy. As will be seen, their appreciation of this fact would lead to
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the establishment of closer and more intimate organizational relationships
between the State and Defense Departments. In these early days, Kennedy also
directed McNamara to recommend the size and type of muilitary establishment
required to protect national security without regard to arbitrary budget ceilings,
and having done this, to take every possible action to provide the military
establishment of the appropriate size and type at the lowest possible cost.1t% «I
would 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
instruction by itself may have had mmuch to do with the change in the program,”!!?

In his State of the Union message delivered 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.*** 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.

Followmng his announcement in January 1960 that the size of the Red Army
forces would be greatly reduced, Khrushchev had announced in May 1960 the
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 Sowiet actions appeared to be designed to adapt the Soviet forces to new
military technology, including nuclear weapons and missiles, 12

Assembled in Moscow in November 1960, a conference of world Communist
parties addressed the problem of defining Communist strategy during an era of
thermonuclear missiles, and Khrushchev reported the findings of the conference
in a speech entitled “For New Victories of the World Communist Movement,”
delivered on 6 January 1961, Aiter describing the horrors of thermonuclear war,
Khrushchev concluded that Communist ideology no longer could regard a general

. thermonuclear war or even a limited war that would rapidly escalate into
thermonuclear war as being a useful instrument of policy for the extension of world
communism. Khrushchev nevertheless asserted that “liberation wars and popular
uprisings” were “not only admissible but inevitable ” To hasten the lustorical
ingvitability of the trumph of world communism, Khrushchev 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
Khrushchev's speech, which he circulated among top governmental officials with
instructions to “read, mark, learn, and inwardly digest.” Referring to thus speech,
McNamara later commented that in it Khrushchev “stated as clearly as any one
has ever stated, to my knowledge, the strategy of the Soviet Union.”16

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
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estimate of the number of ICBMs that the Soviets could be expected to have built
by mid-~1961 had been reduced again, so that the estimate was only 30 percent of
what it had been at the beginning of the year.!'” 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 nissile
gap at any time in the near future if this country pursued an appropriate niissile
procurement program.”18 On the evening of 6 February McNamara met with a
group of news correspondents for an off-the-record background briefing, andina
clear violation of nonattribution, one of the correspondents subsequently quoted
McNamara as having said there “appeared at this time no signs of a Soviet crash
effort to build intercontinental missiles, though overall Russian military
preparations were continuing at a rapid pace.” McNamara subsequently retorted
that this statement was an unwarranted publication that came “dire ctly from our
national intelligence estimates,”!1’ .

At apress conference on 8 February, President Kennedy noted that DOD had
not yet indicated whether 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
nimber of ICBMs that they had been believed capable of producing in 1959,120
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
1938, even though the expected numbers of Soviet ICBMs did not materialize, “The
threat, particularly in the baliistic missile area,” he argued, “was real.” Schriever
believed that the Soviets had been ahead in the production of Lquid-fueled missiles,
but that they had been slow to make a breakthrough into solid-propellant
technology.

I personaily believe that the solid-propellant breakthrough 15 the most important
breakthrough since World War II Relatwvely speaking 1t made it possible for us to
mass-produce ballistic nussiles. The Soviets were far down the Ime with a large
hiquid-fuel mussile with wiuch they are unable to match us m numbers So it was this
breakthrough that really has given us the upper hand in balistre mussiles 121 .

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.”’* As announced by President Kennedy
on 28 March 1961, the new basic US defense policies were as follows:

1 The prmary purpose of our arms is peace, not war—to make certamn that theywill
never have to be used —to deter all wars, general or Immited, nuclear or conventional,
large orsmall—to convinge all potential aggressors that any attack would be futile —to
provide backing for diplomatic settlement of disputes —to insure the adequacy of our
bargaming power for an end to the arms race, , ,
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2 Our arms will never be used to strike the first blow 1 any attack. . . . In the area
of general war, this doctrine means that such capability must xest with that portion of
our forces winch would survive the imtial attack, We are not creating forces for a first
strike against any other nation

3. Our arms must be adequate to meet our commitments and 1nsure our security,
without bemngbound byarbitrarybudget cetlings. ... We must, of course, take advantage
of every opportumty to reduce military outlays as a result of scientific or managerial
progress, new strategic concepts, a more efficient, manageable and thus more effectve
Defense Establishment, or international agreements for the control and hmitation of
arms But we must not shrink from additional costs where they are necessary ..

4 Qur arms must be subject to vitunate civilian control and command at all funes,

i war as well as peace . . This requires effective and protected organuzation,

procedures, facilities, and communications n the cvent of attack  as well as defenswe

. measures destgned to msure thoughtful and selective decision by the civilian
authornties

5. Ourstrategic arms and defenses must be adequate to deter any deliberate nuclear
attack on the Umted 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 mnflict unacceptable losses upon him. .

6 The strength and deployment of our forces in combination with those of ourallies
should be sufficiently powerful and mobile to prevent the steady erosion of the free
world through [imited wars, and 1t 1s this role that should constitite the primary nussion
of our overseas forces  In most areas of the world, the mam burden of Jocal defense
apamst overt aitack, subversion and guernlla warfare must rest on local populations
and forces But given the great hikelihood and seriousness of thus threat, we must be
prepared to make a substantial contribution 1n the form of strong, highly mobile forces
tramned 1n this type of warfare, some of which must be deployed 1n forward areas, with
a substantial arslift and sealift capacity and prestocked overseas bases.

7 Qur defense posture must be both flexible and determmed Any potential
aggressor contemplating attack on any part of the free wosld with any kind of weapons,
. conventtonal or nuclear, must know that our response will be suitable, selective, swift,
and effective  We must be able to make deliberate choices i weapons and strategy,
shaft the tempo of our production, and alter the direction of our forees to meet rapidly
changing conditrons or objectives at very shoxt notice and under any circumstances .
To purchase productive capacity and to imtiate development programs that may never
need tobe used . adopts an msurance policy of buying alternative future options

8 Our defense posture must be designed to reduce the danger of irational or
unpremeditated general war—the danger of an unnecessary escalation of a small war
mto a large one, or of miscalculation or misinterpretation of an incident or enemy
intention, Our diplomatie efforts to reach agresments on the prevention of surpnse
attack, an end to the spread of nuclear weapons —indeed all our efforts to end the arms
race —are aimed at this c>b;ect1\4'e.1?;5

These basic policies were used to direct the revision of the defense budget for fiscal
year 1962, and they would continue to provide guidance to national defense
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posture, since the Kennedy administration would not issue the Basic National
Security Policy papers that had annually guided the preparation of defense budgets
during the Eisenhower era.

Kennedy-McNamara Quick-Fix Budget Amendments

Inside DOD the work of restructuring the national defense posture in terms of
the characteristics of the forces desired by President Kennedy and (inferentially)
by Secretary Rusk would be accomplished first by making “quick-fix” amendments
to the 1962 fiscal year budget and then by preparing a longer-range five-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 president 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 (comptroller). Paul H., Nitze, assistant
secretary of defense for international security affairs, headed the task force that
reviewed limited war requirements, and Dr Herbert F. York, who continued to be
director of defense research and engineering, headed the task force that reviewed
research and development projects.}?* Not content to depend on briefings and
special studies for his information, McNamara also prepared 96 questions relating
to defense projects—called “McNamara’s Nmety-Six Trombones” by some—
which he sent to the joint chiefs and the service departments for a response. His
questions were subsequently expanded into some 150 research projects,1®
Accompanied by General Lemnitzer, who had become chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on 30 September 1960, McNamara went to Omaha, Nebraska, late
in February 1961 for briefings on SAC’s strike planning and to discuss with General
Power the means for increasing SAC’s ground alert posture to 50 perceat, thereby
reducing its valnerability, 126

Both Hitch and Nitze were familiar with the counterforce strategy proposals, .
and, in addition to this, McNamara asked for a briefing on the subject of
counterforce shortly after he took office. After hearing the briefing of SAC’s strike
plans, McNamara was said to have disliked what he called the “spasm war” that
seemed inherent inan all-out salvo of nuclear weapons at the beginning of ageneral
war,'?7 After having become acquainted with counterforce and having studied the
finite deterrent strategy favored by the Navy, McNamara noted that both strategic
concepts stressed the requirement for highly survivable, second-strike forces and
the importance of maintaining positive and secure command and control systems.
As early as February, McNamara was inclined to accept some elements of
counterforce among the building blocks in the new defense strategy because of the
multiple options that it offered; but he did not believe the terms finite deterrent or
counterforce were “used sufficiently consistently or precisely” to warrant their

26

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
—

NEW FRONTIER. REDIRECTION

being applied to the revisions of the defense budget, which were submitted to
Congress on 28 March 1961.1%8

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
focused on the development of strategic delivery systems for nuclear weapons that

v A

would survive an attack with sufficient power to destroy the enemy’s warmaking
capacity in a second strike. McNamara announced that it would be necessary to
shift rapidly from the first-generation Atlas and Titan programs to second-
generation solid-fuel Polaris and Minuteman mussiles. The Eisenhower budget
included funds for the construction of 5 Polaris submarines in fiscal year 1962 for
a total of 19. Drawing upon fiscal year 1961 funds, President Kennedy had already
authorized 5 additional Polaris submarines, and McNamara asked Congress toadd

. 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 canceled. Where the Eisenhower budget had been funded 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 mussiles that would be widely dispersed in well-hardened
underground sites, The Eisenhower budget had programmed 3 squadrons of
tram-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 Mmuteman should be
doubled, looking toward even greater procurement of these nussiles for the future.
The Polaris-Minuteman mix had been carefully thought out: the Polaris
submarines appeared to be relatively invulnerable, but a Polaris deployment cost
more than an equivalent Minuteman deployment, and there was an additional
danger that some breakthrough in antisubmarme detection apparatus might

. reduce the invulnerability of the Polaris system. Both Polaris and Minuteman fitted
into President Kennedy's defense criteria “Polaris, and to a somewhat lesser
degree Minuteman,” McNamara pointed out, “are not dependent for their survival
on a hair-trigger response to the first indications of a ballistic missile attack and,
therefore, lend themselves to a more calculated and deliberate response.” He
suggested that these missiles would increase sigmficantly the nation’s deterrent
power, “Itis essential 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 destroy an enemy and it is that element of
credibility which makes it a deterrent.”1%?

During World War II McNamara had served with Army Air Forces bomber
units as a statistical controi officer, and he remarked that it was difficult for him
“to conceive of a time when we would not have them ” Nevertheless, when judged
accordmg to the new defense criteria that strategic weapons had to be either
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survivable or capable of quick reaction, manned bombers did not compare
favorable 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.”2*? With B-47s still in the inventory at the time
the old B-36s were being phased out by new B-52s and the supersonic B-58s were
becoming operational, the Air Force manned bomber strengthreachedits postwar
peak of 1,800 aircraftin the 1957-59 time period, General White personally favored
retention of the admittedly obsolescing B-47s as long as possible, since they could
provide mass for a strategic air campaign, but he nevertheless agreed to phase out
the B-47s at a rate of two wings of B-47s for each additional B-52 or B-58 wing
added SAC'’s strength. Based upon the buildup 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, and the number of strategic bombers was reduced from 1,800in 1957-59 .
to something over 1,500 in mid-1961.1%1 1n addition to normal bomb loads, later
model B-52s were equipped to carry two AGM-77 Hound Dog missiles for use in
stand-off atfacks: the air-breathing Hound Dog had been successfully test
launched from a B-52 in April 1959, and late in 1960 they were operationally
available in one SAC wing. It was planned that the Hound Dog would be replaced
by AGM-87A Skybolt air-launched mssiles and that a B-52 would carry four of
these 1,000-mile-range missiles. By employing Hound Dog and Iater Skybolt, the
manned bombers would be able to penetrate through increasingly difficult Soviet
surface-to-air missile defenses. 132
Since the equipment of the planned number of SAC 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 m November 1960, In addition, the Eisenhower defense .
budget for fiscal year 1962 contained $358 million for the development of one
stripped prototype XB-70 and two test-quality YB-70s, the latter to have weapon
system capabilities. Given the $358 million for continning development and
adequate funding in subsequent years, the Air Force planned to have a B-70
combat wing in its inventory by August 1968.1° In departmental considerations 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
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-70s, 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
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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,**

Already in difficulty during the Eisenhower administration, the Air Force
manned strategic weapons program fared poorlyin the defense reevaluations early
in 1961.

In reevaluating our general war posttion, our major concern was to reduce our
dependence on deterrent forces which are ghly vulnerable to balhistic missile attack
or which rely for their survival on a hair-triggrer response to the first indications of such
an attack Consequently, we sought to place greater emphasis on the second
approach—the kind of forces which would ride out a massive nuclear attack and which
could be agpllcd with deliberation and always under control of the constituted
authority

Since strategic bombers could not be deployed in a mode that gave them a good
chance to survive an attack, they had to be launched nto 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 ballistic
missile attack with Jittle 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 accordingly did
not recommend the procurement of additional bombers in fiscal year 1962; he
instead urged that the number of bombers maintained on constant alert be
substantially increased. Only the B-52s were assumed to be suited to ground alert,
and to provide the additional personnel that SAC would require to raise its ground
alert posture from 33 percent to 50 percent, McNamara programmed a phaseout
of B-47 wings faster than planned and the mactivation of the superseded Snark
! air-breathing, long-range missile wing in December 1961 rather than June 1963.
The B-52s and B-58s would continue m the SAC inventory throughout the 1960s
but no additional aircraft of these types would be procured 130
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
. concewed 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. McNamara concluded that a B-52
equipped with Skybolt mussiles would be “a more effective, efficient delivery
system” in the late 1960s than the B-70. On the other hand, there were important
advantages inherent in a mixed missile and bomber force, and—from a purely
technical pont 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 lugh altitudes After weighing advantages and disadvantages, McNamara
terminated the B-70 as a weapon system and limited the program to three XB-70
prototypes. He established a projected development ceiling of $1.3 ballion,
including $800 million from prior-year funds, for the XB-70 program, and reduced
the funding requested for it during fiscal year 1962 from $358 to $220 mullion
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McNamara emphasized that President Kennedy had personally made the
decision on the B-70 based upon recommendations that McNamara had made.
McNamara also explained that his personal recommendations came out of
exhanstive personal analyses and a two-day discussion of the problem with the
secretaries and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.'>” The Eisenhower fiscal year 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 stretehed out,
but McNamara believed the project should either be dropped or efficizntly
pursued and accordingly added $50 mullion for Skybolt development in the revised
fiscal year 1962 budget.138

Although President Kennedy had committed himself to an improvement of
limited-war capabilities, the DOD task force studying limited-war requirements
ran into some initial difficulties. For one thing, the new Army chief of staff, Gen
George H. Decker, called for a “man-for-man” ground force capability. “I think
we should have the capability to fight man-to-man if the occasion demands it,” he .
said, “and I am sure there will be times in the future when that will appear to be
the best course of action.”13 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 additional
spaces—3,000 of which were to be used to double the size of the Army spacial
forces that were trained for guerrilla warfare,

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 procurement of Lockheed C-130E transport aircraft from
50 to 99 planes, a 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 transport configurations and ordered 13 additional C-135s, making a
total of 30 C-135s, which would become available at a rate of two per month .
beginning in June 1961, The revised defense budget also increased the Navy’s
appropriation for modernized sealift. Most of the changes in the limited war
program, however, enhanced nonatomic capabilities. McNamara explained:

Even m hmited war situations, we should not preclude the use of tactical nuclear
weapons, for no one can foresee how such situattons might develop But the decision to
employtactical nuclear weapons in imited conflicts should not be forced upon ussimply
because we have no other means to cope with them .. What 15 being proposed at this
time 15 not a reversal of our existing national policy but an mncrease i our nonnuclear
capabilities to provide a greater degree of versatility to onr imited war forces, ¢

The revised budget provided augmented funds for purchase of modern
conventional weapons, including heavy orders of Bullpup missiles and nonnnclear
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bombs, and a substantial increase for research and development in conventional
ordnance. Funds also were included for the improvement of the capabilities of
F-105 tactical fighters to handle conventional ordnance and for the initial
development of a new triservice tactical fighter. McNamara said:

In general, what we are striving for 15 one fighter to fill the needs of all the services ~a
fighter which could operate from the larger number of existing smailer arrficlds all over
the world and yet flywithout refueling across the ccean, thus greatly increasing its value
for lrmited war purposes

When he appeared before the House Subcommittee on Appropriations on 6
April 1961, McNamara was asked why “more bodies” had not been provided for
the Army and Marines. Although he noted that limited-war studies had not been
compleied, he replied:

PomtNo 1, one of the most effective elements inanylimited warare the guernllaforces.

. We are proposing a more than double merease in guerrilla forces, I think that 15 a
tremendous step forward, Pomt No 2, a major factor affecting the effectrveness of a
nulitary force i hnuted war 15 mobihty We arc proposing a very sizable mcrease in
modern, long-range transport cargo amrcraft 4

During a later hearing before the same comumittee, McNamara loosely defined
“limited war” as “nonnuclear warfare.”

I think, by “linuted” war we sumply mean war that 1s carned on, for the most paxt, with
nonnuclear weapons, and what we are proposing m the budget 15 a further emphasis on
the procurement and potential use of such nonnuclear weapons 1n order to be better
prepared to meetf any situation,1#?

In their appearances before congressional committees in the spring of 1961,
Eugene M. Zuckert, the new secretary of the Air Force, and General White, who
was making valedictory appearances as Awr Force chief of staff on 30 June, were
gravely distrustful of the strategic implications of the forces envisioned by the
revised defense budget.

. The Nation's military forces must be designed not just to wreak unacceptable
destruction buttowm  Since Amenca’s defense objective 1s more than just survival,
our forces must be designed and adequate to carry through the imifial engagement with
the will and means to put an end to the furthez use of force by an aggressor ~ What
you are gomg to do s to destroy his military potential 144

General White mamtained “that anation that is going to live has to make survival
a part of 1ts national policy Ifit gets i a war itis going to try to winit.” 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 mulitary force is designed to win a
war 1f it is forced upon us "+ White conceived that a future nuclear war could be
won only by concentrating forces agamst “those elements of enemy strength that
can do the greatest damage to us, namely, his military forces.”%
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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 Richard Russell speculated, “I say there is n6 way to control
it or to limit it, and T think you had better use the whole arsenal right after they hit
us with the first atomic weapon.”!#” White admitted that war always had been full
of surprises and speculated that “in the next one . . . there will be more confusion,
more surprises, and more uncertainty than ever existed in human history before,”
but he continued to endorse counterforce and provided the senators with the Air
Force definition of the strategy. This written statement read:

In the Awr Force view, “counterforce” 15 a militaty concept for the design and

employment of militazy forces to destroy, neutralize, or render impotent the nulitary

capabilities of an ¢nemy force, under any circumstances by which hostilities may be

mitrated It 1s not a “strake first” concept—t 1s a concept for the development of a

capability to prevail under any conditions of attack. This concept has, as its central .
theme, the appheation of superior offensive and defensive military force agamst enemy

strengths that directiy threaten the continued freedom and security of the United States

and her allies

Implementation of a counterforce strategy demands a well-integrated national mihitary
structure This concept 1s both offensive and defensive —2 point often musunderstood.
It requires strategic offensive forces capable of surviving initial enemy attacks and of
destroying enemy offensive strike forces and control and support structures It requires
defenswve forces 1n depth to destroy enemy mass destruction weapons in flight and as
far from the Umited Statesand its allies as possible. It also requires forward area forces
which, 1n conjunction with our alhes, can conduct mitzal holding action to deny enemy
access and prevent the imfiltration or overtun of friendly ternitory. The size and
effectiveness of a military force necessary to defeat the enemy’s mibtary force are
dependent upon the size and effectiveness of that enemy force. A cwif defense effort to
provide greater protegtion t0 our civilian population is an additional strength that
complements this military concept

In 2 succinct summary of these same thoughts, White stated:

Until such time as worldwide disarmament under a positive system of controls and .
mspections achieved, the Unated States and itsallies mustbe superiorto . ourenemies

In decisive military power They must possess the ability to destroy the military strength

that would hurt us while, at the same time, mininzing damage to our own military

forces, to this Nation and to our friends and allies as well 147

To General White the Soviet Union’s growing acrospace weapons inventcries
and the many uncertainties that were likely to prevail in a period of uneasy peace
and possible general war demanded that the United States maintain a Proper mix
of manned and unmanned weapons in its future aexospace forces. He realized the
nation’s defense posture would be greatly improved by the acquisition of
intercontinental ballistic missiles; as amatter of fact, he disagreed with the decision
to delete two squadrons of Titan missiles, since these missiles contd carry large
warheads that would be required against extremely hard targets. Witkout
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dismissing the value of mobility, White was willing to accept McNamara’s decision
to delay the mobile Minuteman to get as many missiles as soon as possible. He
nevertheless insisted: “We will have to rely on manned weapons systems to 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
i an initial missile salvo. Beyond this, White maintained that there would be “two
incontestable overriding 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 suspicion 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 even a
. perfected missile would be “the most inflexible weapon you can have.. . . It has two
modes—go; no go.”

The second mandate concerns the perpetual requirement for operational flexibility In
any future war there 15 the almost certam probability that events wilk not unfold exactly
as planned Thus, thete will be a tremendous premuum on systems which can leok, and
find, and report, and attack, and return, and attack agan We will always need systems
which can search out and destroy mobile targets, as well as fixed or rapidly developing
targets whose positions are uncertam or unknown until observed We will alsoneed a
poststrike reconnaissance capabifity to assess the results of our attacks and to show the
way to the most effective employment of succeeding strikes.>

Whate also feared the effect of mussiles 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 Magmot Line were examples—but they had not proven
invulnerable, any more than missiles were apt to be.!>!
. In response to questions directed at him by congressional committees, White
. presented a detailed commentary of the Air Force’s view on McNamara’s specific
proposals on the bomber force. He favored the 50-percent ground alert for the
B-52s, but he argued agamnst the concomitant rapid phaseout of the B-47s.

The B-47 15 an obsolesting airplane, but m these critical tunes, particularly dunng the
periods of known unreliabihity of missiles and this day of rather uncertam international
situations, 1t would be my thests as the Ciuef of Staff of the Aur Force that we ought to
marntam all of the stratege forces that we can 1 our inventory 12

He also regeated his recommendation that the B-52 production line ought to be
kept open. 33

In appearances before the House Armed Services Committee and the House
Subcommittee on Appropriations 1n March and April 1961, General White drew
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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 unwillingness to see a situation develop in which the
nation “would have to depend for its survival on missiles for nearly 100 percent of
its offensive capability.” Drawing upon history, White asserted;

The word “bomber” . . has historically been a nasty word, for various reasons, Every
bombing system we have ever developed has had many cbstacles put m its way. ... I
refer to the B-17, which was restricted for some years i its operating radius I refer to
the B-29, in World War I The B-36 was controverstal, but it 1s a fact that we had no
wars while we had the B-36, And Iwould hate to think where we would be now if we
didn't have the B47s, the B-52s, and the B-58s 14

White emphasized the importance of mobility in the historic art of warfare. “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 isessential. The missile is too inflexible to be the whole part ofit.” Speaking
particularly about the B-70, he suggested, “If we don’t build this airplane, in a
certain sense the science of acronautics is dead, because this is a breakthrough of
the heat barrier.” The techrology 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 targefs
and destroy them. In future international negotiations, atomic missiles might be
outlawed: bombers, however, could not be ontlawed unless civil aircraft were
outlawed because any plane that could carry passengers could also carry a bomb.
“Iforecast, 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 likely to depend on
something like the B-70,” White concluded,}>

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 believed that the 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 academie attitude.” In a discussion
with SecretaryMcNamara, Vinsonsecured agreement that the DOD 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 ironclad
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 enactzd
in August 1961 the Department of Defense Appr opriations Act for fiscal year 1962
included an additional $180 milfion fo increase the B-70 from prototype
development to a weapon system program and an additional $514.5 million for the
procurement of another wing of B-52 bombers, 16
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When he discussed the Air Force’s requirement for bombers with a
subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations in May 1961, General
White indicated that DOD probably would not authorize additional bombers even
if the moneyfor them were appropriated. Secretary McNamara confirmed General
White’s prediction by stating that the Defense DePartment had enough bombers
and would not need any more until 1967 or 1968.157 Somewhat later McNamara
pointed out that the three prototype B-70s 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.’8
Speaking in opposition to the B-70 as a weapon system, Dr Herbert F. 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
intercontinental strategic bombardment aircraft was a variety of military aviation
which “mgy very well become less important and disappear . . . possibly within the

. decade.”1®?

After he had conducted a review in DOD and had obtamed President
Kennedy’s personal approval, Secretary McNamara informed Congress on 27
October 1961 that the B-70 would continue as a prototype development
program.10 McNamara also impounded the additional funds which Congress had
appropriated for the procurement of an additional wing of B-52s. He reasoned that
procurement of another wing of B-52s would increase the operational inventory of
that aircraft by only 7 percent, For what it would cost to produce a wing of B-52s
with tankers and Skybolt missiles and to operate it for five years, DOD could buy
and operate 250 hardened and dispersed Minuteman missiles, or about 6 Polaris
submarines. McNamara concluded:

Manned bombers present soft and concentrated targets and they depend upon warning
and quick response for their survival under nuclear attack This 15 a less reliable means
of protection than hardening, dispersal, and mobility Moreover, reliance or warning
and quick response means that bombers must be commutted to attack very earlyn the
war and cannot be held 1n reserve to be used 1n a controlled and delhiberate way 161

Limited Mobilization for the Berlin Crisis

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 under way. 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 mtelligence
information available.1n 1958 Soviet Premier Khrushchevhad 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
actionshe proposes totake” in the spring of 1961. McNamara related Khrushchev’s
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actions to his endorsement of support for “wars of liberation” in his policy address
of 6 January 1961.163

Khrushchev’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 ill-fated Bay of Pigs invasion had been “trained, equipped
and armed in the United States of America.” He added: “We shall render the
Cuban people and their Government all necessary assistance in beating back the
armed attack.” During summit discussions held in Vienna on 3-4 June to exchange
views on the German problem, Communist subversion in Laos, and other world
problems, President Kennedy had what he described as a very “somber” meeting
with Khrushchev, “Ele never gave way at all,” Kennedy said. “I kept insisting that
there could be no agreement between us as long as he supported Communsst
subversion all over the world, but he never gave way, never gave an inch.” Speaking
at the Kremlin on 8 July, Khrushchev announced that the Soviet Union was .
suspending its planned troop reductions and increasing its 1961 defense spending,
He reiterated his determination tosign 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
Western nations of their occupation responsibilities there..

At the same time Khrushchev announced his bellicose intentions, the Kennedy
administration continued its evaluations of US force capabilities. According to
reports, the administration felt desperately short of conventional force capabilifies
when it considered the sitwations in Cuba and Laos. On 22 April President
Kennedyappointed retired Gen Maxwell D Taylor as presidential military adviser
and directed him to investigate the Cuban affair, US counterinsurgency
capabilities, and other aspects of defense policy. At a meeting 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 wers
adequate in view of the Soviet threats to Berlin. Sometime in the spring of 1961 the
Department of Defense’s evalvation of the Soviet Union convinced MeNamara
that the United States and its allies had far larger conventional capabilities in .
relation to the Soviet Union than was commonly assumed. Speaking of the Soviets,
McNamara observed: “They aren’t 12172 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 US division with its support forces “* The secretary’s
staffalso started to question prevailing assumptions about Soviet tactical air power
and soon concluded that the numbers of Soviet tactical fighters had been inflated
and that the performance of their aircraft had been exaggerated. 166

Appearing before Congress on 25 May 1961 1n what he described as his second
State of the Union message, President Kennedy among other things requested an
additional $100 mullion o provide nonatomic weapons modernization for the Army
and $60 million to enable the Marine Corps to expand its strength to 190,000 men,
thus filhing up its three existing divisions and arr wings and orgamzing a cadre for
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a fourth diwvision, 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 Berlin —either gradually or by force.”” He had
stated already that the nation must possess “a wider choice than humiliation or
all-out nuclear action” and in a message to Congress on 26 July the president
requested an additional appropriation 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 of the Navy and the Air Force,
respectively. Kennedy also asked Congress to enact a joint resolution that would
authorize the president, until 1 July 1962, to order units and members of the Ready
Reserve to active duty for not more than 12 consecutive months.197

When he began to explain President 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 mvoke the use of nuclear
weapons 1n response to anything short of a direct threat to its survival, the Kremhn
leaders hope to create dvisve mfluences within the [NATO] alliance by carefully
measured military threats in connection with the Berlin situation Inorder to meetsuch
threats with firmness and confidence and to provide us with a greater rangsc of military
alternatives, we will need more nonnuclear strength than we have today !

He later added:

We feel very strongly that the US Defense Estabhishment must have a greater degree
of flexibihity m responding to particular situattons We need to expand the range of
mulitary alternatives available to the President in meeting the kind of situation which
may confront us 11 mamtamng ovx position n Berln ~ 'What we are proposing now
1s not only to strengthen our nuclear capabilities, but also to mcrease our nonnuclear
capabilities to prowvide a shill greater degree of versatelity to our military forces 169

Acting in anr 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 Aungust 1961 the national defense
appropriation for fiscal year 1962 totaled $51 billion — an increase of $6.1 billion
over the $44.9 billion recommended in the original Eisenhower budget. Since
strategic forces were alreadyin a high state of readmess, McNamara believed they
required little angmentation for the Berlin crisis. He did, however, allocate funds
and personnel to enable SAC to move more rapidly toward a 50-percent ground
alert for both B-47s and B-52s, and he decided to retain in active service the six
wings of B-47s scheduled for mactivation during the fiscal year, In the air defense
field the emergency program hastened the preparation of manual backup facilities
for the control of interceptor aircraft at radar sites, thus enabling the vulnerable
semiautomatic ground environment (SAGE) facilities to be bypassed if this were
necessary.
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So far as the Air Force was concerned, 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 tramsport
squadrons that were to be phased out during the fiscal year. In October and
November 1961 the Air Force also called to active duty 36 squadrons from the Air
National Guard and Air Force Reserve. These units included tactical fighters,
tactical reconnaissance, and C-97 and C-124 transports. Seven Air National Guard
fighter squadrons, one tactical reconnaissance squadron, and a tactical control
group were deployed by air to European bases about a month after the October
recall. Three Air National Guard F-104 air defense squadrons, which were recalled
on1November, dismantled their aircraft for shipment overseasin C-124s, and were
in place in Germany and Spain on 24 November. Largely as a result of the calls to
active duty, Air Force strength rose from 88 wings to the equivalent of 97 wings
(339 squadrons) in the year ending on 30 June 1962,170

As a part of its augmentation the Navy increased its amphibious lift and .
reactivated its troop transport ships. The Army received by far the largest force
increase. 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 response, the Army
was authorized to increase the three training divisions to full strength and to assign
them to STRAG; it also brought the Seventh Army and other 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. In August the Berlin garrison was increased by 1,500 men, and in
September some 40,000 troops were sent to Europe to increase the Seventh Army
to full strength. By the end of 1961 the three former training divisions were ready
for corbat, and the two National Guard divisions completed their combat training
in February 1962. SAC was accordingly expanded to two corps, each with {our
divisions The expansion of the ground forces left the Marines programmed for
three division-wing teams, plus a cadre organization for a fourth division. The
refusal 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 were organized and equipped for independent assault
0P31'3t10ﬂ$.171

Of 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
nonnuclear requirements. Even in the case of Nike Hercules batteries in Europe,
Secretary McNamara foresaw “circumstances under which we would wish to utilize
these batteries without nuclear warheads, avoiding if possible the immediate
escalation to nuclear war that might well follow the use of nuclear warheads in
these batteries.”172 Most of the large appropriations 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
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P fought.” McNamara said that the Air Force had planned primarily in terms of a
short muclear war, had not provided sufficient stocks of combat consumables for
conventional limited war, and thus could not fight a conventional war as long 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 as the basis for annual procurement programs. As a result the Armyhad only
about one-third of its so-called requirements in its inventories and specific items
in the inventory were badly out of balance. 1”3

The Joint Chiefs of Staff visualized the fundamental purposes of the Berlin crisis
buildup 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 positton to
umplement military operations on whatever scale may be required.”1’* What the
effect of the conventional augmentation may have been on Soviet policy remained
a matter of speculation. In a speech on 11 August, Kbrushchev 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 between
East and West Berlin and shortlythereafter the Communists built a wall alongmost
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 countermeasure 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 Soviets. “I don’t
believe,” he said, “there is any action that has been taken that more clearly
demonstrated the strength, the will, and the firmness of purpose of this Nation than
the callup of those units.”*">

. Emerging Strategy: Flexible Response
and Multiple Options

In the same months the Kennedy administration made quick-fix amendments
to the original Eisenhower defense budget during 1961, Secretary McNamara
commenced studies of a five-year projection of defense requirements which would
m effect engraft strategy into the national defense budgets. In this task McNamara
indicated that he expected to “start with the plan or the policy and translate 1t mnto
quantitative terms.” “I consider the budget nothing more than and nothing less
than the quantitative expression of a plan or a policy,” he added.}”® The five-year
force projection involved the mission to be accomplished by military forces, the
latest intelligence data on the capabilities of the Soviet Union and its satellites, and
the cost-effectiveness relationsh%ps among the various alternative means of
performing the defense mission.!”
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In his message to Congress on 28 March 1961 President Kennedy had already
stated the basic mission to be accomplished by military forces, and this guidance
was elaborated in continning statements by both Kennedy and McNamara. In his
State of the Union message of 11 Jaruary 1962 Kennedy explained: “We have
rejected any all-or-nothing posture which would leave no choice but inglorious
tetreat 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 m the muhitary forces
designed to sustain that policy  Mindful of the awful dangers of atomic warfare, we
require 3 military pohcy which takes as 1ts pnmary purpose the deterrence of that
disaster Atthesame time ., 1t must give due recogmtion to the need to cope with many
situations short of general war—particularly para-war.18

From time to time President Kennedy reiterated the policy that the United .‘
States definitely would not “launch a preemptive attack, an act of aggressicn.”

There wexe at least two strong reasons for this policy. In the first place, Kennedy

advanced the belief that no nation could win a nuclear war. He stated on 14

February 1962;

Now, if someone thinks we should have a nuclear war in order town, I can inform them
that there will not be winners of the next nuclear waz, if there 1s one, and this country
and other countries would suffer very heavy blows. So we have to proceed wath
responsibility and with care 1n an age where the human race can obliterate itself 17

Several weeks later Kennedy pointed out a second reason for foreswearing a
military initiative when he observed that “the basic problems facing the world today
are not susceptible to a final military solution.”

In a major policy address at the University of Michigan on 16 June 1662,
Secretary McNamara added his own interpretation of the role of military forces in
United States policy.

I'want to émphasize that we see our military strength not as the means of achieving the .
kind of world we seck, but as a shield to prevent any other nation from using its military

strength, auither directly or through threats and intimidation, to frustrate the aspirations

we share with all the fre¢ peoples of the world, '

While the five-year force projection was being planned, DOD conducted 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 nuclear weapons,
was 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 anmhilating weapons, and that
changes the problem.”*8t At the Tushino air show over Moscow in July 1961, the
Soviets displayed three new supersonic bombers, two new Mach-2 fighters, a new
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jet seaplane, a flying crane helicopter, and a very large converti-plane, The new
bombers included an exceptionally large delta-wing plane called the Bounder; an
advanced swept-wing Mach-2.5 heavy bomber slightly larger 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 as an interceptor. The
Bounder was almost as large as a B-36 and although it was powered by large jet
engines it seemed capable of serving as a test vehicle for nuclear engines, Older
Badger twinjet bombers carried air-to-surface missiles resembling the Hound Dog
design, and the Beauty carried what appeared to be a ballistic missile similar to a
Skybolt stung under its belly, 182
Although the new Soviet aircraft demonstrated excellent progress in
aerodynamics, Secretary McNamara received no evidence that the Soviets were
producing any significant numbers of long-range bombers, and he could only
estimate that the number of manned bombers the Soviets might send against the
. United States would not be very large. By November 1961 his study of Communist
force projections cavsed 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, morgover, assumably would 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, [and] mobility, rather than by an active defense.” Similarly, since the
main danger of hostile bomber attack would be in the wake of a mussile attack,
McNamara noted that “warning and dispersal and protection of our air defense
forces are more important than mere numbers.”®® Even though McNamara
recognized that the first-generation Soviet missile force would be vulnerable to
attack on its exposed launching pads, he also predicted that “as the Sovist Union
hardens and disperses its ICBM force and acquires a significant number of missile
launching submarines . . . our problem will be further compheated.”184 «It will
become mcereasingly 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.”185
In evaluating the Soviet threat to the United States, Secretary McNamara
apparently continued to attach great importance to Premier Khrushchev's “For
New Victories of the World Communist Movement” address of 6 January 1961.
He told a congressional committee that this was “one of the most important
speeches of 1961,” and, in an address in Chicago on 17 February 1962, he suggested
that “it may prove to be one of the most important statements made by a world
leader in the decade of the 60s.” Speaking of Khrushchev, McNamara said: *I have
every reason to believe that he was outlining very clearly his objectives and his plans
for accomplishing them.” Although the Soviet chief had indicated that the free
world would continue to face the cold war struggle for years to come, McNamara
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was confident that the United States could deter the Soviets from initiating general
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 Khrushchev, “that thermonuclear
wars would destroy the Soviet Union and therefore that he should refrain from
actions that would bring on such wars,”186

During these strategic evaluations, Secretary McNamara’s staff redoubled its
efforts to solve the riddle of Soviet ground strength. Although the evidence
apparently was not conclusive in the winter of 1961-62, something seemed fo be
wrong with assessments of Soviet surface strengths. With a strength of a million
men the US 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
million 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 verylong supplyline. As a result of the force augmentations incident .
to the Berlin crisis, NATO would soon have the equivalent of 26 divisions, including
the 5 f|1111y manned US divisions, and their supporting forces on its central front in
Europe. 87

At the start of preparation 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
years 1963 through 1967. Even though the services were asked to submit individual
requirements with no budgetary limitations, they were directed to group
recommended forces into “program packages” —such as “sirategic retaliatory,”
“continental air and missile defense,” and “general purpose forces” —that were
related to the accomplishment of specific missions. From 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 essentially ensuring that “we are to attain the specific force levels
necessary fo support the political objectives at the lowest possible cost.”188
Gilpatric characterized the review as a “fusion of force structure to military
strategy and, ultimately, the two of them to our larger national goals.”18? Had all .
the service recommendations been accepted, the fiscal year 1963 budget would
have totaled about $63 billion, but by having in effect invited the services 1o bid
freely against each other for the performance of mission responsibilities within
program packages, McNamara was able to get cost-effectiveness evaluations of
competing service proposals. Thus, on 4 August, the Navy presented its proposals
in the presence of key Air Force officials, the Air Force presented 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 reviews, McNamara
prepared and forwarded to the Joint Chiefs and service secretaries in
mid-September a tentative program guidance for computing the fiscal year 1963
budget and for making program projections for the five-year period. When the
service budgets were submitted beginning on 23 October, McNamara found that
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they still totaled abomt $54.5 billion, Working 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
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 calculated to be attainable at the lowest possible cost.1%0

Five-Year Military Force Projection

When he presented the fiscal year 1963 defense budget and the five-year force
projections to Congress in January 1962, Secretary McNamara explained that they
reflected “the conclusion that, while our nuclear forces 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 capabilities to provide a
greater degree of versatility to our limited-war forces.””! 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 the following order of priority:
(2) 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 sealift 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; and (8) anew aircraft carrier. He
further remarked that torpedoes for the Navy and iron bombs for the Air Force
would rank high on the illustrative priority list.1%

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 submarine-based strategic missiles, and the
system for command and control of the forces—lent itself “rather well to
reasonably precise calculation,” The major mission of these forces was to deter
war by their capability to destroy the enemy’s war-making potential. This was
judged to be a reasonably finite problem, and the quantitative procurement of
strategic retaliatory forces included allowances for losses incurred in a hostile first
strike; the number, types, and locations 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 reliability of each weapon system; and the
cost effectiveness of each weapon system in comparison with alternate systems,
Assuming that the Soviet Union ultimately would build a large ICBM force, the
United States had to develop the kind of strategic offensive forces which would
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“be able toride out an all-out attack by nuclear-armed ICBMs in sufficient strength
to strike back decisively.”1%*

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 4 additional squadrons of hardened Minuteman missiles {thus providing
17 squadrons and 800 missiles), and the addition of 6 Polaris submarines, with 6
more programmed for fiscal year 1964, making a total projection of 41 Polaris
submarines in the five-year program. The development of the rail-mobile
Minuteman missile was canceled, since McNamara was convinced the benefits
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 fiaught
with difficult operational problems such as its protection from sabotage. As for
strategic bombers, the five-year defense projection included the maintenance in
the inventory of 14 wings of B-52s (many of which were supposed to be equipped .‘
with Skybolt missiles) and 2 wings of B-58s. 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 continne 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,”1%

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 ICBM and submarine-launched missiles, McNamara envisioned the
defensive task as being (1) to reduce the vulnerability of the existing bomber
defense system to ballistic missile attack; (2) to improve the certainty and the
timeliness of warning against ballstic missile attack; (3) to provide for an active g
defense against ballisticand submarine-launched missiles; (4) to develop a defense .
system against unfriendly satellites; and (5) to provide fallout protection for the
population of the United States. Concluding 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 backup for the SAGE
system and more dispersal for existing air defense fighters. Most new air and missile
defense expenditures would have to be programmed in the research and
development of antiballistic missile systems, inclading continuing development of
the Nike Zeus texminal defense system “We must bear 1n mind that no matter how
much we spend, we simply cannot in this day and age provide an absolute defense
for the continental United States,” McNamara observed.}?
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The defense budget for fiscal year 1963 included most of the Army’s combat
and combat support units, virtually all of the Navy’s units, all Marine Corps umnits,
and the tactical air warfare vnits 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 15 the limited war mission
which primarily shapes the size and character of the general purpose forces.” To
McNamara the general-purpose forces were intended for the support of United
States allies around the world, and the great diversity of units and weapons in this
package, the wide variety of possible contingeacies 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 DOD to determine
precisely the specific requirements for general-purpose forces. As Secretary
McNamaralooked at the problem, however, United States general-purpose forces
either had to be stationed in potential trouble areas or had to be highly mobile 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 airlift and
sealift capabilities to move them promptly to trouble areas. Since there was a
practical limit on the volume of material that could be shupped overseas in a short
period of time, attention had to be given to prepositioning stocks for mobile forces
in various parts of the world. Since no one could be sure where forces might have
to 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.

In response to the Berlin crisis the Department of Defense had already
increased the size of the generak-purpose forces by the mobilization of National
Guard and Reserve units forayear’sservice On3January1962 President Kennedy
announced that the regular Army’s strength would be increased from 14 to 16
divisions, and the activation of 2 new regular divisions in February 1962 brought
the Army to a newly authorized strength of 960,000 military personnel. Where
carlier planning had relied upon the expansion of Army units to meet war
emergencies by the mobilization of reservist elements, McMNamara sought
immediate readiness for Army units and the maintenance of a capabulity to deploy
rapidly up to six divisions to Europe, while simultaneously maintaining a reserve
of other ready divisions for deployment to other parts of the world 17

Durnng 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 Chiefs of Staff agreed that 15 attack carmers and 9 antisubmarine warfare
(ASW) carriers should be supported, with these levels to be subject to review 1n
future years. In the course of budget review withtn DOD however, Gen Curtis E
LeMay, Air Force chief of staff, and George H. Decker, Army chief of staff,
questioned the adwsability of including the construction of a new Forrestal-class
carrier in the fiscal year 1963 funding, General LeMay also wanted to place greater
emphasis on antisubmarme carriers and less emphasis on attack carriers. On the
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other hand, Adm George W. Anderson, Jr., chief of naval operations, strongly
pointed out that attack carriers were uniquely suited for limited-war employments
and would be able to survive under general war conditions. General Lemnitzer
agreed with Admiral Anderson. “I think,” Lemnitzer said, “the attack cartier is as
important today as it was during World War IL.” In the end McNamara accepted
the value of the attack carrier in the limited-war role, although he reasoned that
the value of the attack carrier would gradually diminish in the general war role as
larger forces of strategic missiles became available. He stated:

There are many potential trouble spots in the world where the attack carrier is and will
contrnue to be the only practical means of bringmg curairstriking powertobear Carrier
airpower can be employed without involving third parties, wathout invoking treatres,
agreements, or overilight nghts And ... the carrier task force 15 a most effective means
forpresenting a showof force orestablishing a military presence, which often has helped
to maintain the peace and discourage hostilities 1

Admiral Anderson maintained that the Navy required a nuclear-powered .
aircraft carrier, but McNamara’s studies indicated that a nuclear-powered carrier
would cost abont one-third to one-half more to construct and operate than an
equivalent conventionally powered carrier. “The operational benefits to be derived
from the nuclear-powered carrier, particularly in limited-war operations,” he
observed, “do not, in our judgment, justify the higher cost.”**?

Reflecting the mobilization of Aix National Guard and Air Force Reserve vnits
in the autumn of 1961, the strength of worldwide tactical air forces—including
tactical fighters, bombers, and reconnaissance, Matador and Mace missiles, troop
carrier planes, and overseas-based fighter-interceptors—rose sharply from 32
wings to 43 wings. Anticipating the release of reservist personnel in spite of an
augmentation of tactical air forces, the Air Force secured McNamara’s approval
in November 1961 for an expansion of the regular tactical fighter force from 16
wings to 21 wings.?%? 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 furure
the TFX (F-111) was expected to be developed for use by both the Air Force and .
the Navy. In the interim some new fighters were 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 exther additional F-105s or of Navy-developed A-4Ds or F-4Hs.
AtfirstMcNamara ruled that the Air Force would procure A-4Ds since theywould
cost only about one-third as much as the F-4Hs. 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 continned to pose some reservations about the F-4H in comparison
with the F-105. Because of stresses placed npon fighter bombers during maneuvers,
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 these
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characteristics, but the McDonnell F-4A had a designed strength of 6.5 Gs. The
Navy maintained that a2 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 reservations 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 DOD accordingly authorized the Air Force to reduce
F-105 procurement and order substantial numbers of F-4Hs, which were
subsequently designated F-110As and finally F-4Cs, The Air Force also changed
1ts plan to procure RF-105 aircraft in favor of RE-4Cs. 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 that
we standardized on the F-4H for both services Thus 1s very wasteful, because we had

. duphicate development and, to a considerable degree, dupheate production facilities
prepared for these aireraft, We did ., achieve , . . savings . . . in spare parts procurement
and certain mamtenance functions as a result of the standardization. We are better off
than if we had not standardized, but we standardized too late, 201

From the start of his administration, President Kennedy emphasized the need
to expand national military airlift capabilities, and Secretary McNamara was
confident that the establishment of the separate planning, programming, and
budgeting package for arrltft/sealift forces would bring these forces into balance
with forces, equipment, and supplies that would require deployment. 202 In the
mobilization of 1961 five Air Force Reserve C-124 squadrons reported to the
Tactical Air Command, and six Air National Guard C-97 squadrons joined the
Military Air Transport. Made available by diverting production from tankers to
transport planes, 45 C-135s became available to MATS, which assigned them to 3
squadrons, 1 of which was a converted C-118 squadron.2% Except for the C-133s
and C-135s, however, arrlift aircraft in service earlyin 1962 were more than 10 years
old, and the expansion of airborne mobility was still more a matter of promise than

. of actuality. Although the C-135s proved useful for quick movements of troops over
long distances, they had no airdrop capability and only a limited-cargo capacity.
In making the fiscal year 1963 budget, McNamara considered procurement of
more C-135s, but he ultimately decided that these planes could not be delivered
until better arrcraft could be manufactured.?% The better plane would be the C-141
I Starlifter, an aircraft selected for development during 1961 1n what General 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 fiscal
year 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 Yanuary 1962
Secretary McNamara nevertheless confessed that he had found “no simple black
or white solution” for calculating military airlift requirements.
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We estimate that our current capability 1s sufficiently great to permit the deployment
of significant forces to any remote area in a relatively short time This capability, while
mnpressive, 15 nevertheless less than what we feel we ought to have to meet a full range
of contingencies %%

General LeMay Fears for Strategic Superiority

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 np a
little more conventional power that could take care of limited wars in a little better
manner than we might have been able to doit in the past.” He also contended that
the total amount of defense money requested in the fiscal year 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.” General LeMay was nevertheless greatly .
concerned that the 1963 budget and the five-year force projection wounld not
continue to build strategic superiority. The total obligational authority allocated
to strategic retaliatory forces in fiscal year 1963 ($8.5 biltion) was a lesser amount
than in 1962 ($9.1 billion), and according to the five-year program the commitment
of funds to sfrategic forces would trend downward from about 18 percent to 20
percent of the total defense budget to about 8 percent.

I think that your strategic forces must come first . . I worry about the trend as
established by this year’s budget . . . ¥ do not think you can marntan superionty m this
field with that sort of a program %

LeMay feared the loss of strategic superiority because experience indicated that
a nation could counter limited aggression only if it maintained its strategic
imtiative, “I point out,” he said, “that you cannot fight a limited war except under
the umbrella of strategic superiority. For example, we would not have dared to go
into Lebanon , . . without strategic superiority which kept the enemy air force
off.»?%7 Speaking as Air Force director of plans, Maj Gen David A. Burchinal .
further developed the relationship of strategic capability to the handling of lesser
conflicts. He explained

If you have a strategie capability which 1s cleazly supernor then you have mn fact
estabhished your ability to control ~ escalation 1n the Jower levels, In other words, if
two conventional forces i a hmited engagement come together, the fact we could win
at the higher level would make 1t unprofitable for the enemy to Iet 1t expand, and we
would therefore control the intensity and be able to keep it at that [lower level] 08

In public speeches and in testimony in the winter of 1961-62, Gen Frederic H.
Smith, Jr., Air Force vice chief of staff, emphasized that strategic superjority was
a prerequisite of counterforce. Smith pointed out:
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‘The gravest risk an aggressor faces 1s the loss of his military forces Without these forces,
he 15 helpless Aggression 15 no longer possible Worst for hum, without forces an
aggressor can’t even control the people he has already conquered Thus the capability
to defeat an enemy’s forces 15 the only rational abjective of military preparedness,

Smith determined that the maintenance of strategic superiority was imperative
both to keep ahead of Soviet technological challenge and to permit the United
States to enjoy a wide variety of counterforce options 1n target selection. Speaking
of a Soviet commander, Smith rationalized;

He will realize hus range of options as we realize ours, and f he determines that
regardless of how he attacks we are gomng 1o 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 lum, and I don’t
think he would be 1llogical. By having two or more options we tizght well better our

. situationafwar comes, over that which it would be if we just had a complete all-out phase
destruction without any applcation of logical rcasomng.zm

General Smith also presented the epitome of Air Force strategic thinking to the
Armed Services and Appropriations Committees of the Senate and House of
Representatives in February 1962. His statement read:

At the outset, we should be quite clear that of the various levels of international
conflict —from troubled peace through cold, kmited, and general war—general warand
localwars that can escalate to generalwar pose the pimary military threat to the secunity
of the free world

This will remain true for the foreseeable future It 1s our conwvietion, therefore, that
the core of our security planming hies m the mamtenance of an effective capability to
prosecute sugcessfully a general war Only with this capability can we msure nationai
survival if general war occurs. Only 1if we have, 1n fact, the shield of this capability can
we support our comnutments worldwide —erther 1n the cold war or in himuted conflict.

Accordingly, ours must be a posture based upon strategic force capabilities whach
provide confidence m winning a general war if one 15 forced upon us, All of our other
. capabilities depend upon this fundamental one Such a posture will provide the basts
for an effective deterrent to a Sowviet decision to attack the Unuted States or its allies
With lesser capabilities, the Nation mught vltimately reach a position of strategie
mfenonty marked or repeated, potentially disastrous incursions agamst our security,
and finally, against our very survival

The foregomng 1s fundamental to cur strategic concept This concept requires a war
waging capability—our primary goal 15 to deter war, but, if deterrence fails, we must
have the capability to fight and prevail

In assessing the types of forces required to maintain this strategic posture we must
first determune the tasks to be performed and under what conditions they must be
accomphshed Smmply stated, our forces must possess the ability to survive an enemy
attack, penetrate enemy defenses, and attack with weapons of sufficient yreld and
accuracy to assure the destruction of targets that remain to threaten the United States
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and ourallies Atthe same time, we must cbtam the essenhial facts concerning the course
of the conflict during and after our attacks. This requires reconnaissance of enemy
terntory for both targeting and retargeting as well as for damage assessment

Our strategic capabilities must include a secure means for sustained command and
control 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 contmue to cover with a high assurance factor all targets
representing long-range enemy strategic forces This requres warheads and bombs of
adequate yields, and mussides and arreraft of sufficient range and accuracy to do the job
In the event of war, an important part of the overall task s 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 15 a diversification of the force to mehude
both manned and unmanned vehicles, since no single weapon system can do the entire N
Job. In general, diversification provides four advantages: First, 1t gives us a flexible or .
versatile capability, so that if one method of attack 1s rendered ineffective because of
enemy defenses, we have other methodsavailable Second, it forcesthe anemyto expend
effort and resources m his attempt to defend against all methods of our attack. Third,
1t compounds the enemy attack problem, both in types and numbers of weapons, which
in turn enhances the survivability of each of our systems. And, fourth, the manned
systems give us a capability to observe and report the physical evidence of an enemy’s
sitvation This information 15 a vital requirement for the conduct of war. For, without
1t, 1t would be impossible to make controlled responses or even to find bases for
negotrations, were the enemy to indicate his desires to negotiate

Since the enemy capabihity 15 by no means static, there 15 a requirement for
continuous modermzation—improving existing weapon systems and mtroducing new
ones, As the enemy develops new defenses, we must develop new means to penetrate
those defenses

A trend that 15 obvious from continuous study of the changing threat and analysis
of our force requirements 1s fhat all weapons sooner or later are overtaken by events
‘We do not beheve there 1s such a thing as an ultimate weapon and certanly nothing in
our present or projected mventory can claim that distinction. Therefore we behieve we
must continue to take full advantage of the broademng horizons of technology both to .
mect the threats posed by our adversaries and, where possible, present those adversaries
with technological surprise

Strategic offensive forces and continental defense forces have a complementary role
s providing a deterrent posture orinproviding for survival of the Nation should general
war occur. A nation whose national philosophy 15 not to stnke the first blow must
have. ., . overwhelming offensive forces —and by “overwhelmmg” . I mean forces of
sufficient character, hardness, and size, as to endure a first strike by an enemy and have
the resultant strengthnecessaryto dcstrogranyrcsldual capabilitywhich he has, toenable
us to achieve our objectives and prevail n

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 maintained that in addition to the
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200 Minuteman missiles authorized for procurement at least 100 more should be
purchased and that the budget should include money for the long lead time items
for about 150 additional Minuteman missiles. Given a choice of systems, however,
General LeMay admitted a preference for a manned system, though he suggested
that both could be acquired by arranging rather than increasing Air Force budget
allocations 212 Even though the Air Force was confident that the B-52H, equipped
with Skybolt missiles (which were being funded for initial procurement in the fiscal
year 1963 budget), would be able to penetrate hostile defenses, Secretary
McNamara’s refusal to release the $525 million that Congress already had
appropriated for additional B-52s made it evident that continuation of this plane
in production was impossible. The Air Force accordingly placed all its efforts
behind getting approval for the B-70 as a strategic weapon system 213

Even in its original concept the B-70 had included many features that fitted it
for service as a reconnaissance/strike 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
increasmgly referred to as the RS-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 RS-70 as a weapon system capable of performing
reconnaissance, strike, damage assessment, and intelligence collection missions.
The Air Force was confident that suitable air-to-ground nussiles 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-70s) to develop and test the
full reconnaissance-strike concept After a review of the proposal the Office of the
Secretary of Defense ruled that the state of the art was not adequate to support
the system development outlined by the Air Force. It asserted that technical
development programs should 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-70s without weapon system components, 214

In an appearance before the House Appropriations Subcommittee i January
1962, Secretary McNamara accepted the possibility that a reconnaissance-strike
arrcraft 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.'> McNamara’s presentation to the House
Armed Services Committee proposed to continue the B-70 program in a
developmental stage, both to realize benefits from past expenditures of funds and
to maintain an option to introduce the vehicle into the operating force26 Both
Secretary Eugene M. Zuckert and General LeMay disagreed with the secretary of
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defense’s position on the RS-70. Zuckert told the Senate Subcommittes on
Appropriations on 27 February:

Ourrecommendation was that we should proceed waith the B-7) asa full weapons system
rather than the limited development program which was approved. . . , I thik that the
judgment as to whether or not you go ahead 1s deternuned by your Judgment as to the
effectiveness of the weapons siystcm Onthis, the Secretaryof Defense and the AirForce
quite obvicusly do not agree. 17

General LeMay was equally positive. He said, “I do feel that we must go on with
the manned systems development — the RS-70 and the full weapons system.”*8
At the invitation of the House Subcommittee on Appropriations, an Air Force
officer, Col David C. Jones, made a special presentation on the RS-70 on 15 March.
“Weinthe AirForce,” 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
problem reviewed in detail by highly qualified personnel who have confirmed the .
technical feasibility.” Jones wanted to enjoy the RS-70 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

said the RS-70 would accomplish essential tasks:

First, observe and report the condition of the enemy during and after the mutial
strikes. . Second task. Increase assurance of destruction of primary targets . Third
task Seek out and destroy unique targets—the extremely hard, the mobile, and
imprecisely located, and fourth, provide the prewision, discrimination, and flexabality
which must be an mherent part of our strategic capability2?

Jones submitted the RS-70 “will find a serious void in the planned force structure
by providing on-the-spot judgment, force management visibility of the entire force,
and the extremely accurate delivery of weapons of approzpriate yield. It is ideally
suited for employment in a strategy of flexible response.”%20
Secretary McNamara acknowledged that either Zuckert or LeMayhad the right .

to appear before a congressional committee and to express personal opinions (not
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 represented by the
administration’s budget.?* On 13 March McNamara requested the secretary of
the Air Force to establish a study group to reassess the R$-70 weapon system.222
Ata press conference on 15 March, McNamara delivered along statement in which
he described the B-70 as “a more technically complex vehicle than any of the
ICBMs” and the RS-70 as introducing even more complicated subsystems {hat
“may well lie beyond what can be done on the basis of present scientific
knowledge.” He insisted: “Until we know much more about the proposed
system — its technical feasibility, its military effectiveness and its cost— we have no
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rational basis for committing this aircraft to weapon system development or
production.” McNamara saw no reason why B-52s or B-58s, which would arrive in
the hostile target area after ICBMSs had suppressed the enemy’s defenses, could
not perform necessary reconnaissance functions, 2

Already on record with the belief that DOD was prematurely discarding
manned bombers in favor of missiles, the House Armed Setvices 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
authorized 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 weaponsystem be the field of trial 2% 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.”22 Although 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, morcover, McNamara informed
Vinson that DOD 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 [Branch] to give every possible
consideration . . . to the views of Congress.” Late that afternoon in the Rose
Garden at the White House, Kennedy discussed the RS-70 with Vinson, and, on
the morning of 21 March, the House Armed Services Committee unanimously
voted to move an amendment 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 bill with suck wording, thereby authorizing
$491 mullion for the RS-70 Vinson assured his colleagues from the floor that
“anthorized” in this particular instance meant 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,*226

After he had carefully studied the material with Secretary Zuckext, 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.2%
Sentiment in the Senate, however, ran in favor of an expanded RS-70 program,
Speaking on 11 April, Chairman Richard B. Russell of the Armed Services
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Committee conceded that Secretary McNamara probably would not spend any
additional money that Congress appropriated for the RS-70, but he neverthaless
wished toraise the RS-70 appropriation to $363.7 million, thus financing the three
B-70s and two additional RS-70 aircraft. “It would be worthwhile for the United
States to have some of the RS-70s 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.”?2%

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 year 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
had confidence 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.
T use the weapon system that will do the job. If kiddie cars will do the job I willuse
those.” “If we lose our strategic superiority,” he concluded, “we are losing a
considerable proportion of our secm‘i?r, if not all of it, because without the strategic
umbrella, you can do nothing else.”?

Although LeMay asked the Senate to approve the $491 million amount
requested for three XB-70s and three RS-70s to prevent the dismantling of
subcontractor facilities that were being used to build the stainless steel aircraft, the
final budget voted by Congress in August 1962 followed the Senate’s
recommendations that $363 million be committed to the RS-70 program to finance
the completion of the three XB-70s and the construction of two additional RS-70s
with necessary weapon subsystems. By raising the amount for the RS-70 from the }
$171 million requested in the administration budget, Congress had apparently
voted the funds that DOD would need to move rapidly ahead with the RS-70
program, providing reviews of the program justified such action.?3?

According to his later recollections on the subject, Secretary McNamara had .
told the Air Force and Congress as early as Febrnary 1962 that he would proceed
with a three-aircraft test program for the B-70 but that he was “absolutely and
mnequivocally opposed to the deployment of the airplane, 23! 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 R5-70
force in a nonnuclear 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 LeMay, on 29 September the chairman and the members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that the XB-70 program should be reoriented ta the
armed reconnaissance concept and recommended approval of those portiors of
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the proposal necessary to accomplish the reorientation required to demonstrate
the feasibility of the aircraft and the associated subsystems in a timely manner. In
explaining his support for the RS-70, Gen Earle G. Wheeler, Army chief of staff,
described his opinion as a “purely military” judgment. Admiral Anderson
recommended the continuation of RS-70 development because it represented “a
considerable advance” in the development of high-speed aircraft and related
subsystems for reconnaissance purposes and because we wanted fully to capit alize
on the already great investment in the B-70.232

At the same time the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided Secretary McNamara with
a military judgment in favor of developing the RS-70, Dr Harold Brown, who had
become director of defense research and engineering, provided McNamara with
his “views on the technical feasibility of doing some of the things that the RS-70
was supposed to do.”?* Doctor Brown concluded that “so far as vulnerability 1s
concerned, speed and altitude are not great advantages.” He asserted that the Nike
Hercules missile was probably capable of knocking down a B-70 and that by the
time 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
additional time for decisionmaking, Even in an all-missile force, he demonstrated,
“human judgment 1s present in deciding which missiles 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 would
fly higher and faster — Brown suggested that study should be given to an airplane
“designed to fly low and as fast as it can comfortably fly low."23 He specifically
determined that the RS-70 probably could not in its operational time period attain
the attack accuracy claimed for it and that its cap abih;?z to penetrate undegraded
defenses at high altitudes would not be “very large.”2

Possibly as a result of Doctor Brown’s reasoning, Secretary McNamara directed
the Air Force on 15 October to study the possible development of along endurance
aircraft—called the Dromedary—which might serve as a mobile platform for
certain types of missiles and which might be added to the strategic force®% As a
result of the continving 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 DOD review
of the fiscal year 1964 budget was already under way. At this time McNamara ruled
that the program would be limited to the development of the three prototype B-70s
but that $50 million of the additional funds voted by Congress for the RS-70s would
be used to develop selected sensor components for such aircraft, President
Kennedy subsequently approved McNamara’s decision on the matter.>*” When he
explamed the admmistration’s decision, McNamara related it not to the future of
manned weapon systems but to the question of “whether this particular aircraft, in
either of its configurations, could add emough to our already programmed
capabilities to make 1t worth its very high cost.” The Air Force had justified the
RS-70 as necessary for transattack reconnaissance (reconnaissance during o after
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a missile attack) and for the ability to examine targets and to attack them
immediately with strike missiles. If a target were known to be somewhere withiz a
relatively small area, McNamara believed that its location eventually could be
established with enough precision to permit an attack byamissile. Asfor postattack
reconnaissance, he suggested that “other means are expected to be available to
determine whether targets previously attacked by ICBMs have been destroyed.”
In summary, McNamara said;

The RS-70, by cartying air-to-surface missiles, would Pprovide only a very small increase
in overall effectrveness In my judgment thes mcrease 15 not worth the large additional
outlay of funds estimated at more than $10 billion above the $135 billion already
approved.

Air Force Thinking on Limited War

In his commentaries on the Department of Defense budget for fiscal year 1963, .

General LeMay was chiefly concerned with the reduction in emphasis accorded
tostrategic forces within it. As early as the autumn of 1961, however, the Air Force
cvidently viewed 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 LeMayreminded 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, 15 that we must mamtain
our unity of mission and unity as an orgamzation ., To be a credible deterrent,
acrospace power must consise of flexible and dwversified forces that have a war-waging
and war-winning capability . We need to restate firmly that the United States Air
Force 15 an entity, Its elements all contribute to the aerospace power that 15 wital for
our defense 2

Presented on 24 April 1962 by Brig Gen Jerry D. Page, Air Force deputy
director of plans for 2erospace 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 during the
strategic debates earlier in 1962. The paper visnalized war “in terms of the
well-known ‘spectrum of conflict,” with cold war at onc 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 1s overall force superiotity; that
is, a capability to fight successfully at whatever level of ntensity necessary to win our
objectives Overall force supenionty means mamntainmng control of the conflict by
fighting on our terms, and s sine qua non 1s a war-winning abihity to disarm the enemy
even if the highest threshold of waris crossed,  Since himited war agamst Communist
forces js not a separate entity from general war, our strategy and forces for limited war
should not be separated from our overall strategy and force structurs The artificral
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distinetion of lim1ted war forces for this war and general war forces for that war destroys
the inter-acting strength of our forces that will provide foree supenonty 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 1960s
and 70s.” These maxums were as follows:

1 The deterrence of limited war 15 directly proportional to the risk assessed by the
potential aggressor Policies which appear to lower the tisk in the eyes of the aggressor
will encourage his aggressive acts

2 One nisk that is always unacceptable to any Communist state 15 the threatened
loss or neutrahization of its mulitary capabilities

3 If deterrence has failed and the US 1s involved 1n a hmited war, the pnimary
. objective will be to attain the political ends for winch the US entered the conflict—
normally mvolving the ending of hostihities as soon as possible, on favorable terms and

at the lowest practicable level of intensity

4 Success m limited war 18 contingent upon mamtaming a supenor general war
capability

5 Bscalation must be feared most by the power with the weaker general war
capability

6 With general war supenonty, a nation should respond to limited war aggression
with the timely application of whatever forces are necessary, but 1o more, to achieve its
objectives

7. A natton’s resources for defense are not unhmited Within these resources the
required general war forcesdemand the fughest prionity; expenditures for forces capable
of fiphting less than general war must not infringe on the maintenance of a supernior
general war capability

8 A nation with technological supenionty should use this asset to produce the most
. effective weapons and delivery systems, and thereby offset any deficiencies 1n defense
resources, such as total manpower, conventional armaments, stc

9 In limited war, control of the course of the confliet 15 patamount, The confliet
should be conducted to take advantage of our best capabilitics, to prowide us with
maximu chowces rather than have the choices forced upon us by the enemy

10 Insofaras practicable, military forces shouldbe designed with the range, mobily,
flexability, speed, penetrative ab:h% and firepower deltvery that can perform i cold,
limited and general war situations 1

In his explanations of the program-package budgeting approach, Secretary
McNamara carefully pointed out that “we would use certain elements of the
strategic retahatory forces and continental air and missile defense forces for
particular limited war tasks and, of course, all our forces would be employed in a
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general war,”42 Mindful that the Air Force possessed bomb-rack kits that enzbled
the B-47s and B-52s to be converted into conventional bomb carriers, McNamara
was willing to admit that these planes had a limited capability for conventional
bombing insmall wars, but he remarked that the RS-70 would have no conventional
bomb-carrying capability. When considering a conventional bomb War, morenver,
McNamara considered it important to remember that the new F-4 tactical fighters

and the experimental TFX would have “very substantial conventional bombing
capabilities,”#3

Emergence of the McNamara Strategy

Since the Kennedy-McNamara administration was unwilling to provide a neat
package description of national strategy, the full dimensions of the new US 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 in 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 mna possible nuclear war should be approached 1 much the same way thatmore
conventional mihtary operatrons have been regarded in the past. That1s to say, prineipal
military objectives, in the event of a nuclear war stemming from a major attack on the
Allianice, should be the destruction of the enemy’s military forces, not of his crviiian

population . .Inotherwords, weare gving a possible opponentthe strongest incentve
to refrain from striang our cihies 44

Apparently discounting mnimum deterrence in this same address, McNamara
judged that

relatively weak natronal nuclear forces with encmy ctics as their targets are not hikely .
tobesufficientto perform even the function of deterrence If theyare small, and perhaps

vuinerable on the ground or n the air, or maccurate, a major antagomist can take a

variety of measures to counter them. Indeed, 1f amajoranta gonist came tobeheve there

was a substantial ikelhood of 1t bemg used mdependently, this force would be iviting

a pre-emptive first strike aganst 1t 24

Even though Secrstary McNamara favored a counterforce posture as
presenting a favorable option, he was not entirely sure that the posture would divert
initial Soviet attacks away from 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.”0 After an interview late in 1962, McNamara was quoted as having
stated:
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I believe myself thata counterforce strategy 15 most likely to apply 1n circumstances in
which both sides have the capability of surviving a first strike and retaliating selectrvely
Thus 15 a highly unpredictable business, of course. But today, followng a surpnise attack
on us, wewould stril have the power to respond with overwhelnung force, and they would
not then have the capability of a further strike In this situation, gven the highly
irrational act of an attempted first strike agamst us, such a stnike seems most likely to
take the form of an all-out attack on both military targets and population centers. This
15 why a nuclear exchange confined to military targets seems more possible, not less,
when bothsides have a sure second-strike capability, Then you might have amore stable
“balance of terror ® This may seem a rather subtle pomnt, but from where P sithing 1t
scems a pomt worth thinking about.*”

Many commentators interpreted McNamara’s Ann Arbor address as a
conceptual acceptance of the doctrine of counterforce which seemed logically to
demand “acceptance of its sine qua non —the ability to locate, seek out, and
destroy enemy forces wherever and in whatever manner they maybe deployed.”?*®
To correct this misinterpretation, McNamara explained that he had carefully
refrained from using the word counterforce because it meant different things to
different people. He wanted to say no more than

that our total force requirement 15 determmed on an assumption that we must have
sufficient 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 15
only a possibility, that we may wish to Jaunch that force in waves, if you will Now the
fact that 1t15 laupched nwaves means that certain portions of 1t are exposed to potential
further destruction during the period 1t 1s withheld prior to launch This, in turn,
ncreases our requirement for secure commurications, secure command and control
centers, and mvulnerable forces *¥

Far from posing a requirement for a first-strike preemptive force, McNamara
stressed that “our second-strike capability is so sure that there would be norational
basis on which to launch a preemptive strike.”?*° He continued:

The [Ann Arbor] conference mcluded the point that weak nuclear forces operating
mndmwdually under the control of 2 single nation were dangerous, obsolete, and costly.
It has been the policy of this government, and will continue to be the policy, to deterthe
proliferation of national nuclear forces. 1

As time passed the commentators who assumed that McNamara had endorsed
a transcendent counterforce in his Ann Arbor address began to report that he had
instead visualized a “stalemate” in the employment of nuclear weapons. When
General Taylor was questioned on this matter on 9 August 1962—the day the
Senate confirmed his appointment as chairman of the Jomt Chiefs of Staff—he
responded: “I am not sure what is meant by ‘stalemate.’ If that means a reluctance
to resort to general atomic war, of course that is the mutual deterrence we are
talking about, that is what we are seeking now We are in a stalemate in that
sense.”®2 Early in 1962 Secretary McNamara pointed out that the destruction of
Soviet missile forces would be further complicated as the Soviets hardened and
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dispersed their missiles and acquired missile-launching submarines. During 1962
there was evidence that the Soviets followed both courses.

A very large increase 1n the number of fully hard Sowiet ICBMs and nuelear-powered
ballistic missile launching submarmes would considerably detract from out abality to
destroy completely the Sowiet strategic nuclear forces It would become mereasingly
difficult, regardless of the form of the attack, to destroy a sufficiently large proportion
of the Soviets’ strategie nuclear forces to preclude major damage to the United States,
regardless of how lazge or what kind of strategic forces we bulld Bven if we were fo
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 couid do that, we know no way to destroy the
enemy’s missife launching submarines at the same time, We donot anticipate that exther
the Unrted States or the Soviet Union will acquire that capability i the foreseeable
future 253

The prospects of a stable strategic balance of nuclear terror and a fear that
employing tactical nuclear weapons could lead to an escalation of a small conflict .
were thus affecting the defense strategy of the United States. At the same time, the
same factors—plus a new appreciation of Western Europe’s growing economic
strength and a desire 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 missi] es,
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.
Although nuclear weapons for employment on allied tactical fighters were
increasinply augmented in Europe after 1958, Gen Lauris Norstad, the NATO
commander, was fearful of the vulnerability of NATO aircraft to Soviet IREM
attack and pressed strongly for the development of the MMRBM and its
assighment to American forees.”> Following DOD’s approval of the development
of the AGM-87 Skybolt in February 1960, arrangements were made in June 1560
to permit the British to participate in the development of this air-lannched ballistic
missile, It also was agreed that the British would be able to procure the developed .
missile for employment by the Royal Air Force V-bomber force.25% By fitting a
British nuclear warhead on the Skybolt, the Royal Air Force would be able to
prolong the usefulness of its Vulcan bombers, and the British also would have an
independence 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, the 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. Deputy Secretazy of
Defense Gilpatric told a press conference on 6 June 1961, “I, for one, have never
believed in a so-called limited nuclear war. I just don’t know how you build a limit
info it once you start using any kind of nuclear bang.”?6 The United States also
began to fear the consequences of proliferations of nuclear capabilities within
national forces. Under President Charles de Gaulle the French were creating their
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own nuclear capability, In Ottawa on 17 May 1961, President Kennedy offered to
“commit to NATO . . . five— and subsequently still more —Polaris submarines . ..
subject to any agreed NATO guidehnes on their control and use” and also
expressed willingness to consider the development of “a NATQ sea-borne force,
which would be truly multilateral in ownership and control”?’ In Chicago in
February 1962 Secretary McNamara insisted that in a general war the United
States’ strategic forces would be sufficient to perform any needed nuclear missioa.
“Allowing 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 forces which, of course, have the
capability of attacking these targets with nuclear weapons.”>® In view of the
sufficiency of US strategic forces, independent nuclear forces in Europe appeared
to be superfluous and wasteful. McNamara developed this theme in an address to
the NATO mimsterial meeting in Athens, Greece, on 6 May 1962 and repeated it
in us Ann Arbor address the following month. In Athens McNamara remmded
his audience that the United States had committed five Polaris submarines to
NATO, with more to come, and 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 centers, and this certainly would invite
retaliation, immediate retahation.”” In both the Athens and Ann Arbor speeches
McNamara called upon the NATO allies to strengthen their nonnuclear
general-purpose forces, thereby complementing the US nuclear deterrent.’

Tn bis 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 “particularly poor ” Early in 1960 the Air Force had
estrmated that Skybolt 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 billion. Hoping to give the Skybolt system a
fair chance to establish its worth, McNamara supported an additional $50 million
for Skybolt in the fiscal year 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 billion, and McNamara accordingly ordered am extensive
Department of Defense review of the whole program, which was conducted
between September and November 1962. In this review, the Adr Force strongly
supported the air-to-ground ballistic missile. “It has been our view that this was a
good weapons system, and it would have enhanced the capability of the manned
force considerably, and in all probability would have extended the life of the B-52
beyond what we see now,” LeMay stated.26% Lt Gen James Ferpuson, Air Force
deputy chief of staff for rescarch and development, saw no special technical
problems outstanding in the Skybolt development effort, “I would go further to say
that in the opinion of people who have gone through many of these growing pains
of introducing some new weapon, that this program was at least as healthy if not
healthier than some others that reached fruition and that went into irwentory.”261
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In Joint Chiefs of Staff deliberations, Generals Wheeler and LeMay and Admiral
Anderson recommended the continuation of Skybolt in the defense program,

I favored the Skybolt because, first of all, we are m a period of transition, of technical
change, and I have some doubts as to the rehability of mussiles mn the period we are
talking about. I do not have the same confidence i any of the missile systems as do
some of the technicians who attest to the performance of the nussiles

Gen David M. Shoup, commandant of the Marine Corps, apparently did not
formally act with the Joint Chiefs on the Skybolt matter, buthe agreed with Admiral
Anderson. “T feel we should never, never eliminate the possibilities that our
boml;gs have until we are absolutely sure of the reliability of missiles,” Shoup
said,

After considering the gnidance laid before him, Secretary McNamara made his
own decision fo cancel the development of the Skybolt missile. Doctor 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 would be “considerably worse than fixed missiles or missiles on
Polaris submarines.” Secretary 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 resulf in a reliable and accurate missile.” He further
reasoned that Skybolt also would “combine the disadvantages of being soft and
concentrated and relatively vuinerable on the ground and the bomber’s slow time
to the target.”

On the one hand, Skybolt would not have been a good weapon to use agamst Sovict
strategic airbases, missile sites, or other high prionty military targets because it would
take hours to reach 1ts target, while a Minuteman could reach 1t m 30 menutes. On the
other hand, Skybolt would not have been a good weapon for controlled, countereity
retaliation  Aside from its relative velnerability to antiballistic missile defense, it has
the important disadvantage that 1ts carrier, the B-52, must be commitied to its fargets,
if at all, early i the war because 3t would be vulnerable on the ground to enemy mussile
attack, Common sense requires that we not let ourselves be inflexbly locked mn on such .
amatter. Andbemng “locked In” 1sunnecessary when we have systems hike Polariswhose
missiles can be withheld for days, if desired, and used at imes and against targetschosen
by the President 2

In lieu of the capability that would have been provided by the 1,012 Skybolt missiles
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.26 “I am perfectly happy with abandoning
the Skybolt,” McNamara said, “As a matter of fact, I think it is very much in our
national interest to do so, and I do not believe it has any effect whatsoever on the
life of the B-52.7266
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In that the United Kingdom had expected to purchase 100 Skybolt missiles to
extend the usefulness of their Vulcan bombers into the late 1960s and early 1970s,
the Kennedy administration’s decision fo cancel development of the missiles had
important repercussions within the NATO alliance. As the decision to cancel
Skybolt was being made in the late autumn of 1962, the maturing DOD study of
Sowviet ground capabilities indicated there was a good possibility for a conventional
NATO response to Soviet aggression on the central front in Western Europe.27
In an address before the NAT'O Parliamentarians Conference on 16 November,
Under Secretary of State George W. Ball emphasized that there was no reagon
NATO could not maintain conventional forces that were at least equal to those in
Eastern Europe.2® During the following month while en route to the NATO
Ministers Conference, Secretary McNamara discussed Skybolt in London with
British Defense Minister Peter Thomeycroft, who reportedly stated that a US
abandonment of the missile would lead to an agonizing reappraisal of
Anglo-American defense plans To reach a common understanding, President
Kennedy and Prime Minister Harold Macmutlan met at Nassau between 18-21
December. During their meeting, President Kennedy offered either to continue
Skybolt, with the Britisk to bear half of the cost of completing its developraent, or
to make Hound Dog missiles available for British procurement. It was finally
agreed, however, that the United States would permit the British to purchase
Polaris missiles. The British would build their own submarines and would provide
warheads for the missiles. These British submarines and other similar American
forces would be assigned to a NATO nuclear force and would get their targeting
in accordance 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 on terms similar to those offered Great Britain. In the final paragraph
of the Nassau communiqué 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
non-nuclear sword.”?®° For this purposc they agreed on the importance of
increasing the effectiveness of their conventional forces on a worldwide basis.

During 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, awriterin Air Force/Space Digest bluntly
charged: “Skybolt was killed because 1t did not conform to the new defense
policy. . .. Much the same can be said for the RS-70 Mach 3 airplane.”2’® General
LeMay viewed the changing strategy with more reserve.

Iamconcerned  aboutthe trend about phasing cut bombers and depending too much
on missiles I have spent a lot of my ime . . trying to convinee the Secretary of

Defense on the subject of manned bombers I have not been able to convinee him or
the Prestdent IthinkYhave convineed alotof otherpeople, but they make the decisions
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And I have no other chorce except to be a good soldier and carry them out and that 15
whatIam domg.m'
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CHAPTER 2

THE NEW FRONTIER:
MATURITY OF FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

The confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union, arising from
the emplacement of Soviet missiles in Cuba in Qctober 1962, appeared to many
knowledgeable Americans to mark a watershed in history. Writing in the aftermath
of the missile crisis, Walter Lippman observed:

It had become plain by the summer of 1963 . that the postwar peried had ended,
Burope had recovered and the danger of a great war in Europe had subsided with the
Kremlin's acceptance of a balance of power mn which 1t acknowledged American
superiority and we acknowledged that we were not supreme and :m'mxpotcnt.1

Although the complete record of the Cuban missile crisis remained closed to the
public, participants in the confrontation freely published their experiences and
reported the lessons they had learned. These “lessons” soor became determinants
of the maturing defense strategy of the Kennedy-McNamara administration.
Shortly after the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, the ill-fated Bay of Pigs invasion,
the Soviet Union began to supply Premier Fidel Castro’s revolutionary government
with large quantities of conventional local-defense weapons, including MiG-15,
-17, and -19 aircraft, motor torpedo boats, and coastal patrol vessels. In July and
August 1962 an unusually large number of Soviet vessels landed carge 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
instalied at several locations. Successive flights disclosed additional SA-2
emplacements, as well as a growing number of short-range coastal defense missile
installations. Citing the need 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 12
months’ active duty. This legislation was voted and approved on 3 October? 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.”?
Speaking of the movement of Soviet arms to Cuba at a news conference on 13
September, President Kennedy maintained that the “new shipments do not
constitute a threat to any other part of this hemsphere.” If continumg surveillance
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indicate that Cuba should possess a capacity to carry out offensive actions against
the United States, Kennedy promised, “the United States would act.”*

According to later evidence the first Soviet medium-range ballistic missiles
began to arnive in Cuba on about 10 September. A reconnaissance phatograph
taken on 28 September showed crates on a freighter’s deck that could have held
fuselages of twin-jet Ilyushin-28 bombers, Early on the morning of 14 October,
after cloud cover from Hurricane Ella had delayed aerial surveillance for a week,
photographs taken by a U-2 aircraft of the 4080th Strategic Reconnaissance Wing
revealed Soviet medium-range ballistic missile units being deployed in the San
Cristobal area. Three days later other high-altitude photography positively
disclosed an intermediate-range ballistic missile mstallation near Quanajay, and
other such installations were soon located near Remedios.” Quite unlike the local
defense weapons that had been sent to Cuba earlier, the Soviet missiles and the
128 bombers were clearly offensive weapons. .

In a televised interview a few weeks after the missile crisis, President Kennedy
suggested that neither the United States nor Premier Khrushchev had made
correct evaluations during the period leading up to the confrontation,

I don’t think that we expected that he would put the mussiles it Cuba, because 1t would
haveseemed such an imprudentaction forhimtotake  Now, he obviously must have
thought that he could do 1t 1 secret and that the Unitad States would accept it8

Kennedy speculated that the Soviets had intended to establish the missiles in Cuba
secretly and were planning to disclose them during November. Since the Scviets
had ICBMs at bome, 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 */ Admitting that his opinion was speculation, Secretary of Defense
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 comjunction with the renewed pressure upon Betlin, and .
endeavor, thereby, to weaken the negotiating position of the Western World,”8 In
an official explanation to the Supreme Soviet on #2 December 1962, Khrushchev
stated that 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 Scviets
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.? 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 from Turkey.”*0

Even though Kennedy and McNamara emphasized the political rather than the
military effect of the Soviet missions in Cuba, Rand analyst Arnold L. Horelick
advanced the hypothesis that the deployment of strategic weapons in Cuba “may
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have recommended itself to the Soviet 1eaders as a ‘quick fix’ measure to achieve
a substantial, though far from optimal improvement in Soviet strike capabilitics
against the United States.”'! The American fear of a missile gap had dissipated,
and the Soviets rather than the United States had a deficit in intercontinental
ballistic missiles. According to the British Institute for Strategic Studies, the Soviets
had 75 ICBMs and 700 MRBMs operational in October 1962, The medium-range
missiles threatened the United States, During this same month the United States
had 8 Polaris submarines with 128 missiles at sea, and it would appear from later
congressional testimony that 170 Air Force ICBMs also were operational, The US
strategic missile order of battle was rapidly increasing: according to Secretary
McNamara, the United States would have 144 Polaris and 210 Atlas, Titan, and
Minuteman missiles operational on 30 January 196312 By establishing a missile
base in Cuba the Communists would be able to employ cheaper and more plentiful

. medium-range missiles aganst the United States. Even though their deployment
was cut short (five large-hatch ships turned back after the American quarantine
began) the Soviets had 42 medium- and intermediate-range missiles in Cuba, and
they were deploying them at 6 MRBM and 3 IRBM sites.1® When added to the
estimated 75 ICBMs that the Soviets possessed, the Cuban missiles might well have
provided an immediate counterpopulation capability against the 130 American
cities with population in excess of 100,000,

Without seeking to know Khrushchev’s exact motives, Kennedy assembled a
selected group of his advisers at 1145 hours on the morning of 16 October to
determine a course of action relative to the emplacement of Soviet offensive
weapons in Cuba. The group elected to intensify air reconnaissance, to preserve
the tightest secrecy, and not to disclose knowledge of the bases until the United
States was prepared to act. As the crisis continued, the small 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 Secretary McNamara, Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Attorney General

. Robert F. Kennedy, Under Secretary of State George 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 toolong to mount, would negate surprise,
and mught alicnate world opinion. The group ultimately accepted what Ball
described as “the wisdom—indeed the necessity—of the measured response.”
Presidential assistant Theodore C. Sorensen described the executive reasoning
Process:

Anair strike on military mstallations in Cuba, without any advance warning, was rejected
as a “Pearl Harbor in reverse” —and no one could devise a form of advance warning
(other than the quarantine itself, which was a type of warming) that would not leave this
naton vulnerable to either endless discussion and delay (while work on the missiles
went forward) or to harsh indictment m the opimion and history of the world 1
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After 16 October high-altitude air surveillance flown by the Strategic Air
Command was greatly intensified by presidential order, and the entire Depariment
of Defense was ordered “to prepare for any eventualities.” As it finally developed,
command 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,
Atlantic, and the Tactical Air Command was designated as Air Forces, Atlantic.
The commander of the XVIII 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 overall control through the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, who named the chief of naval operations as their representative for
the quarantine. Under the operational control of the North American Air Defense
Command (NORAD), fighter-interceptors and Hawk and Nike Hercules
antiaircraft battalions were moved to the southeastern United States to support .
local air defense forces. Starting on 20 October SAC began dispersing its bombers
to continental and overseas bases and placing all aircraft on an upgraded
alert--ready to take off, fully equipped, within 15 minutes, ICBM crews assumed
a com%arable alert posture, and Polaris submarines went to preassigned stations
at sea.

President Kennedy first informed the American people of the Soviet offensive
arms buildup in Cuba and of the steps that would be taken fo counter it in a radio
and television address early or the evening of 22 October. Kennedy explained that
the United States would initiate a strict quarantine on the movement of all offensive
military equipment to Cuba. It would increase close surveillance of Cuba and its
military buldep. The US naval base at Guantinamo Bay, Cuba, had been
reinforced and all dependents were being evacuated. Kennedy also stated that the
United States was calling an immediate meeting of the Organization of
Consultation under the Orgarization of American States (OAS) and of the
Security Council of the United Nations. Kennedy announced:

It shall be the policy of this Nation to regard any nuclear missile launched from Cuba .
aganst any nation 1n the Western Hemisphere as an attack by the Soviet Union on the
United States, requinng a full retahatory response upon the Soviet Union 16

Finally Kennedy called upon Khrushchev to withdraw the missiles from Cuba.,
Coincident with the president’s address, NORAD air defense interceptor units
went either on patrel missions or on a 5-to-15 minute alert, and the Strategic Air
Command started its B-52 bombers on a continuous air alert. Some 67 B-52s,
carrying a total of about 300 thermonuclear bombs or missiles, appear to have been
continuously airborne within striking distance of the Soviet Union between 22
October and 21 November 1962.17

As the crisis unfolded President Kennedy's strategy of providing a spectrum of
possible graduated responses became clear. At each threshold of action,
possibilities for negotiation were provided. Announced as impending on the
evening of 22 October, implementat:on of the quarantine against further shipment
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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 1t would begin at 1400 hours Greenwich time on 24 October.'®
li Even though 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, Work on the missile sites continued at a
very ra%)id rate, but 16 dry cargo ships en route to Cuba returned to the Soviet
Union.!® In his policy statement Kennedy studiously ignored Castro and informed
the Soviet Umon that “full retaliatory response” would be visited upon the USSR
if a Cuban-based missile were fired (thus eliminating the possibility of the Soviets
using Castro as a proxy), but US news releases underplayed the strategic nuclear
response and emphasized the concentration of general purpose forces in a position
of readmess to invade Cuba.20
. Khrushchev was keenly aware of the danger of nuclear war, In an unusual letter
to Lord Bertrand Russell of Great Britain on 25 October, Khrushchev stated, “We
are fully aware that if this war is unleashed, from the very first hour it will become
a thermonuclear and world war.*?! On the evening of 26 October (27 October in
Moscow), President Kenredy received a personal message from Premier
Khrushchev that was not released to the public but was described in general terms.
Stated Roger Hilsman, then director of intelligence and research in the State
Depaxtment, “It contained no specific proposal on conditions but showed
throughout an appreciation of the risk of nuclear war and the need for reaching an
agreement.”?2 Khrushchey’s personal message greatly relieved the amxiety of
Washington officials. “Remember when you report this,” Secretary Rusk told a
newspaper reporter, “that, eyeball to eyeball, they blinked first.»%3
In an explanation to the Supreme Soviet on 12 December, Khrushchey 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 attack on Cuba

. alone.

On the mormng of October 27 we receved mformation from our Cuban comrades and
from other sources which directly stated that this attack would be carned out wathin the
next two or three days We regarded the telegrams received as a signal of utmost alarm,
and this alarm was justified, Immediate actions were required in order to prevent an
attack against Cuba and preserve peace,”!

Putting himself in Khrushchev’s position at this critical juncture, Secretary
McNamara rationalhized that

we had a force of several hundred thousand men ready to mvade Cuba Had we
mvaded Cuba, we would have been confronted wath the Sowiets . ., had we been
confronted with the Soviets, we would have kulled thousands of them [and] the Soviets
would probably have had to respond. . . They mught have had nuclear delrvery
weapons  and they might have beenlaunched, . Inanyevent, Khrushchev knew
without any question whatsoever that he faced the full military power of the Umted
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States, mcluding 1ts nuclear weapons That mught be difficult ¢o understand for some,
but 1t is not difficult for me to understand, because we faced . the possibility of
launching nuclear weapons and Khroshchev knew it and that is the reason, and the only
reason, why he withdrew those weapons.

Although Premier Khrushchev's nerve appears to have broken during the night
of 26-27 October, a second Soviet letter to President Kennedy—signed by
Khrushchevbut not written in his personal style and received in Washington during
the day on 27 October —indicated that Soviet policy might be hardening. This
communication proposed that NATO missiles be removed from Turkey in
exchange for the removal of Soviet missiles from Cuba.26 On 27 October work at
the Cuban missile sites continued, and while on a high-altitude U-2 flight over the
island Maj Rudolph Anderson, Jr., was shot down and kifled. Durmg the afternoon
of 27 October (28 October in Siberia) another U-2 pilot, who was flying a routine
upper air sampling mission from Alaska, wandered 800 miles deep into the .
Chukotskipeninsula of Siberia. The Soviets dispatched i mterceptors, but American
planes moved out of Alaska and escorted the U-2 to safety.?” In a statement to the
press issued during the day, the White Fouse postponed any consideration of the
Soviet proposal to remove NATO missiles from Turkey,* and on the evening of 27
October Secretary McNamara ordered 24 Air Force Reserve troop carrier
squadrons to active duty. That same evening, Kennedy and 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 from Cuba under United Nations supervision and a
Soviet agreement to halt further introduction of such weapons into Cuba.
Following establishment of adequate United Nations safegunards, the United States
would remove its quarantine and give assurances against invasion of Cuba.*

‘When be was told about the wandering U-2 pilot on the afternoon 6f27 October,
President Kennedy was reported to have laughed and said: “There is always some
so-and-50, who doesn’t get the word, 29 The Soviet leaders, however, manifested
extreme apprehension about the Strategic Air Command’s airborne alert and the .
danger that some 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 SAC airborne alert. “About 20 percent
of all US Strategic Air Command planes, carrymg atomic and hydrogen bombs
were kept aloft around the clock,” he said.>® On the morning of 28 October, when

* In & comversation with Sowiet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynm on the evening of 27 October, Attorney General Robert Kennedy
explaned that President Kennedy bad wanted to remove the missiles from Tuckey and Italy for a long tme. Even though the Umted
Stateswould not remove the missifes under pressure orwithout NATO's consent, Robert Kennedy told Dobrymin that in bus judgment
the musiles “would be gone™ within a short tine after the cnisis was over {Robert F Kennedy, “Thirteen Days, The Story About How
the World Almost Ended,” McCalf's, November 1968, 170,)
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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 1t not a fact that an mnfruding American plane could be easily taken for a nuclear
bomber, which might push us m a fateful step, all the more since the US Government
and Peglitagon long ago declared that you are maintaiming a continuous nuclear bomber
patrol?

In the main portion of this message, Khrushchev accepted Kennedy’s assurance

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 n Cuba to discontinue construction of sites, to

dismantle the weapons, and to return them to the Soviet Union. He was 2prcpare:d
. to accept a United Nations verification of the removal of the weapons.?

During the crisis, however, 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
UN 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. Based on aerial inspection, however, the Soviets lived up to their agreement
to remove the missiles and the I1-28 bombers from Cuba. They also dismantled and
destroyed the missile installations. In view of the Soviet actions, Kennedy
instructed Secretary McNamara on 20 November tolift the quarantine, and shortly
afterward the special alert activities of the armed forces were gradually reduced >
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.”>

But in the aftermath of Cuba, the United States took immediate steps to remove
its vulnerable IRBMs from Europe and to replace them with Polaris submarines.
According to Gen Curtis E. LeMay, the British had never been very enthusiastic
about the Thor missile as a weapon system, and they readily agreed to dispense

. with such missiles. The first Thor squadron was taken out of operation earlyin 1963
and the last was apparently dismantled in August 19633 Durmg the NATO
ministerial mesting in December 1962, McNamara discussed the removal of the
Jupiter missiles with the mimsters of defense of Italy and Turkey. Aside from the
vulnerability of the Jupiters, McNamara remarked: “It costs us roughly $1 miflion
per year per missue simply to maintain the missile in Turkey., , , and we see noneed
to continue that expenditure for such an ineffective weapon.”6 The Jupiters were
taken out of operation and dismantled by April 1963, and an equivalent number
of Polaris submarines was assigned to the supreme allied commander, Europe, to
replace the land-based missiles.?”
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Evaluations of the Cuban Missile Crisis

Efiorts to assess the meaning of the Cuban missile crisis and to determine its
lessons closely followed the successful resolution of the confrontation. President
Kennedy observed on 17 December 1962, “I think, looking back on Cuba, what is
of concern is the fact that both governments were so far out of contact, really.”
Extending his remarks, Kennedy snggested that World War I, World War II, and
the Korean War had been brought on by “misjudgments” 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.?® Although it was only a part of
the problem, Kennedy noted that slow diplomatic communications had hampered
the resolution of the Cuban crisis. He accordingly welcomed Soviet acceptance on
20 June 1963 of his proposal to establish a direct telecommunications link between
Washington and Moscow. “This age of fast-moving events, re%uires quick
dependable communications for use in time of emergency,” he said.* .

At the NATO Parliamentarians Conference in Paris early in November 1962,
Under Secretary of State Ball used the Cuban crisis to illustrate the requirement
for conventional military forces,

‘Why were we able to modulate and attune our responses so closely to the degree of our
need? Surely 1t was because we had the ability to deploy as required a very large vanety
of land, sea, and air forces m the fashion necessary to accomphsh the task at hand.
Because we had clear supenonty of conventional forces, we were never confronted with

the awful difemma of having to utiize major nuclear weapons or to retreat from our
objective 4

In another State Department assessment, Secretary Rusk emphasized that a major

lesson to be drawn from the missile crisis was a requirement for international arms
limitations.

Theye are many things which can and will, in due course, be said about the Cuban cnisis

One of them 15 that Cuba has provided a dramatic example of the deadly dangersof a

spiraling arms race It 15 not easy to see how far-reaching disarmament can occur .
Nevertheless, it 15 also obvious, as we have seen in recent weeks, that modern weapons

systems are themselves a source of high tension and that we must take an urgent and

carnest cffort to bring the arms race under control and to try to turn it downward if we

possibly can 4

In his public assessments of the lessons of the Cuban crisis, Secretary
McNamara usually prefaced his remarks with the conclusion that Premier
Khrushchev had been confronted and defeated.

I think that throughout the world today, both in the Communist bloc and in the
non-Commumst bloe there 1s & clear recogmtion that Khrushehev capitulated . . My
own strong personal behef 1s that we did not sucker for a play by Khrushchev, that he

hasbecn defeated, and that our position i the world today s far stronger as a result of
the action #
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On. another occasion, he remarked: “The Soviets suffered 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 miﬁtaﬁr pressure by this
country, It was one of the most serious defeats of this decade.”*

In assessing the reasons Khrushchev had capitulated in the Cuban crisis,
McNamara believed that

he backed down because we had both a nuclear supsrionity and a conventional
supenonty in that particular instance.,  If there was a single decisive factor, 1t was the
US deternunation te use force on the Cuban issue, if necessary The improvement in
our general purpose forces was an element which helped make that determumation
credible to the Soviets ¥

At the NATOQ ministerial meeting in December 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. Nuclear force was not
irrelevant but it was in the baclaground. Nonnuclear forces were our sword, our
nuclear forces were our shield.”* As has been seen, this same idea found its way
into the Xesnedy-MacMillan communiqué that closed the Nassau conference

Speaking for the Army, Maj Gen Earle G. Wheeler agreed “wholeheartedly” with
McNamnara’s conclusions.

In my opinion, the major lesson for the Army in the Cuban situation hies m the
demonstrated value of mamtaining ready Army forces at a ngh state of alert 1 order
to equip national security policy with the military power to make a direct confrontation
of Soviet power.

When asked about the role of the Sirategic Air Command in the Cuban crisis,
McNamara responded: “SAC’s principal role during the crisis was to help to lend
credibility to our determination to take whatever actions were necessary to achieve
the removal of Soviet offensive weapons from Cuba.”*” General Wheeler also
apparently agreed with this finding, Placing SAC on airborne alert “put the Soviets
on notice that we were serious, and it put them on notice we were ready to carry
through, prepared to carry through,” he said %

Even though Secretary McNamara was unwilling to draw “just one single lesson
from Cuba,” he nevertheless stated that the improvements made in
general-purpose forces during the first two years of the Kennedy administration
had been “an important determinant when the showdown came.”* But he stiil
found deficiencies in the general-purpose forces during the crisis. 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 lacked sufficient patrol craft and escort vessels. Therehad been shortages
in transport aircraft.
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We needed transport awrcraft, because of the nvasion that we were prepared for and
were ready toundertake, We were soshort of transportarrcraft that.. . I called up 14,000
citizens and put them 1nto the Air Force and brought 400 transport aircraft that were
obsol;:ée 110 active duty in order that they might be used to fly over Cuba 36 hours
Iater.

McNamara also disclosed that the Cuban crisis had revealed a shortage of Air
Force fighter aircraft,

Wewere ternbly short of fighter aurcraft. We moved them from all over the countrymto
the southeast area and we were still shott. . . . We needed atr defense for the southern
arca. We stripped air defense from other pats of the country to put down there5t

The Air Force agreed with McNamara's findings regarding the shortage of taciical
air capabilities. During the crisis the Air Force was compelled to cancel rotation .
of Tactical Air Command squadrons to NATO, and to draw upon supply stocks
as far away as the Philippines. In the process of laying down limited war
contingency supplies overseas, the Air Force had shorted itself in the zons of
intexior, As a result of the events in Cuba, the Air Force also began to emphasize
the need for the development of more modern tactical air reconnaissance systems,
especially systems that could pierce cloud cover and detect hostile activities by
sensing emitted or reflected energy.2

Although the Air Force agreed that the Cuban crisis had disclosed deficiencies
in tactical air capabilities, General LeMay was unwilling to accept many of the
other conclusions that were offered. To LeMay the Cuban missile ciisis
demonstrated that the Soviet Union would “take advantage of any technical
breakthrough or make any strategic move which they believed might swing the
balance of power in their favor without undue risk.”>3 In assessing why Khrushchev
had capitulated, LeMay asserted:

T am convineed that superior US strategic power, coupled with the obvious will and

ability to apply this power, was the major factor that forced the Sowets to back down .
Under the shelter of strategic power, which the Soviets did not dare challenge, the other

clements of military power were free to exercise their full potential >

LeMay believed that Khrushchev had gone into Cuba with the full knowledge that
he could not support conventional action m such a remote spot. “It was a matter
of bluff ther, whether we would stand up to this or not,” LeMay said. “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,”5

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. He argued in February 1963 that
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we had the conventional forces to go in and take care of the mussiles i Cuba or any
other conventional Russtan forces that were there Our strategic superionty gave usthe
option of whether we would go or not The choice was made that it was not necessary
to go because the Russians removed the mussiles *°

Recalling the often-repeated assertion that superior United States strategic power
had not prevented limited war in Korea, LeMay pointed out:

As far as strategic superionty not prevenhing imited wars, 1t did not prevent the hauted
war in Korea because we did not exercise it Iike we did 1in Cuba. In Korea we did not say
there will be no limited war We just said there will be no general war orwe will use our
nuclear weapons I think if we had said that there will be no hmited war or there will be
no war 1n Korea or we will use our nuclear weapons, there would not have been any.s'I

In February 1964, LeMay suggested additional thoughts on Korea, saying:

Korea, I think, was bronght on because we practically publicly stated we were gethng
out of Korea and were no longer interested Sothey came in and then they felt they were
doublecrossed because we then changed our minds and went into Korea and fought
under artificial restrictions with their having a sanctuary north of the Yalu, We fought
this with conventional weapons, TNT only, no nuclear weapons considered . . .
Furthermore, with artificial barners, we had to wait until the enemy came mnto Kozrea
before we could do anything about them We could not destroy the Chinese and the
North Korean strength at s souree, which was on the other side of the Yalu>®

In concluding his 1963 summary, LeMay had said: “It was not until the armistice
period at the end of the Korean War that we stated, if it ever started up again, then
we would use whatever weapons were necessary in places of our own choosing ”
In summary, LeMay concluded that the Korean War had resulted from the failure
of the United States to announce in advance a policy of employing strategic
superiority to prevent such a type of conflict. “Once a war starts and we are
attacked, as in the case of Korea, where we were in there fighting I think that conld
have been stopped by the threat of usmg nuclear weapons.”?

In a continuation of his discussion of the capability of strategic power to deter
limited war, LeMay suggested that President Eisenhower’s statement that ground
forces would not be relied upon to defend Berlin had deterred the Soviets from
action in 1958. LeMay described the Lebanon experience of 1958 as “another
classic example of what you can do if you have strategic superiority and then are
able to exploit any situation with your conventional force without interference.
Without nuclear and strategic superiority, I do not think we would have dared go
into Lebanon,” In the Cuban 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 future: “If you have the
power to stop a big war, certainly the same power ought to be capable of stopping
a small war.”60

In a summary of his views, General LeMay pointed out that the nation’s
investment in airpower “positively proved its worth in the . . . Cuban crisis”
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Manned systems had demonstrated an ability “to make swift and clearly
recognizable moves to evidence US resolve in the face of provocation.” Although
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 SAC’s airborne alert had provided visible evidence of the national resolution
and determination to prevail in Cuba. “Admittedly I suffer from some bias,”
LeMay observed, “but I believe the investment in airpower is the best dollar value
onthe market today.” ToLeMay the Cuban operation “once more proved the value
of military airpower, designed and operated by dedicated professionals who are
experienced in operating airpower as an entity.”61

Politico-Military Effects of the Cuban Crisis

In the United States and also in the Soviet Union the enormity of the possibilitics .

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, Premier 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 nof be here tonight, and there might not have been elections in the
United States,”? Speaking of the Cuban confrontation Secretary Rusk regarded
it important to remember

that something new 1n lustory happened .. and that s that auelear powers had to look
actually and operationally at what nuclear exchange could meant and . this was an
experience that those who carned responsibility on all sides recognized that one does
not go through as a weekend avocation.®?

One of the most important results of the Cuban crisis was the emphasis given
at the top level of United States leadership to a need for ever closer political and
military relationships in the determination of national strategy. Shortly after he had
assumed office, President Kennedy bad told the Joint Chiefs of Staff that he
expected them to take both military and political factors into consideration in .
solving their problems.® This instruction required a reorientation of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff since under the Eisenhower administration they had regarded
themselves as the military advisers to the president and had attempted to advise
him based upon military factors that Adm Arleigh Burke had desctibed as a
“minimum of economic and political factors.”® 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 primaryimportance to the military considerations affecting the problems.
In other words, the Joint Chiefs undertook to weigh the political aspecis of
problems in the same manner that the State Department could not avoid
considering the military aspects of problems although State was primarily
concerned with the political aspect.5® After Cuba, however, Secretary McNamara
observed: “To the best of my knowledge there has never been since World War II
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a closer relationship between the State Department [and] the Defense Department
at all echelons than exists today.”®’ McNamara reasoned that strategy must be
made by the State Department and the Defense Department working in close
association and must represent a proper appreciation of the national objectives of
the United States, the nature of the hostile challenge, and the real and potential
capabilities of military forces.5

Strategic Debates of 1963

Since he conceived that national strategic policies had a direct impact upon the
congressional constitutional mandate to raise and maintain military forces,
Secretary McNamara attempted, beginning 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 led the drive to subvert Southeast Asia and had launched
overt military aggression against India. McNamara concluded, “All these crises or
probing actions are simply the more obvious 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 a
“have” nation with a great deal to lose in a nuclear war—material wealth as well
as human life, The Red Chinese, on the other hand, were economically
impoverished, held human hfe in little value, and appeared more 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
irrﬁpara’t)ly.”69

When he again assessed the Communist menace for the benefit of Congress

. carly in 1964, Secretary McNamara mamtained that the basic trends he had
anticipated early in the preceding year had materialized. He said, “Indeed 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 our relations with the
Soviet Union are easing,” He believed that the substantial increase in the military
strength of the United States, its demonstrated willingness to use force in defense
of its vital interests, and its continning efforts to assist free nations, together with
economic difficulties and agricultural failures within the Communist nations, had
caused the Soviet Union and Communist China to abstain from military
provocations during 1963, Although the Communists had changed their tactics,
McNamara nevertheless warned that their objectives had not changed.
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Idonotbelieve we can reasonably assume that these manifestations of a change i policy
reflecta change i the uliimate objective of the Soviet leadersiup, which is to extend the
sway of communism over the rest of the world. .. Expansionism 1sso deeplyengramed
n Communist doctrine that 1t would be nawve forus to expectany Communistleadership
to repudiate it.70

Early in 1963 Secretary McNamara asserted 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 McNamara 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 continning 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 held the option to produce
ICBMs in sufficient numbers to support a counterforce strategy, or they could .
procure only enough of the missiles to destroy population centers. Since
inteligence indicated the USSR would have far fewer intercontinental missiles
than the 1,600 land-based missiles the United States would possess by 1 July 1965,
McNamara could only conclude that the Soviet strategy was what Khrushchey said
it was—"a strategy directed primarily against our cities and our urban society,"™

Nothing occurred during 1963 to make 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. Whereas McNamara had earlier concluded that NATO possessed
ground forces equivalent to those of the Sowiets, 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 pumbers, but the fact that
the “NATO forces are not located, in certain cases, as effectively as the Soviet bloc
forces, and can’t be reinforced as quickly as the Soviet bloc forces.”™ McNamara
now considered Red China as the most aggressive Communist nation and “a threat
to the security of the Asian land mass.” He assumed there was a “very substantial” .
possibility that China could become a “military threat” to the United States, but
that such eventuality was “years away” in the normal sense of the term.”

In speaking about nuclear war in an interview g)ublished in December 1962,
McNamara referred to a “balance of terror.”’® In his prepared statement
presented to congressional committees in January 1963, he stated:

More armaments, whether offensive or defensive, cannot solve this dilemma We are
approaching an era when 1t will become mereasingly improbable that either side could
destroy a suffierently large portion of the other's stratepic nuclear force, either by
surpnisc or otherwise, to preclude a devastating retaliatory blow 77

Although the United States would continue to invest large sums of money in
research and development in the fields of air-sea warfare and antiballistic missile
defense, McNamara reported that the “best minds and best brains” in the
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Department of Defense and in the scientific community had assured him that
neither the United States nor the Soviet Union would score abreakthrough in these
areas in the next several years.”s “I don’t believe that either the Soviets or we could
take action to so protect our population that a nuclear strike would result in a low
level of fatalities,” he summarized,” Under such circumstances, McNamara urged
that the United States could not “win a nuclear war, a strategic miclear war in the
normal meaning of the word ‘win’.” Even if the United States did “win” over the
Soviets, McNamara visualized, “we would win in the sense that their way of life
would change more 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 States would sustain such
severe damage “that our way of life would change, and change in an undesirable
direction. Therefore, I would say that we had not won.”50

Even though the transcendence of nuclear missile offense over defense ruled
out the utility of military force in terms of the old Clausewitzian theory that war
was the continuation of state policy by different means, Secretary McNamara
nevertheless maintained that the United States, in any reasonable sense of the
word, was “winning” because its “program to win was broader than the application
of strategic military forces.”8! Speaking of the overall objectives of the United
States, McNamara said:

Thebasic objective 1stc  protect our natronal security and our vital interests .. To
be more explicit, 1t 18 to prevent, in assoctation with other Government policies, the
advancement of communism to the control of areas not now eontrolled by it. ... The
long-range objectve 15 the spread of freedom throughout the world.®

Still on the relationship of mulitary force to the national objectives, McNamara
observed:

As to our objectve, I think 1t 18 to advance the cause of freedom throughout the
world and to do this 1n a way that protects our own national secunty, which means we
arenot to destroyourNation in the process of attempting to advance freedom elsewhere
mtheworld  Idonot believe we should embark on a course that s almost certan to
destroagour Nationwhen 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
development of military forces or the application of military forces,” but he thought
that

1t 1s quite clear that we asa nation  have standards of values, standards of behavior,
econome power, and a record of accomplishment such that, given the opportunity to
exist 1n & peaceful world, the advancement of our forms of society 1s almost certan to
occur over a long peniod of time,

89

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

_—

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

Because of his belief that 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 detail®® In the strategic retaliatory program package,
McNamara proposed to continue to keep half of the 650 bomber force on a
15-minute ground alert and to retain a capability for flying one-eighth of the force
on air alert for one year. He further proposed to phase out gradually two wings of
B-58 bombers, to complete the three-aircraft B-70 program atf a cost of $1.3 billion,
and to expend an additional $50 million of the extra $190 million voted by Congress
for the development 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. All6 squadrons
of Titan I missiles, aggregating 54 missiles, were in place, and 6 additional
squadrons of improved Titan ITs (54 missiles) were expected to be operational by .
December 1963, The fiscal year 1964 budget included funds for 150 Minuteman IT
missiles, raising the total force of Minuteman to 950. It also funded the completion
of the 41-boat Polaris submarine force, which would have a total of 656 missiles.

In the continental air and missile defense forces package, the fiscal year 1964
national defense budget planned to install a semiautomatic backup intercept
control system to supplement semiautomatic ground environment system (SAGE),
to keep existing all-weather fighter, Bomarc, and Nike Hercules units operating,
and to reserve decisions about the modernization of the weapon systems, The
major defense problem was to develop systems effective against infercontinental
and submarine-launched ballistic missiles. Tests had shown that the Nike Zeus
would not be effective against a sophisticated threat in the late 1960s; accordingly,
over $450 million was included in the fiscal year 1964 budget to imitiate
development of an improved Nike X and to continue tests with the Nike Zeus. The
budget also provided increased developmental funds for systems that would
provide possible defense against submarine-launched missiles.3’

In the general-purpose forces package, the fiscal year 1964 budget recognized
that the Army had reached its proposed five-year strength, but it would be allowed .
to expand its active strength to 975,000, thus adding 15,000 men and permitting the
testing of an airmobility 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 equipped by
increased procurement of F-4C fighters, The tactical reconnaissance forces would
be expanded and would be equipped with RF-4Cs, In the airlift and sealift forces
category the budget proposed to acquire several additional squadrons of C-130E
aircraft and to phase out the old C-124s. Substantial funds also were committed to
purchase new C-141s. Originally scheduled to be phased out in fiscal year 1964,
the C-123 assault transport had proved useful in support of counterinsurgency
operagigns in Vietnam and would be continued in the force program for the time
being.
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In presenting the fiscal year 1964 budget request, Secretary McNamara pointed
out that $7.3 billion in total obligational authonty was committed to strategic
retaliatoryforces, $2 billionto continental air and missile defense forces, $19billion
to general-purpose forces, and $1.4 billion to airlift and sealift forces. Looking
backward at the trend in obligational authority in the Kennedy years, the amounts
committed to strategic retaliatory forces had declined each year, the funds for the
continental air and missile defense forces had held steady, and the funding for

general purpose and airlift and sealift forces had increased sharply.® In explaining
the force levels, Secretary McNamara pointedly refused to be “tied down to any
rigid doctrine about when and how the different types of forces should be
employed.” He preferred to say that the primary objective of DOD was national
security —not economy— and that he saw no reason the nation could not continue
indefinitely the larger levels of military spending of the Kennedy administration.
Having determined force levels he meant to procure and operate those forces at
the lowest possible cost.”! During discussions in the spring of 1963, however,
McNamara revealed his perspectives on defense requirements. Wrote William W,
Kaufmann, “he wanted 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.”2 In essence, the Kennedy administration, confronted by
the dilemma of “humiliation or holocaust,” wanted to increase its options, hoping
that nuclear weapons might not have to be used.

Air Force Questions about the McNamara Strategy

Implications —some real and some imagined — of the emerging defense policy
of the Kennedy-McNamara administration gravely concerned anumber of defense
commentators and the leaders of the Air Force. In January 1963 Joha F.
Loosbrock, editor of .4 Force/Space Digest, charged.

The doctrme of nuclear deterrence is being replaced by a doctrine of nuclear stalemate.
The strategic umbrella, under shelter of which major Soviet aggression has been
deterred or repulsed at many times and in many places since the end of World Warll,
15 beang replaced by a strategie celling —nigid, immovable, and possibly brttle %

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 shelter NATO against Soviet aggression, He suggested that lack of faith in the
US nuclear deterrent was causing President Charles de Gaulle to build an
independent French nuclear deterrent. “Today,” Loosbrock wrote, “the argument
over conventional vs. nuclear weapons may prove to be the reef on which NATO
founders,*%*

Durmng the late 1950s Gen James M. Gavin had maintained a keen interest in
preparedness for limited warfare, and President Kennedy had named him United
States ambassador to France, Despite his interest in limited war, Gavin had been
careful to point out in hig writmg that “a limited-war theory is only valid when one
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has a massive strategic strike capability, and it is only within the framework of a
significant strategic capability that one may indulge in the solution of problems
involving lesser force.” After reading Loosbrock’s analysis, Gavin wrote that he
was “just about in complete agreement” with it. Gavin agreed with the assertion
that there was no “absolute” weapon system, and he suggested that an alert enemy
might achieve technological surprise in such areas as antisubmarine warfare,
ballistic missile defense, space, or biological and chemical warfare.95

In justifying his action relative to the RS-70 and Skybolt, Secretary McNamara
cited considerations of cost effectiveness of manned systems as compared with
intercontinental missiles 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 deterrent than were aircraft,
While attending an international conferencs of scientists held in Moscow from 27
November to 5 December 1960, Dr Jerome B. Wiesner, who would become .
presidential scientific adviser, and Walt W, Rostow, who would head the State
Department’s Policy Planning Council, found high-ranking Soviet delegates
gravely concerned with the prospect that an accident might provoke an unwanted
nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union. Such an accident
might occur because of misjudgments of radar warning, a frustrated major power’s
escalation of a small war, or 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, 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 thatthe development of highlysecure deterrent
forces by both sides—desirably as small as feasible, since larger forces increased
the dangers of accidental war—would relieve much of the incentive for an
unlimited atms 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 invited to discuss security matters with Soviet Deputy
Foreign Minister Vasilyevich Kuznetsov, who expressed apprehension that amajor .

US 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 manned bombers as viewed
from the new calculus of stable deterrence:

Because of the vulnerability to missile attack of bomber bases and because air defense
systerns make the effectiveness of manned bombers somewhat uncertamn, they may not
be an aftractive component of a stable deterrent system. It 1s hard to visualize building
a bomb?; foree as secure from attack as mussile forces can become (unless if is kept in
the air)

In the United States during 1961 and 1962 more than 300 books and articles
were published on arms control, and many of the arms control advocates described
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; manned strategic weapon systems as first-strike, destabilizing weapons. Writing of
| the Soviets, 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, Gen Dale O. Smith, special assistant for arms control to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, suggested that the arms control rationale might have been
responsible for the curtailment of the B-70 and the Air Force space programs.
Smith opposed the arms control argument that bombers are first-strike surprise
weapons rather than second-strike retaliatory weapons. “Wars, do not occur like
magic or from a whim. There must be some sort of strategic buildup, and many
bombers would be launched when war seems probable,” he wrote. Launched on
the basis of reliable warning and held on air alert, bombers would be “well-nigh
invulnerable.” 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 presentations to congressional committees 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 invention to operationat inventory.’®
LeMay was willing to concede that a condition which conld be described as “mutnal
deterrence” could conceptually exist for a short period of time, but the status of
I 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.”
LeMay thought accepting mutual deterrence would “inevitably lead to defeat. In
. other words, if we stop trying, we certainly are not going to succeed in defending

ourselves,” 10

Secretary Eugene M. 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.l%! Speaking more openly than either Zuckert or LeMay,
Gen Thomas $. Power described the United States as being in an arms race with
the Soviet Union.

We are running at a certam speed and he 15 runmng at a cerfain speed If we slow our
pace down or stop, 1t is obvious that he 15 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, And the
name of the game 1s to stay ahead of him 12

Power continued his remarks in another off-the-cuff summation:
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I just fecl that the surest way to prevent war —and that s my goal, and I feelvery strongly
about it—1s to have overwhelming strength so that 1t is ridiculous for anybody to even
think of attacking the United States. Thatiswhat 1t as been n the past, and that 1swhat
itistoday ... Xthink our science, our economy, and everything else can help us win this
race ...Butit takes the wall to do 1t 103

In a summary of his general position, General L.eMay believed that the United
States faced an enemy that would take advantage of any real or apparent techrical
development. In this situation, LeMay thought:

There are certain precautions we can take. .  We must retam our flexibility of action
m the event of an cnemy technologeal breakthrough . . . by explonng every feasible
weapon gystem . . We must also continue this exploration because we cannot accept
the premuse that since there 15 no known counter to a particular threat there 1s nothing
we can do If we accept this premuse . . . we invite the Soviets to wgorously probe our
determmation to resist .

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 to remain secure. He pointed out that since World
War I, the United States had allowed “the Russians to catch up in some fields and
perhaps even surpass us in some.”*% 1eMay was unwilling to

accept the prmeiple that it now appears impossible to build enough weapons .. . or the
land of weapons that could knock out every single one of the Russianweapons. .. This
15 an idealistic goal, and I doubt that it can ever be achieved. But that 1s no reason for
notizyingtoachieveit Atleast,let usgetas close tortas we can, soif'warshould descend
upon vs, we will be 1n the best possible position, 1%

As the final comment preliminary to a discussion of exact Air Force
requirementsin his congressional presentations, LeMaystated the capabilities that
a deterrent force had to possess to be credible to an enemy. These were:

Furst, a capability to acquire that information necessary to attack effectively selected .
clements of enemy strength. For this, we rely on reconnaissance and comprehensive
mteiligence efforts,

Secondly, a capabihity to survive, For this, we rely on diversity, numbers, hardemung,
dispersal, ground and airborne alerts, early warming systems, and constant training.

Third, rapid response to an order to execute oparationat plans For this, we rely on
a fugh state of alert; and rapid, dependable, and survivable command and control

Fourth, immedtate response in full strength or with selectivity under continuous
control Alert manned aircraft and nussile forces provide this capability.

Fifth, sustaned effectiveness 1n portions of the force which may be wathheld from
initial attacks as uncommitted reserve, or for confingencies. Missiles which are
dispersed, hardened, and mobile and manned systems which are dispersible on the
ground and m the air —as well as recoverable and reusable —give these capabulities

Sixth, the ability 1 a portion of our forces to make swift and clearly recognizable
moves to evidence US resolve i the face of provocation, Manned systems provide this
capability 107
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Following this statement of capabilities, LeMay described several other
characteristics of a deterrent force:

To mamtuint an effective deterrent, the posture of the strategie foree must be
updated continuously. At the same time, we must have the capability to meet
requirements for conflicts of lesser magmitude than general war In this portion of the
conflict spectrum, mitlitary force 1s required for show of force, counter-insurgency and
conventional war Asthese needsare met, we broaden the available options of response
so that escalation uvp to the most serious threat—general war—is but one of many
options, and one which we, not the enemy, must control.

Development and mamntenance of the “many option® strategy requires forces to
support the options In acquiring these forces, we must maintain a credible general war
force so that lesser options may be exercised under the protectzon of this general war
deterrent. It 15 the general war strength of awceraft and mssile forces which place an
upper limst on the risks an aggressor 15 willing to take, and which deter escalationnto

. all-out conflict.®

When they explained Air Force budgetary requests for fiscal year 1964,
Secretary Zuckert and General LeMay disclosed to congressional committees that
the Air Force had submitted requests of $25,521.9 million to DOD, had sustained
an initial downward adjustment of $4,989.7 million, and had subsequently received
a restoration of $119.1 million, making a total recommended Air Force program
of $20,651.3 million. In response to Air Force reclama, President 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 threat did not justify initiation of a $3-to-$5 billion program. He was also
doubtful about the effectiveness of such an interceptor and wanted additional time

. to study aircraft that seemed likely prospects for the function, Believing that the
tactical fighter force ought to be expanded from 21 to 25 wings and rapidly
modernized, the Air Force had asked for a second production source for
F-4C/RF-4C arrcraft. Even though McNamara had conceded that 25 tactical
fighter wings might be required in the late 1960s, he wished to postpone the
decision because his cost-effectivencss 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 si églv:: F-4C/RF-4C production source
could obwiate the need for a second source.’°

At the same time that he was concerned about the fact that the last manned
mterceptor for the Air Defense Command had been delivered in March 1961 and
about the indefimte response to the requirement for a long-range interceptor,
General LeMay was even more disturbed about deficiencies in projected strategic
forces.!1? In brief, LeMay reported that he had “asked for more missiles by far
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than the secretary of defense has seen fit to give me.” He also noted: “I want the
best manned system I can get. . . . I want the RS-70 very badly. . ., When something
faster comes along I want it.”! LeMay thought that one of his basic differences
with Secretary McNamara was on the size of an effective strategic deterrent force.
LeMay said, “He thinks it can be done with something less than I think it can be
done.” When he viewed strategicsuperiority over the Soviet enemy, LeMay wanted
“sufficient military power to knock out all of the targets that we know he has, or all
the weapons that we know he has, and. . . a little cushion to take care of some that
we might ot know he had.*!1? 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 that will
cover anything you can think of,” he said, “becanse I don’t believe you can forecast
how the next war is going to start and what conditions are going to be.*!%? He
continued, “I firmly believe that it is the duty of all of us who have responsibility .
for defending the United States to take whatever measures maybe nccessa?mnder
the circumstances, to do the best possible job of defending the country.”14
General LeMay recognized that once the United States was committed to war,
there were manytasks that conld be performed better by missiles than by amanned
weapon system, but Air Force war gaming had demonstrated to him that “the most
efficient campaign can be fought with a mixture of the two, so you can use the strong
points of each of the weapon systems and get a net result greater than the sum of
each one of them if you use them separately.”!’> In arguing for an advanced
manned strategic weapon system in the spring of 1963, LeMay emphasized the
value of such a system for show of force, as a safeguard against the uncertain
reliability and unexplored vulnerability of missiles, and as insurance against the
possibility that the Soviets might 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 Unifed States.
“If we don’t diversify and don’t force them to spend those resources on defense, .

then they would probably put a substantial portion of them on offensive weapon
systems that would be an additional danger to us,” he said,}1%

In his discussions of a manned strategic weapon system, LeMay expressed
confidence that with proper tactics and proper penctration aids attack aircraft
would be able to reach their assigned targets. He said, “T do not think, 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 —1 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 of taking a portion of the penetrating foree and putting it
on the defense system and destroying it 50 you can go m without opposition. We have
the weapons to do this And we plan on domng it, I sometimes think that we have given
the defense system too much credit. And we are taking too great a percentage of our
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force and putting it on this task. But there 15 no doubt i my mund that proper
tactics—proper execution of the mussion—will produce the results we are locking
for. . .fﬂEcpenence, 1 think, 15 more important than some of the assumptions that you
make,

The Air Force was positively committed to the urgent need to develop and
maintain a mixed strategic force, to include both missiles and a manned
reconnaissance strike capabitity, but there was beginning to be less agreement on
what the follow-on manned aircraft 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 “even if we get a
favorable decision . . . you cannot buy back that time.”118 Established in 1962 in
response to Secretary McNamara’s request for a ook at alternate possibilities to

. the RS-70, the Air Force Manned Aircraft Systems Steering Group headed by Lt
Gen James Ferpuson, the Air Force deputy chief of staff for research and
development, examined the prospects for the development of three different types
of aircraft that could be had without straining the state of the art and would be a
replacement for the old B-52s. Because it was especially interesting to McNamara,
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 wonld have long
endurance and would keep well outside enemy defenses and lannch missiles into
target areas. Although it would not have reconmaissance-strike capabilities, the
long-endurance plane might additionally serve as an airborne weapon system for
air defense, as a very large transport, or as a tactical command and control vehicle
that could be used by tactical air units in advanced areas.!’® The second prospect
was to develop a low-altitnde manned penetration (LAMP) aircraft which would
enter defended areas at high speed and at low altitudes, where hostile defenses
would be ineffective, The third potential candidate was aMach 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 developments and
would probably be only half the size of the RS-70.12

Although 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 years before any of the alternate systems, The Ferguson group accordingly
did not begin detailed studies of the advanced manned strategic system until April
1963.121 Noting that he might well have a “parochial viewpoint” as commander of
SAC, General Power informed the House Committee on Armed Services in May
1963 that some arrangements positively ought to be made to keep SAC’s future
strength high, He favored the maintenance of a proper ratio that would weight
proven aircraft against unproven missiles. 122 Power wanted the RS-70, but if it was
not to be, he was willing to accept “the premise that anything is better than
nothing.” Thus he indicated in August 1963 that he would be willing to get more
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B-52s if production lines could be rebuilt, and he seriously recommended
procurement of additional B-58s to serve as interim bombers until a follow-on
aircraft could be developed. Speaking of the need for an advanced manmed
strategic weapon system, Power called for rapid decisions: “I think time is a matter
of great urgency. I would say that this fall or before tbirisyear is over they should
make up our minds, because we have waited too long,”L

Rebuttal to Air Force Questions

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
tosway either President Kennedy or the Department of Defense, On 17 December
1962 Kennedy afready had stated: “There is just a limit to how much we need, as .
well as how much we can afford to have asuccessful deterrent. ... T would saywhen
we start to talk about the me%atonnage we could bring into a nuclear war, we are
talking about annihilation.”1%* In an address to the American people on 26 July
1963, he noted: “A full-scale nuclear exchange, lasting less than 60 minutes, with
weapons now in existence, could wipe out more than 300 million Americans,
Europeans, and Russians, as well as untold numbers elsewhere.”!® In remarks to
a press conference in January 1963, President Kennedy was willing to agree that
there might “be a good many strugeles in 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 visnalized a utility of
manned bombers in what be described as “more limited war, 326

Almostinrebuttal to Air Force positions offered in the strategic debates of 1963,
secretaries Rusk and McNamara presented a concept of strategic asrospace power
as being essential but much less versatile throughout a spectrum of conflict than
Air Force leaders conceived. Stated Rusk, “I believe that the United States raust
maintain in its own security interests a very large over-all nuclear superiority with
respect to the Soviet Union.” But he immediately added: “This involves primarily .
the capacity to demonstrate that regardless of who strikes first, the United States
will be in a position effectively to destroy an aggressor.”1?7 Secrotary McNamara
wanted a strategicnuclear force large enough and secure enough to give the United
States an option to attack hostile forces rather than enemy cities, but he pleced
himself on the record in agreement with the president’s statements that the United
States had almost reached the poiat in the strategic level where “enough is
enough.” McNamara said, “I am not a believer in unlimited arms spending, not in
the ‘more the better’ school of thinking 7323 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:
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Thus a “damage hmiting” strategy appears to be the most pracheal and effectrve course
for us to follow Such a strategy requires a force considerably larger than would be
needed for a lumited “citics only” strategy Whule there are still some differences of
judgment on just how large such a force should be there 15 general agreement that 1t
should be large enough to ensure the destruction, singly or in combination, of the Soviet
Union, Communist China, and the Communist satellites as national soeieties, under the
worst possible circumstances of war outbreak that can reasonably be postulated, and,
1 addition, to destroy their warmaking cajggbmtyso aste limut, to the extent practicable,
damage to this country and to our allies

‘When closely questioned by members of the House and Senate Armed Services
Committees early in 1963, Secretary McNamara revealed little patience with many
of the charges that had been made against the “McNamara strategy,” His program
provided for maintaining nuclear superiority, including the capability to destroy

. any aggressor. Speaking with some heat, he described journalists’ charges that a
nuclear deterrent strategy required manned bombers and that a nuclear stalemate
strategy was predicated upon missiles as “irresponsible” and “irrational” and
retorted that it was “a disgrace that the American public was being fed this type of
material.”!*® He did not agree that the situation which he described as “mutual
deterrence” comprised a “nuclear stalemate.” Quite the contrary, he considered
that the United States would emphasize research and development to ensure that
it maintained a full deterrent capability and superiority in numbers and
effectiveness of weapons.l*! He did not agree that nuclear superiority could be a
“universal deterrent” against Soviet aggression; nuclear superiority, for example,
had not prevented the Korean conflict *2 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 in many cases an inferior power acting in desperation has
escalated the conflict,” he said. 133

Even though McNamara was in favor of maintaining “a mix of strategic
systems,” he did not necessarily believe that such a force would include a mix of

. missiles and gravity bombers. A future strategic-system mix could well include
surface-based and air-launched misside systems. He added, “As a matter of fact, 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.”1% McNamara answered fears that missiles might not be
reliable:

If the missiles do not come through, we will presume for the minute that the Sowiets
have the same problems we do, and m that sense we will not be at any competitive
disadvantage. At any rate, 1t would be impossible for the Umited States to continue to
rely vpon free-fall strategic bombing since by the end of the 1960s Soviet air defense
would make 1t nearly impossible for an aircraft to penetrate mto the Soviet Umion and
launch its weapons over a target.’
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In the final analysis, the manned strategic weapon system that McNamara could
visualize for the 1970s 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,”136

Vicissitudes of a Strategic Bomber Program

Sympathetic fo the Air Force statement of requirements for amanned strategic
weapon system, Chairman Carl Vinson and the House Armed Services Committee
in February 1963 added $363.7 million to the fiscal year 1964 defense budget, tobe
used solely for research, development, and test of the RS-70. After additional
hearings, the Senate Armed Services Committee concurred in the increased
appropriation.®” Even though these powerful congressional committees endorsed .
the requirement for manned weapons, various technological factors began to work
against the manned systems and in favor of missiles,

Funded from prior year appropriations, substantial numbers of intercontinental
missiles became operational in the winter of 1962-63 and the missile progiams
progressed rapidly throughout 1963. The six-squadron Titan I missile force became
operational in September 1962, and the eatire 13-squadron Atlas force was
operational by December 1962, Despite a worrisome technical problem, the
six-squadron Titan Il force would be operational on 27 December 1963.13 By carly
1963 a Minuteman missile silo was being completed almost every day. At
Malmstrom AFB, Montana, the 3 squadrons of the 341st Strategic Missile Wing,
each with 50 Minuteman missiles, became operational in February, May, and July
1963. At Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota, the 44th Strategic Missile Wing began to
occupy its silos: its first Minuteman squadron would become operational in
September and its second and third squadron in October 1963, The 455th Strategic
Missile Wing at Minot AFB, North Dakota, would have its first Minuteman
squadron in operation in January 1964, and its other two squadrons were expected
to be operational shortly thereafter.1®® By the winter of 1963-64 construction of a .
base for the 351st Strategic Missile Wing would be nearly complete at Whiteman
AFB, Missouri, and the Air Force expected to have a total of 4 wings of Minuteman
missiles with 600 of the three-stage, solid propellant ICBM:s in place by 30 June
1964.10 The Air Force would locate the 90th Strategic Missile Wing with 4
Minuteman squadrons (200 missiles) at Francis E. Warren AFB, Wyoming, where
acontractfor necessary construction had been awarded in October 1962 and where
the base would be nearing completion by early 1964.141 To accommodate the
additional 150 Minuteman I¥ missiles authorized for procurement in fiscal year
1962, the Air Force would commence construction of a sixth Minuteman wing hase
at Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota, in the spring of 1964.1%2

In the same months that Titan, Atlas, and Minuteman missiles were coming into
the Air Force operating inventory, the development of the B-70 eacountered 2
maze of difficulties. In October 1962 the North American Aviation Company
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experienced a technical problem having to do with the welding of the plane’s
stainless steel honeycomb wings (which were hollow inside for use as fuel tanks)
to the stainless steel fuselage. The best weld that could be made developed small
pin holes, which allowed fuel to escape. Althongh a small amount of escaping fuel
would not have been a problem in a subsonic aircraft, the wings of the Mach-3
XB-70 would heat to 600 degrees in flight and any escaping fuel would be
hazardous. Some new synthetic fuel-tank sealant would have to be developed that
could withstand very high temperatures. The North American Aviation Company
promptly contacted sealant manufacturers in the United States and Europe, but
none of these companies wanted to undertake an expensive developmental
program when only three aircraft were involved. As a result of these delays, the
XB-T0A could not meet its initial flight schedule in December 1962, and each
month’s delay added to the production overrun costs.3 On 24 April 1963

. Secretary McNamara wrote Chairman Carl Vinson that the additional funds
authorized by the House and Senate Armed Services Committees for the RS-70
would not be needed, and in a rare revolt against Vinson’s leadership the House
of Representatives refused to vote additional funds for the RS-70 when it passed
the defense appropriation measure in late June 1963. In the Senate, committee
chairman Richard Russell told his colleagues that it would be a “serious mistake”
to forsake manned strategic aircraft and rely upon unproven missiles, but in
September 1963 the Senate went along with the House’s decision not to vote any
additional money for an RS-70 weapon system. 1%

Under existing directives the Air Force continned to be responsible for the
development and flight-testing of three prototype B-70 aircraft at a cost of not more
than $1.5 billion (nearly all of which had already been expended), but General
LeMay observed that up and down financing and fluctuating interest had killed
the B-70 program. He said, “I feel the B-70 program is dead.”'* Production
overrun costs mounted when the North American Aviation Company, with
assistance from Air Force laboratoties, developed a new fuel-tank sealant; but as
funds ran short the third plane in the program, which would have had a bombing

. and navigation system, had tobe canceled on 7 March 1964 when work was limited
to two XB-70As, The sealant problem was solved in February, and the prototype
XB-70 would make its maiden flight on 21 September 1964, but by this time weapon
system development for the plane was no longer appropriate.’*® Looking
backward at the B-70 program during his tenure as director of defense research
and engineering, Dr Harold Brown observed that the designers had pressed the
state of the art too much and had rua into bad luck.

Smee [ have been here, and I think since before I came, the Department of Defense has
taken the attitude that until the technology 1s developed you shouldn't go mto a big
system wath all the expense that that entails unless you can show an overnding need,
unlessyou can show that the security of the country depends in a real way on having that
system 197
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Arms Control and Limited Nuelear Test Ban

In much the same manner that the Cuban missile crisis affected the military
strategy and force composition of the United States, the nuclear confrontation
about Cuba had—in the words of Secretary Rusk—*“a very real bearing” on the
consummation of a limited nuclear test ban treatybetween the United States, Great
Britain, and the Soviet Union during the summer of 1963.1¢ Specific negotiations
onanuclear test ban treaty can be traced directly to 4 April 1958, when the Soviets
completed a series of nuclear tests of unprecedented intensity and proposed that
the United States and the Soviet Union immediately suspend nuclear testing, After
the United States and the United Kingdom concluded scheduled test programs
during the summer of 1958, 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
Iead and also suspended testing¥? According to Gen Nathan F, 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 that from a military point of view continual testing was
required.? For one thing, the Air Force had commenced its missile hardening
program late in 1957, and there had been no time to test the effect of a nuclear
explosion atop a missile silo before the moratorium went into effect. Even though
the Air Force used hardness criteria extrapolated by scientific advisers in the
design of its hardened missile sites, it was unable to test the ability of an installation
to withstand the earth shock and electromagnetic pulse of an atomic burst.}5?
Although the Atomic Energy Commission attempted to maintain laboratories and
a readiness-to-test capability during the moratorium, this capability declined
materially since the standby program proved unable to retain compotent
scientists.152 Symming up the situation, General Twining remarked: “We all but
allowed our testing capability to go to seed.”™3

To provide a military capability in support of the lagging disarmament
negotiations at Geneva, the Joint Chiefs of Staff established a special assistant for .
arms control outside the Joint Staffin December 1959.154 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. The Soviets demonstrated very
sophisticated nuclear weapon technology, made very complex high-altitude-effects
tests, and detonated one 58-megaton. weapon. The nuclear test series begun by the
United States on 25 April 1962 and concluded on 4 November 1962 was mostly
limited to low-yield devices, and the testing was greatly inhibited by efforts made
to minimize fallout.!>

To get an understanding of nuclear test ban proposals, General LeMay asked
General Twining to return from retirement in December 1961 to head a study
group to consider the military effect of a test ban. This group filed its first report
on 5 January 1962 and updated the report on 4 March 1963, “A test ban would
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involve greater risks to the national security than pexhaps have been realized,” the
committee warned.'56 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 technology, in weapons effects
knowledge derived from high-yield nuclear explosions, in the field of yield/weight
ratios of high-yield devices, and in the antiballistic-missile field. The Soviet Union
was judged to be about even with the United States in intermediate-range weapons
technology and to be behind in low-yield weapons, In the field of tactical nuclear
weapons, particularly in very low-yield weapons, the United States appeared to be
ahead in the quality and diversity of systems, although the superiority in quality
was open to question since the Soviets could have conducted very low-yield tests
that would have remained unknown to the United States.17
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 to the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva to ban
nuclear tests in the atmosphere, outer space, and underwater, In February 1963
Secretary McNamara announced support for a nuclear test ban treaty that would
maintain what he described as “our favorable differential balance of power.” Asa
nation,

I personally believe we will be far less secure 15 years from now or 10years from now if
nations not now possessing mndependent nuclear arms do then possess them, One of the
major objectrves of the test ban 1n my ?Flmon should be to deter the further
proliferation of independent nuclear forces 18

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 ensure the highest feasible probability of
discovering treaty violations; that testieg which could not be detected by the control
system should not be prohibited by the treaty; and that withdrawal procedures
should be simple.'>> General LeMay agreed with the JCS criteria and he also
. wanted to conduct some additional tests before a test ban went into effect. He
specifically suggested that the United States detonate an antimissile warhead in
the vicinity of a live missile warhead to determine the kill radius of an explosion
and detonate a nuclear warhead over an actual Minuteman missile silo to
determine the effects of such an explosion on the missile emplacement. 160
In a speech at the American University on 10 June 1963, President Kennedy
maintained that a treaty to outlaw nuclear tests “would place the nuclear powers
in a position to deal more effectively with one of the greatest hazards which man
faces in 1963 —the further spread of nuclear arms,” President Kennedy revealed
that he, Premier Khrushchev, and British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan had
agreed to make a fresh start on test ban negotiations and to transfer the discussions
from Geneva to Moscow.16! Renewed negotiations began on 15 July, and the three
negotiators mtialed an agreed draft of a limited nuclear test ban treaty on 25 July.
Officially signed on 5 August 1963, the limited test ban treaty prohibited tests in
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the atmosphere, underwater, or in outer space, but did not prohibit underground
nuclear explosions as long as all fallout was contained within the country where the
test or explosion was conducted. Since the treaty permitted tests that easily could
be detected, no provision was made for on-site inspections or an international
verification agency. Any signatory nation which decided that its supreme interest
hadbecomejeopardized would be permitted to withdraw from the treaty with three
months’ advance notice. 162

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. During hearings before the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, Secretary of State Rusk argued that the treaty would slow the spiral
toward bigger and more destructive weapons without damaging the relative
strength of the United States and the Soviet Union, would help contain the spread
of nuclear weapons by making it more difficult and expensive for nations to develop .
them, and would help reduce radioactive pollution of the planet.63 Secretary
MciNamara testified:

The Soviet Umon’s acceptance of the US proposal for a three-environment test ban
offers some evidence . . that its [cadership has at last grasped an essential fact—that
the sheer multiplication of a nation's destructive nuclear capability does not necessarly
produce a net ncrease in its security 1

Responding to a question about the military advantages of the limited test ban
treaty, McNamara said:

Ibeheve that the effect of the treaty to retard . the proliferation of nuclear weapons
is vety much 1 our mterest, and increases our national seennty Furthermore ... I
belteve that the treaty will delay the Soviet developments in certarn areas m which we
presintly have ., a fechnological advantage, and that this will be to our interest as
well

In a conference with General LeMay on 19 July and in a meeting 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 although the United States was
abead in low-yield technology, the Soviet Union easily could conduct underground
tests to develop low-yield weapons. LeMay thought that the United States should
develop a 100-megaton bomb, but he was willing to accept the assurance that the
Atomic Energy Commission could develop a 50-megaton weapon without testing,
Under the treaty, the Joint Chiefs believed that the United States and the Soviet
Union could make about the same rate of progress in developing an antiballistic
missile, but they agreed that the Soviets possessed nuclear blackout information
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that was not available to the United States. The chief fear of the Joint Chiefs was
that the treaty might breed euphoria, and they urged that the United States must
maintain an active underground testing program, facilities and resources necessary
to institute atmospheric testing in case the Soviets abrogated the treaty, and
capabilities to monitor compliance with the treaty. General LeMay believed that
the treaty contained military disadvantages, but he was willing to accept it because
of the political advantages it appeared to offer “I think it might be to our political
disadvantage if we did not ratify it,” he said,16
‘Well before the Moscow conference drafted the limited nuclear test ban treaty,
Dr Edward Teller, the nuclear physicist who had developed the American
H-bomb, had voiced his belief that a nuclear war ought not to be considered
“unthinkable.” Although such a war might be catastrophic, Teller urged that the
United States could save up to 90 percent of its people by implementing a proper
. shelter program. Teller also was confident that an effective antimissile defense
program could be developed. He warned, “If we listen to those who wrongly state
that a next war will necessarily be lost, we might easily end up living on our knees
and perhaps later dying in a war that others fight over our impotent bodies,”167 In
appearances before the Senate Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee and the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee during Aupgust 1963, Teller offered
numerous reasons for opposing the ratification of the limited test ban treaty, his
most telling argument being his belief that the treaty would hinder United States
antimissile development programs while the Soviets mi ght have acquired the
information they needed to develop antimissile defenses.’®® General Power also
opposed the ratification of the treaty. Based on his own interpretation of history,
Power believed that

disarmament 15 a proven concept toget youmntoawar  In other words, you have an
aggressor, and he never attacks unless he has a victim, somebody whom he can attack
and get a profit out of 1t He Iooks for a weak nation, a nation that disarms itself, And
the surcst way to cause a war, nuclear war or any war, 1s to disarm 1

. Both General Twining and Admiral Burke also agreed that the nuclear test ban
treaty had such serious military defects that it should not be ratified, Twining
warned that the Soviets might have made a breakthrough m nuclear technology
that was unknown to the United States, He added that the treaty

creates an ariificial restriction on our abality to acquire and use inereased knowledge of
nuclear weaponry Artificial ceilings on man’s acquisition of knowledge are unnatural
The uncertamty of not knomngwhcthcr or not one 15 behind or losing superionty could
create great international mstabﬂﬁy

While he conceded that the treaty would probably be ratified, Admiral Burke
voiced his opposmon to any test ban arrangement that did not permit some positive
inspection authority

At a press conference on 20 August, President Kennedy noted Dr Teller’s
opposition to the limited nuclear test ban treaty and released the information that
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his own scientific advisory committee 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 scientific 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 decrease in our real security.” After weighing all the evidence, the Senate
approved the limited nuclear test ban treaty on 24 September. It was formally
signed by President Kennedy on 7 October, and was formally proclaimed by the
United States on 10 October 1963.172

During the winter of 1962-63 disarmament efforts of the United States focused
on the limited nuclear test ban negotiations, even though another activity that
would be described as “arms restraint” or “nonmegotiated arms control”
techniques 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 any weapons of mass destruction in orbit and had no program
to do s0.'” At a disarmament symposium at the University of Michigan in
mid-December, Assistant Secretary of Defense John T. McNaughton stated that
decisions on the improvement of national security through the use of
“nonnegotiated techniques” were “being made today, and every day, to a large
extent by the Defense Department in the fields of strategic doctrine.”1™ When
asked to explain the meaning of “nonnegotiated atms control techniques,” Dr
Harold Brown said that he considered this to be “mostly hypothetical” but added
that “there are situations in which tacit agreements, maybe not expressed even
privately but just signaled by actions, can improve our security and improve Soviet
security at the same time.”1%

When asked about orbiting nuclear weapons in February 1963, Secretary
McNamara noted: “We haven’t found any requirements 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.'76
Later that month the commander of the Soviet missile forces stated that the Soviets
could launch rockets from satellites at a command from earth, and this statement .
caused careful evaluation in the Department of Defense.l”” Doctor Brown thought
itwas technically feasible for the Soviets and for the United States to place satellites
in orbit and to launch missiles from them at earth targets, but he did not consider
that this would be militarily useful. The cost in thrust of launching a large missile
carrier into orbit would greatly exceed the cost of launching a payload from surface
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. 178

In a statement in March 1963 President Kennedy not only questioned the
mulitary necessity of placing nuclear weapons in orbit, but also observed that “it is
a good thing to keep them out of the atmosphere.” Rather than attempting to get
abilateral agreement with the Soviets, Kennedy preferred that the United Nations
General Assembly should handle the problem, because “other countries may
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someday have the same capability, and I think every country should declare that
they are not going to put atomic weapons in the atmosphere.”1” 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 mass-destruction weapons in outer space. The
resolution additionally called upon all nations to refrain from orbiting weapons of
mass destruction, installing them on celestial bodies, stationing them in outer
space, and causing, encouraging, or participating in the conduct of such
activities.
In the spring of 1963 Doctor Brown described the decision of the United States
and the Soviet Union not to place nuclear weapons in orbiting space vehicles as a
. clear illustration of nonnegotiated arms restraint, %1 In a Iater 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 DOD not to procure as many Minuteman missiles as the Air
Force recommended recognized that there would be no advantage in deploying
more missies. He added that this might be considered to be an arms restrant
decision which sought to prevent a Soviet reaction that would negate the United
States action. He described arms restraint as being “the difference between a
rational arms race and an irrational arms race,”'$2

Maturity of the Strategy of
“Controlled Flexible Response”

Durmg the summer of 1963, while the United States was—in Secretary

McNamara’s words — presenting the Soviet Union “an alternative to the cold war

. [by] holding the door wide open to proposals for lessening world tensions, for
rcachin§ agreements on nuclear tests, and for bringing the armaments race to a
halt,”83 the Department of Defense was engaging in studies that were necessary
background to the preparation of the fiscal year 1965 defense budget that President
Lyndon B. Johnson would submit to Congress in January 1964 Within the Air
Force a good many of these backgronnd studies would not be complete by January
1964, and as a result Air Force requirements and force levels would be actively
debated in congressional subcommuttee hearings.

To Secretary Zuckert one of the major meanings of the strategic debates and
the arms limitation agreements of 1963 was that “arms control is now a military
requirement in itself.” Zuckert believed that the nations of the world had found
themselves “caught in the bind of feeling on the one hand that they must have
military power to defend themselves and enforce peace, while on the other, they
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recogpize that uncontrolled use of that power totally defeats its purposes.” He
conceived that

current military plannng must provide for forces not dependent upon nuclear testing
or any other type of restrictrons towhich nations mayagree They must be forces which
arc stabilizing in effect and not provocative erther through vulnerabihity or other
characteristics These forces must have built-in assurance against accidental,
unauthonized, or premature employment, and the force structure must be adaptable to
momnitoring and nspection 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 intenss and
long-lasting international crisis from exploding into war, or a low-intensity conflict
from escalating into higher dimensions of war.”18

In puiting together the Air Force’s 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 capability at any level
of intensity was directly proportional to the damage to be expected at that level.
Thus, the deterrence of general war was of primary importance, but the Air Force
nevertheless had to avoid being “canght with no choice but all-out muclear
response.” “This is what was wrong with the massive retaliation theory,” he said.
Other capabilities or qualities had to be built into the deterrent force to diefend
and to preserve the United States. These included flexibility, controlled response,
multiple options, survivabilify, damage limitation, maintenance of a threshold of
negotiation, and a war-termination capability. The maintenance of a threshold of
negotiation reflected a determination to stop war at the lowest point of intensity
on favorable terms, a clear understanding of what those terms should be,
acknowledgment that destruction of an enemy was not an objective, and
recognition that unrestrained warfare would be unfavorable to all belligerents, The
war-termination capability implied a need for forces to be able to retura to an
attack in a degraded environment, counter escalation with increased power al each
higher level of intensity, control forces at all times, and maintain an intelligence .
capability that would permit an initiative in timing. Secretary Zuckert stated that
the 10 characteristics that he enumerated would be the objective criteria for
designing the most economical Air Force structure for the future 156

McNamara and LeMay Dispute Strategic Requirements

In his initial Iook at the planned and existing status of the nation’s strategic
retaliatory forces preliminary to the making of the fiscal year 1965 budget request,
Secretary McNamara was almost willing to admit that the planned combined total
of Air Force bombers and intercontinental missiles and of the Navy's Polaris
missiles had nearly reached a point of overkill®” Where earlier thinking had
visualized a continuing of Minuteman missiles, and the Air Force recommended
further expansions of the Minuteman force level, the prospects of the Minuteman
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II missile for force modernization caused major revisions i 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
Minuteman I models or to follow a slower rate of buildup with the more powerful
and more accurate Minuteman II missiles. McNamara accepted the latter
alternative, and the fiscal year 1965 budget request proposed to add only one
additional Minuteman squadron (50 missiles) to the existing force levels. This
additional squadron brought Minuteman authorizations to a force of 1,000
missiles, and McNamara indicated that, although Minuteman II retrofitting
modernizations would continue, any further increases in the size of the force would
depend upon world conditions,'®8 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 missiles was about $1 million per missile in comparison with about
$100,000 per missile for the Minuteman, The defense program for fiscal year 1965
therefore sought to phase out Atlas D missiles at Warren and Offutt AFBs during
the year and to phase out Atlas E and Titan I missiles later.189
Except that the Air Force had recommended the procurement of more
Minuteman missiles than the secretary of defense was willing to buy, General
LeMay was satisfied with the missile program as represented i the fiscal year 1965
defense budget requests. Like other new weapon systems, the reliability of the
missiles was low, but LeMay assumed that enough of them had been scheduled
against war plan targets to take care of any unknown low-reliability factor. Some
unknowns in the missile program nevertheless continued to trouble LeMay. Except
for the firng of a single Polaris missile under less than full operating conditions,
no intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) replete with its nuclear warhead had
ever been tested. Missiles could not be test-fired from their operational silos, even
without their warheads. Any missile to be test-fired had to be removed from its
silo, transported to Vandenberg AFB, placed in another silo, and fired on the
, Pacific range. LeMay did not believe that such a test program provided a realistic
. and adequate operational test. General Power additionally was concerned about
whether the Minuteman silos were as resistant to a hostile nuclear blast as the
scientists had predicted, because of the limited nuclear test ban treaty, no actual
test of the matter could be undertaken.19
Despite these uncertanties General LeMay was willing to accept missiles as a
component of the strategic retaliatory forces, but he was unwilling to accept them
as the sole strategic capability.’”! With the death of the B-70 program no
replacement existed for the B-52s, Unlike General Power, General LeMay saw no
benefit from resuming expensive B-52 production. As a matter of urgency, General
LeMay maintained that the Air Force had to get the authority to develop an
acceptable advanced manned strategic system and drive it on through.
“Otherwise,” he warned, “I am afraid the B-52 is going to fall apart on us before
we can get areplacement for it 192 To find an alternative to the B-70, the Air Force
Manned Aircraft Systems Steering Group had set in motion study contracts that
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were to be completed in March 1964. In its initial budget recommendations on 3
July 1963, the Air Force anticipated the study contracts and requested that $25
million be included in fiscal year 1965 funds to initiate development, including
program definition, of an advanced manned strategic system. On 3 September the
Office of the Secretary of Defense approved $15 million for the program definition
phase. By October General LeMay perceived 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 of system desired. The aircraft proposed was the
advanced manned precision strike system (AMPSS). This plane would be smaller
than the B-70, buiit 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 enemy radar
detection, todescend to 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
capab}]gi;y to deliver laydown weapons—both nuclear and conventional —of all
types.

Since he had approved a strategic retaliatory force fevel to include 1,000
Minuteman missiles, 656 Polaris missiles, 630 B-52s, and 80 B-38s, Secretary
McNamara could see no pressing requirement for an advanced manned strategic
system. He said, “Now what is the role of a bomber after youn 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 suggested that missiles were
advantageous because:

First, there 1s the matter of time to target. The quicker our retaliatory force can reach
the opponent, the more chance we have of catching a substantial part of hus force on the
ground . and the more difficult we make st for hum to plan and mount a full surprise
attack, . .. Secondly, the missile has, because of the possibility of hardening it, a much
greater potential for surviving an enemy attack and surviving with a capability to apply
force agamst enemy targats And thurdly, at least for the foreseeable future, the missile

has much greater penetration capability 14 .

Until the Air Force could make a case for the AMPSS, McNamara was unwilling
to program money for a project definition phase. Instead of the $15 million
originally approved by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, $5 million was put
in the fiscal year 1965 budget request so that the Air Force could define an
operational role for the plane that would be acceptable to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff 1> In an immediate reclama the Air Force offered to fund the fiscal year 1965
AMPSS effort by reducing some other part of its activity. When the Joint Chiefs
had discussed the proposed fiscal year 1965 budget with President Johnson in
December 1963, LeMay again had stated that he felt such a strong need for the
AMPSS that he would be willing to reprogram Air Force money to do the job,19

As the Air Force studies on the advanced manned precision strike system
progressed, the Air Force was able to specify that it required $52 million for the
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project in fiscal year 1965, $15 million for program definition, and the remainder
to begin the development 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, except the chairman,
reaffirmed their previous recommendations. The chairman held to his previous
view in support of only the program definition phase.%” 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. After a preliminaryreview, Secretary Zuckert had a number of serious
questions about the operational 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 fiscal year 1966 budget cycle. He accordingly
asked Congress to increase the appropriation request for a follow-on strategic
aircraft from the $5 million specified in the fiscal year 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 weapon system left Little more to be unsaid on the
subject:

The environment 1n which future war may be mtiated, the method of opening
hostilities, the basic character of war, the length and scope of war, and the conditions
and procedures by which the war may be termmated are all factors which will determne
the weapons systems actually needed i a future conflict But forecast of war, or of the
cvents constituting a preamble to war, have rarely proven to be accurate Accordingly,
any analysis of the potential contributions of a weapon system which 15 based upon a
single concept of war is far from reliable When alarge number of possible crrcumstances
indicate the necessity for a follow-on strategic aircraft system, as 1s the case i our
studies, I consider that trmely action 1s warranted to provide the required capability.
Otherwise we will be placing our sole rehiance upon ballistic missile forces that have
never reacted to the conditions of actual war or even to conditions which constitutes a
peacetime simulation to the wartime environment,

Iam in complete agreement with the need for a modern, effectrve ballistic missile
force as an important element of our deterrent posture Additionally, a secuze ballistic
mussile force, 1 concert with other survivable strategic forces provides the strongest
possible incentives to the USSR to abstain from attacks on the population centers of
the United States, either in an mitial attack or as a rational option during conflicts of
lower mntensity

It 15 important to recogmze, however, that the ICBM and SLBM (submarnne
launched ballistic mussile) forces represent both the Umted States and Sowiet potential
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for strategic nuclear warfare at the highest, most indiscriminate level. The employment
of such weapons 1n a crisis or lower level conflict would be an mnapproprate response
and would immediately escalate the situatton uncontrollably to an mtensity whick could
be vastly disproportionate to the original aggravation

In my judgment, a stratege force posture which placed sole or principal reliance on
ballistic missles would deny to the future national leadership the abilsty to respond 1n
a flexable yet unambrgucus manner to a wide range of lesser provocations. To the extent
that m fact 1t would not be credible for the United States to employ a total ballistic
nussile response to peripheral aggression, such enemy calculations and subsequent
aggressions ultimately could resultin Commumst domnation of major segments of the
freeworld. On the otherhand, astrategic arrcraft would provide the national ieadership
with a capability to retamn the smitrative at all levels of confrontation of conflict, thereby
decreasing the dangers of enemy miscalcplahion and msuring that we can n fact control
or contest a grven situation without gh risk of a missile exchange and the unnecessary
losses i American lives which would result. This ability to respond under closely
controlled conditions by use of discriminate force n a fashion which ¢learly transmits
with 1t our intent to prevard requires charactenistics available only in 2 mixed force For .
this reason, I consider that a mx of ballistic missiles and manned strategie arreraft, in
numbers appropriate to their respective tasks, will remein the only appropriate basis
for general war planmng for the foreseeable future

A complementary mix of manned aircraft and ballistic missiles will continue to be
essential to the national secenity for other mmportant reasons as well In any future
conflict, we will need forces which can respond quickly under careful natjonal direction
to a wide vaniety of unforeseen and raprdly changing circumstances, Ballistic missiles
inherently were designed to be—and remain—a single shot, irrevocably comnutted
weapon system. In this regard, the manned element of the force, with its unique
capabilify to react immediately to redirection, to exploit fleeting advantages, and to
execute a broad range of mussions, prowides an effective complement to the ballistic
mussile forces.

While we are reasonably confident that we will demonstrate satisfactory rehiability
with our ballistic rmusstle force, at best this wall be based on relatively smalf statistical
samples, without any substantial opportunity to test the force n its operational
environment.

Manned aircraft and ballistic missiles also complement one another in the manner
inwhich they compound the offensive and defensive problems of the enemy. Sinee the
alert awcraft can be launched under the positive control in conditions of ambiguous
warning, the enemy s unable to achieve a high confidence that he can attack suceessfully .
amajor portion of ourstrategie force, Similarly, so longashe s faced by a mixed strategic
force, the enemy cannot concentrate his resources either on ABM (Antiballistic Massile)
or Aur Defense, he must dilute and divide his efforts between the two, Thus, a mix of
US strategic forces and attack options provides strong incentive for the enemy to spend
a large portion of s military budget on the defensive environment, thereby reducing
the funds which otherwise would be available for offensive systems to be employed
agamst the United States

As afinal point, I consider st important that the Nation have a long range, strategic
system which can support war operations agamst the Soviet Union or engage 1n lesser
conflicts at our determation without the necessity for forward basing. In addition, this
capability can be exploited over and over again, 1t 15 not a single shot weapon system
The flexibility inherent 1n a manned aircraft system gives us the opportunity to provide
visible ewidence of national resolve and determunation—as we did i the case of
Cuba—to employ such forces 1n 1mtral or follow-on operations whech are designed to
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achteve an carly conflict termination at the lowest practicable level of conflict, and to
provide a means of policing or enforeng the truce, once it has been achieved.’

In his appearances before congressional committees to discuss the fiscal year
1965 budget, Secretary McNamara was willing to allocate $5 million so that the Air
Force could study an advanced bomber that he thought would never be built, but
he strongly recommended against the addition of any more funds to the project.
When the House Armed Services Committee recommended the addition of
approximately $50 million for the study and development of a manned strategic
weapon system, McNamara asked the House Appropriations Committee not to
authorize the money. He emphasized that the Air Force had not presented him
with any statement of concept or operational plan or specifications of such a
bomber that 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 ueder development, such as the TFX fighter-bomber.2 In rebuttal
to the suggestion that the TFX might serve as an advanced strategic system, LeMay
argued that the advanced fighter was designed as a tactical weapon, which meant
thatit would not be able to penetrate sophisticated 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 aircraft.?! LeMay’s reasoning was accepted in
Congress. Stated Rep George H. Mahon, chairman of the House Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee, “I believe most members of Congress feel asI, 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,”20%

Continental Air and Missile Defenses

In stating the requirements for continental air and missile defense forces during
fiscal year 1965, the Department of Defense assumed that the weight of the hostile
strategic threat to the United States would continue to shift from manned aircraft
tointercontinental and submarine-launched ballistic missiles and that, as Secretary
McNamara said, “the main thrust of . .. defensive efforts in the years ahead should
be directed to meet this rising threat.” As long as the Soviet Union continued to
possess bombers that could reach the United States, however, McNamara believed
that the United States must continie to maintain some air defenses. Ee also
reasoned that the Soviet Umon would make initial attacks with missiles and then
follow up with manned bombers. 203

Despite Premier Khrushchev’s boast that bombers were good onlyfor museums,
General LeMay and other Air Force officers doubted that the Soviets would
abandon strategic aircraft Published in 1962 under the editorship of Marshal V.
D. Sokolovsky, Military Strategy, an open review of Soviet military thinking,
indicated that the communists saw values in aviation for military operations, This
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book acknowledged that long-range bombers were “rapidly giving way” to
intercontinental and intermediate-range ballistic missiles, but it noted:

Of course, this replacement process can take a long time, and in the event of war,
bombers and rockets will be used simultaneously for attacking objectives located m the
enemy zone of interior and in theaters of military operations It 1s all the more likely
that aviation has stidl not lost its combat possibilities The arming of bombers with !
various classes of missiles, which are able to strike blows at great distances, makes 1t
possible, in a number of cases, for them to operate beyond the range of ar-defense
weapons and to perform combat misstons with reasonable effectiveness In addifion,
certam specific missions (for example, attacks against moving targets) can be performed
more successfully by the atr force than by musstles,?%

During their 1963 air show, the Soviets displayed four new aircraft, and General
LeMay urged that the United States must recognize that the Soviets “are now
building good airplanes, good strategic airplanes” and that they had “the capability .
of going forward with a strong aeronautical program.” The Soviet long-range air
force was also equipping its bombers with standoff missiles. “Our predictions are
that the Russians are going to continue on with a mixed force. We can be wrong,
but we just believe that they will continue on,” LeMay concluded ?%

At the direction of Secretary McNamara, an Air Force continental air defense
study group made a comprehensive survey of the problem of modernizing the Air
Defense Command’s interceptor force and submitted its final report on 10 May
1963. This study examined the possibility of developing a new improved manuned
interceptor (IMT) 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.
Accordingto SecretaryMcNamara the studyshowed that any one of the alternative
systems would provide roughly comparable defenses against a fairly wide range of
possible bomber threats for about the same total program costs. Confident that
there were a number of good choices for a follow-on interceptor if it proved to be
needed, McNamara ruled that the Department of Defense would proceed with the
production and improvement of existing fighters, the F-111, and a number of
subsystems that might be needed for a new interceptor. He approved a .
commitment of $5 million in the fiscal year 1965 budget for studies of an improved
manned interceptor, but he considered that it would be “premature to make the
choice” in air defense fighters until the character of the hostile manned bomber
threat became more apparent. Having provided the funds that would peimit a
dispersal of Air Defense Command fighter interceptors during 1964, McNamara
planned no change in the manned interceptor force.

We beheve that this force 1s approprate for defense agamst what we presently foresee
as a dechining Sovict manned bomber threat. However, 1f the Soviets should deploy a
rew long-range bomber, which does not seem hikely, we would have to reevaluate the
size and character of our interceptor force, and particularly the need for
modernization 2%
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Other air and missile defense requirements were also affected by the changing
nature of the hostile threat, Where SAGE had included 12 direction centers at its
maximum planned development, 2 SAGE centers, 16 heavy radars, and 10
gap-filler radars were to be closed in October 1963. In fiscal year 1965 it was
plannedto close stillmore SAGE centersin favor of an expansion of semiautomatic
backup interceptor control centers at prime radar stations. Where the Air Force
possessed 195 Bomarc A and 188 Bomarc B missiles on launchers, Secretary
McNamara proposed to phase out all the “A” missiles during 1965, thus effecting
a saving of $10 million in annual operating costs. Since Nike Hercules antiaircraft
missiles could operate independently of SAGE, the Department of Defense
plannedto continue them but to transfer some of the batteries to the ArmyNational
Guard to replace older Nike Ajax missiles manned by the Guard. The program for
fiscal year 1965 generally emphasized antimissile warning facilities, including the
ballistic missile early warning system (BMEWS), over-the-horizon radars, and a
more sophisticated bomb alarm system to be called nuclear detonation detection
and reporting system (NUCDETS). McNamara planned to keep the Nike X
antimissile system under development, but he suggested once again that an
antimissile defense deployment would be meaningless without a strong civik
defense fallout shelter program 07 Because of the changed nature of the Soviet
aircraft threat to one of supersonic aircraft armed with stand-off missiles, the Air
Force agreed that the short-range Bomarc A missiles should be deleted from the
Air Defense Command inventory. The Air Force wanted to keep the Bomarc B
until some decision was made on an improved manned interceptor, but even the
Bomarc B, which had seemed to have so many advantages a few years earlier, now
was seen to be less desirable than a new manned interceptor. With the advantage
of hindsight, Maj Gen R. J. Friedman, Air Force director of acrospace programs,
remarked that if the Air Force had to do it over again it would seek a more flexible
manned interceptor rather than the relatively inflexible unmanned missile
interceptors that had been developed during the 1950s.2%8

At the time the Department of Defense’s budget estimates for fiscal year 1965
were nearing completion, Secretary Zuckert informed Secretary McNamara that
progress was being made with the studies of an improved manned interceptor and
that the Air Force would need a sizable sum of money in addition to the $5-million
study appropriation request if it was to proceed with the development of an
mmproved manned interceptor. Since Zuckert did not consider that the Air Force
had provided an adequate substantiation of the need for an operating concept of
anewinterceptor, he was not willing to approve an official program change request
m favor of it. General LeMay, however, held much stronger views on the subject.
‘When he appeared before Secretary McNamara seeking authority to readjust Air
Force research and development funds to include a follow-on manned strategic
aircraft, LeMay also proposed to use $40 million of research and development
money for the development of an improved manned interceptor. His proposal was
also submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who agreed that the Air Forcc should
proceed to develop the improved manned interceptor aircraft.?® In his
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appearances before congressional committees in February 1964, LeMay testified
that the second most important requirement of the Air Force after the maaned
strategic aircraft was the development of a manned interceptor with greatly
increased speed and range. He stated that neither the F-4C nor the TFX would be
as good an interceptor as an especially designed IMI, and he asked Congress for
about $40 million for engine development and to continue development of the
fire-control system work that had been carried over when the F-108 was cancsled.
LeMay told Congress:

The improved manned mterceptor has dommated possible weapon systems 1n recent
comprehensive studies of awr defense aganst the acrodynamic threat through the carly
seventres. The flexibility afforded an air battle commander by this weapon, as opposed
to current systems, 15 greatly enhanced because of the IMI's inherent speed, range, and
weapon capabilities 21

When they appeared together before the House Atmed Services Committee, .
Secretary Zuckert did not support LeMay’s request for the improved manned

interceptor but instead agreed with Secretary McNamara’s position that Congress

did not have enough evidence that the Soviets were building a sugersonic bomber

to warrant the immediate development of the new interceptor,2!

When the House Armed Services Committee reported out the military
authorization bill for fiscal year 1965, it mcluded funds requested by General
LeMay for starting the development of the improved manned interceptor. 2’2 Tn a
surprise announcement on 29 February 1964, however, President Johnson for the
first time revealed the existence of the long-range, Mach-3 aircraft being developed
by the Lockheed Aircraft Corporation under Lockheed’s designation as the A-11,
He said the A-11 already was undergoing tests to determine its capabilities as a
very long range, 2,000-mile-an-hour manned interceptor. According to Iater
aviation reports, Lockheed had secretly begun to develop the A-11 at Burbank,
California, in 1959 for the Central Intelligence Agency. Profiting from X-15
technology, the A-11 was ready to begin secret flight-tests at an airfield in Nevada .
in 1961,

Members of the House Armed Services Committee revealed that they had
known about the A-11 when they bad authorized funds for the IMI, but lale in
February the Senate Armed Services Committee accepted the assurance thal the
A-11 would meet Air Force requirements for an improved interceptor and refused
to authorize development of the IMLI, At a press conference on 5 March Secretary
McNamara said that “the A~11is an interceptor, it 15 being developed as such, and
beyond that I have nothing further to say on its use.” Accepting such assurance, a
Senate-House joint conference committee eliminated the House recommendation
for $40 million for the development of an im;:roved interceptor aircraft from the
fiscal year 1965 military authorization bill 21> As secrecy gradually gave way, the
new plane was officially designated as the YF-12A interceptor weapon system, and
comprehensive A Force test programs during 1964-65 showed that the prototype
YF-12A was “an air defense interceptor of the first order.” Whether the plane
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would be procured and taken into the Air Defense Command active operating
inventory depended on the ¥ossibility that the Soviet Union might deploy a force
of new supersonic aircraft.24

Although cuts were made in the appropriation bills for defense they were
passed, both the House and Senate included the $52 million that LeMay requested
for beginning the follow-on strategic weapon system in their bills. As the
House-Senate joint conference committee was beginning to resolve differences in
the two versions of the Defense Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1965, President
Johnson in another surprise announcement made on 24 July 1964 revealed the
successful development of a major new strategic aircraft system, which he said
would be employed by the Strategic Air Command. He described the system as
the SR-71, stated that the development program had begun in February 1963, and
predicted that flight-testing of the first operational aircraft would begin early in
1965, He claimed that the SR-71 would “provide the strategic forces of the United
States with an outstanding long-range reconnaissance capability” that would be
“used during periods of military hostilities and in other situations in which military
forces may be confronting foreign military forces ” Once again it was subsequently
revealed that the SR-71 was an outgrowth of the Lockheed A-11 aircraft. It would
include a reconnaissance pod and would incorporate aerodynamic and power
plant improvements. The first test-flight of the SR-71 was made at Palmdale,
California, in December 1964,215

President Johnson’s announcement concermng the SR-71 apparently reduced
congressional pressure on the administration to proceed with the development of
an advanced manned strategic system. As passed by Congress on 4 August the
Department of Defense Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1965 contained the $52
million appropriation for a manned strategic aircraft, but the matter of using the
moneywas left to the discretion of the secretary of defense 226 Late in Augnst DOD
noted that its forward planning intended to keep substantial numbers of bombers
in operation as far as 1972, Beyond 1972 decisions had not been made but the
department was making advance provisions for possible strategic uses of manned
systems already in production. “We will have manned bombers, and plenty of them
just as long as they are needed,” the DOD statement reported.?17 After a meeting
with President Johnson, Secretary McNamara announced on 10 November 1964
that the president had agreed that there was no immediate requirement to begin
the development of a strategic system to follow the B-52 but that DOD would
continue to pursue research projects which would, if the need arose, permit the
United States to follow any one of three designs in producing a new manned
strategic weapon system.218

General-Purpose Forces Projections

With a few exceptions, the angmentation of United States general-purpose
forces —ncluding most of the Army’s combat and support units, virtually all of the
Navy units, all of the Marine Corps units, and the tactical wings of the Air
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Force—appeared to be reaching maturity during 1963. In view of the expansion of
United States general-purpose forces, the buildup of forces by the NATO allies,
and the announced reductions in Soviet ground forces, SecretaryMcNamara could
conclude in early 1964 that “the forces envisioned in NATO plans for the end of
1966, fully manned, trained, equipped, and properly positioned, could hold an
initial Soviet attack on the central front, using nonnuclear means alone.” Until the
1966 planning goals were realized, however, the defense of Europe against an
all-out Soviet attack—even if the attacking forces used nonnuclear
weapons—would require NATO forces to respond with tactical nuclear weapons.

In summary our requizements studies indicate that except in the case of a massive attack
by the Soviet Unton or Communmist China, we, together with cur allies, have sufficrent
active forces for the mitial stages of a conflict, without immediately resorting to nuclear
weapons 1twould, however, be necessary to mobifize Reserve component units rapidly
at the start of a conflict i order to provide the additronal foreas nesded to sustain
combat and to reconstitute the strategic reserve. And, rn all case, 1t 15 clear that ultimate
allzed succasswould be hcavﬂyde?endent upon achieving early air superrontyand upon
having adequate arr and sea Iift 259

Even though McNarmara believed that US general-purpose forces had to be
designed to support allied nations around the vorld, he also held to the policy that
it was “in the interest of the entire free world for nations threatened by Comma nist
attack or subversion to defend themselves insofar as possible without direct
intervention by US military forces.”220 At the NATO Council of Ministers meeting
in December 1963, he pointedly stated that the US contribution of five M-day
divisions and three separate regiments was a fair share of the total western Europe
defense requirement, considering the responsibilities of the United States “for
furnishing the strategic nuclear forces for NATO and for supporting allies in other
parts of the world.”?%? At the Nassau conference the United States had agreed to
support and participate in a NATO multilateral nuclear force, but McNamara
indicated that “we are not trying to sell it.” Although the strategic forces of the
United States provided essential amounts of deterrent force, he said that there was
“no urgent military requirement” for the multilateral force. “The force, as it is
conceived of and being discussed, would have a clear militaryutility but its purpose
would be primarily, ir my mind, to increase the political unity among the members
of NATO,” he noted on 29 January 1964.222

In a discussion of the fiscal year 1965 budget from the point of view of the Army
chief of staff, General Wheeler stated that limited-war contingency planning
studies demonstrated that 18 divisions —rather than the existing 16—would be the
optimum figure for the strength of the Army. Wheeler made it clear to his superiors
that with only 16 divisions the Army would have to call up reserves sooner than
would otherwise be the case, but he was willing to accept the force level of 16 active
and 6 reserve divisions, with standby equipment sufficient to supply the reserve
divisions and with enough consumables to maintain 16 divisions and their
supporting forces in combat between D-day and the time when production Iines
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would be able to catch up with the rate of combat consumption.??3 In addition to
this Army strength, DOD appropriation request for fiscal year 1965 envisioned
that the Marine Corps would continue to maintain three combat divisions-air
wings.

In putting together the defense budget for fiscal year 1965 Secretary McNamara
took a hard look at the future of the Navy's attack aircraft carriers. After July 1965
a sufficient number of strategic missiles would be in place to permit the carriers to
be relieved of responsibilities for strategic alert retaliatory missions. Since some
carrier aircraft could not operate at night, others could not get off in bad weather,
and none of them could reach their targets unless their carriers were in a precise
operating location, Secretary McNamara believed that removal of carrier aircraft
from the single integrated operation plan would be beneficial. When the carriers
were relieved from strategic retaliatory responsibilities, they would augment the
limited-war forces. There was little doubt about the utility of aircraft carriersina
limited-war mission, but carrier task forces were enormously expensive, and four
were needed to keep two on station, one in the Mediterranean, and one in the Far
East. A task force, comprising 2 attack carriers with about 200 aircraft aboard,
required protection and support by more than 50 ships.

The entire initial cost of the force amounted to as much as 36 billion, and the
operating costs to about $1 billion per year, Moreover, the increasing range of
land-based tactical aircraft promised to reduce requirements for forward-based
air power. Thus with in-flight refueling, F-4s and F-105s could be flown from the
United States to Europe and to the western Pacific. The F-111 (TFX) would be
able to deploy to Europe without any n-flight refueling 22>

Based upon the consideration of the increasing ranges of land-based tactical
aircraft and their ability to operate from relatively unprepared airstrips, as well as
the mcreased effectiveness of Forrestal-class carriers and of modern naval aircraft,
Secretary McNamara informed Congress in January 1964 that Navy programs were
going to be readjusted to reflect some reduction in the total number of attack
aircraft carriers that would be in operation in the early 1970s. Although the Navy
would continue to operate 15 attack carriers for the next several years, it would
begin to readjust its aircraft procurement to emphasize a nonnuclear limited war
mission.226 McNamara accordingly eliminated the 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 attack cargo ships to the Navy’s budget at a cost
of $340 million.**”

In a candid discussion of DOD’s projection for reducing the strength of attack
aircraft carriers, Adm David L. McDonald, the new chief of naval operations,
stated early in 1964 that such “might be the Secretary of Defense’s plan” but that
it was “not the Navy plan today.”*2® McDonald judged that a force of 15 attack
carriers —with 9 in the Pacific and 6 in the Atlantic—was a “best estimate of naval
requirements for force deployments in support of limited war contingency plans.”
While McDonald agreed that the attack carriers should bereleased from ageneral-
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war alert, he urged that carrier aircraft should continue to possess gencral-war
capabilities for employment in a possible emergency.

The post-initial strike potental of the carrer 1s of vital national importance in general
war. Follow-on precision azrstrikes, based on reconnaissance, requests forsupport from
beleaguered ground forces, and prevention of third foree usurpation following an initsal
exchange mn general war are the types of general war tasks for which the attack carrer
1ssuited, Survivability considerations mdicate that carrier decks may be the most securs
means of prowviding for follow-on general war offensive and reconnaissance
Tequirerents

While the Navy apparently questioned the Department of Defense’s 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 that existing attack aircraft that had been
conceived in the late 19405 and designed to carry single nuclear weapons would
not meef the demands of limited nonnuclear war. It accordingly recommended the .
development of a new visual light-attack (VAL) aircraft that would be subsonic
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. It would be able to penetrate strong enemy defenses,
but the Navy concept of operations visualized that a task force would move in on
an objective area and roll back hostile defenses with prehminary air strikes.23?
Requests for proposals on the development of the VAL were released to
contractors on 29 June 1963, and, without addressing the Joint Chiefs of Staff on
the matter, the Navy secured approval from DOD for a reprogramming action for
the development of the VAL (which would subsequently be designated as the A-7
Corsair II) wath fiscal year 1965 budget funds.23!

At the start of the VAL project, when Secretary McNamara asked if the Air
Force wanted to participate in it, General LeMay examined the concept of the
specialized aircraft and concluded that the Air Force would not advance ifs
capabilities by buywng a new aircraft with reduced performance characteristics.
“We feel 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, performance,
capability, everything, it is a better airplane,” LeMay said.>*? General Wheeler also
initially announced thathe could not support the VAL, or “aspecificand optimized
close support aircraft.” Bven though VAL would doubtless cost less per individual
item and would be a better close-air-support vehicle, it would not be versatile for
the performance of air superiorify and long-range inter diction missions. According
to General Wheeler, an Army staff study showed that in terms of specialized
tactical air squadrons the employment of an optimized close-support aircraft
would be extremely costly Wheeler therefore held “the position that the Army
would stick with the Air Force in regard to using high-performance aircraft in the
Tactical Air Command.”?33 In a justification of the Department of Deferse’s
position on VAL, however, Dr Harold Brown pointed out
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One will always want a large number of cheaper arcraft as well as a small number of
expenswve atrcraft to do more difficult roles The TFX could do more difficult things
than the VAL, but 1 many cases one will not want to wse 1t, because the requirement
doesn’t demand either that high a performance awrcraft or that expensive an aircraft,

With the passing of time the Air Force accepted this logic. It also began to
participate in the development of the Ling-Temco-Vought A-7A in 1965, and the
aircraft would be programmed for procurement as a TAC replacement.

As foreshadowed by planning for the fiscal year 1965 budget, the shape of the
future tactical air forces was related to the characteristics of new tactical fightets,
the basing concepts to be used by tactical air units, and the capabilities of airlift
forces to support rapid worldwide deployments. Concerned with building
adequate air support if the Armywere to engage in a sustained nonnuclear conflict,
the Air Force pressed during interdepartmental hearings on the fiscal year 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 overall expansion of
tactical air strength, Thus the Air Force would have to build up its tactical fighter
resources with personnel from inactivated B-57 and KB-50 squadrons and from
F-102 air defense squadrons that would be withdrawn from Japan and from
Europe. As for aircraft, the tactical fighter wing expansion would be managed
initially by retaining F-100 fighters in the active force longer than had been planned.
The Air Force already had bought all the F-103s it would procure, and orders of
F-4 aircraft in fiscal year 1965 would be stretched out 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 14-squadron RF-101 and RB-66 tactical reconnaissance force to
RF-4Cs had lagged, the Air Force planned to continue this program and to expand
the tactical reconnaissance force as it might be authorized by acquiring RF-1115,2%
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
m the tactical air inventory.

In “Jet Age,” a study published in. November 1956, TAC had proposed that all
tactical air wings be returned from overseas bases to stations in the United States
and that rotational squadrons from the redeployed wings should serve six-month
tours at overseas bases. This forward-looking concept had been oaly 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 examzple, had to be stationed overseas because theylacked aerial-
refueling capabilities.?%” Early in 1963 the Air Force was better able to update its
overscas deployment planning. All-purpose F-105 tactical fighters could be rapidly
deployed overseas, and conversion of other wings to versatile F-4C aircraft would
begin during the year. Because of both increasing allied air defense capabilities
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and of the growing ability of TAC to reinforce threatened areas rapidly, it would
be possible to redeploy F-102 interceptor squadrons 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 moderately hardened airfields in Europe and in the Far East, while
rear bases in the United States would accommodate the main bodies of the wings.
The consolidation of expensive and vulnerable heavy maintenance facilitiss at
rearward bases would add to security. Secretary McNamara also hoped that the
concept would “result in manpower, spare parts, and foreign exchange savings,”238

The feasibility of the Clearwater concept and the possibility that both Armyand
Air Force units might be held in the United States and rapidly deployed overseas
were closely related to the capabilities of the airlift and sealift program package.
Inatest of the United States Strike Command’s ability to reinforce NATO rapidly
with an armored division and tactical air units, the Military Air Transport .
Command lifted the 2d Armored Division from Texas to Rhein-Main Air Base,
West Germany, in a period of 63 hours beginning on the morning of 22 October
1963, As a part of the same Big Lift exercise, TAC deployed three squadrons of
fighter aircraft and 2 composite tactical air reconnaissance force to Europe with
an average deployment time of seven hours per aircraft.?>” In an informal comment
on Big Lift, General LeMay pointed out: “Our ability to deploy such forces rapidly
will permit us to reduce some of our overseas tactical units without lessening our
ability to meet our commitments in those areas.”*? In an implementation of the
Clearwater concept during 1964, the Air Force redeployed F-102 interceptor
squadrons from Japan and from Europe, and it also applied the concept to troop
carrier activity in Europe. Effective on 1 April 1964 the United States Air Ferces
in Europe transferred its 322d Air Division and the management of the theater
tactical airlift force to the Military Air Transport Service (MATS). Concurrently
the 317th Troop Cartier Wing and its three C-130 squadrons were reassigned to
TAC and were redeployed from Europe to Lockbourne AFB, Ohio, during May
and June 1964.241

At the same time that Big Lift provided a test for the Clearwater concept it also .
provided a check upon the progress being made in modernizing the airlift portion
of the DOD airlift and sealift forces. Within MATS the major development during
1963 was the factory rollout of the first turbofan-powered C-141A in August and
its successful maiden flight on 17 December 1963. Able to span any ocean nonstop
at high-subsonic cruise speeds, this heavy cargo plane promised to be a great
enhancement of the MATS capability. Thus in flying Big Lift, MATS employed
202 transport aircraft, and even though the accomplishment of the deployment was
substantial Maj Gen Glenn R. Birchard, vice commander of MATS, pointed out
that 100 new C-141 Starlifters can accomplish a movement comparable to Big Lift
in only 20 hours.*? In an airlift program change reflecting the successful
development of the C-141, decisions were made in the fiscal year 1965 defense
budget to cut off two Jate-program C-130 squadrons committed to MATS, to divert
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the 40 C-135s that MATS had been given for interim modernization to other uses,
and to add C-141s to the MATS inventory. When MATS was equipped with
C-141s, all C-130 aircraft would be transferred to the Tactical Air Command, thus
providing TAC with a modern four-engine troop carrier aircraft that would have
ocean-spanning abilities. To compensate for the loss of airlift capacity resulting
from the cancellation of the two squadrons of C-130s and the phase-out of the
C-135s, old C-124 aircraft would be held in the MATS inventory longer than had
been previously planned 3

In its design phase the C-141 had been well conceived, but with the passing of
time it was evident that a still larger “outsized” cargo transport would have to be
developed. When the Army and the Air Force had laid out the design criteria for
the C-141, the Army had been planning on limiting most of its requirements for
airmobility to the characteristics of the equipment possessed by an airborne
division. By 1963 the Army wished to be able to transport all types of divisions by
air, but a large proportion of Army equipment would not fit within the cargo hatch
of the C-141, By 1970, moreover, the Air Force also would require an outsized
cargo plane that would replace the old C-124s and C-133s. To meet both
requirements the Air Force declared the need for the development of a new cargo
experimental heavy logistics support (CX-HLS) aircraft, but in the winter of
1963-64 Secretary McNamara was unwilling to endorse the project until all
possible solutions for the problem had been explored. He wished to examine
various alternative actions such as modifying of the C-141, dismantling large cargo
items, prepositioning equipment, or redesigning items of equipment that would
have tobe transported by air. By February 1964 the Air Force had almost convinced
McNamara that none of the alternatives was practical, but he still wanted more
study. He therefore committed about $10 million from his fiscal year 1964
emergency fund to a CX-HLS study project?* After a very complete program
definition study, the Department of Defense accepted the case for a very large
transport aircraft, and in 1965 the Lockheed-Georgia Company won the C-5A
development contract. The C-5A would have about three times the work capacity
of the C-141, and it would be able to move heavy mechanized infantry and armored
divisions, complete with tanks, trucks, artillery, and combat sup];)lies.z‘*l5

Deputy Secretary Gilpatric Views the Future

With the completion of the fiscal year 1965 national defense budget, the
Kennedy-Johnson (McNamara) administration had effected the fourth successive
revision of the military force levels of the United States, and the shape of these
force levels was 1ndicative of the kind of military strategy the New Frontier meant
to continue. Writing unofficially in Foreign Affairs in April 1964, shortly afier he
had left the post of deputy secretary of defense, Roswell L. Gilpatric outlined the
proportions and characteristics of the military program he conceived would meet
the defense needs of the United States in the decade of the 1970s. Based upon the
assumption that the détente between the United States and the Soviet Union would
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continue, Gilpatric predicted that the military forces of the United States would
be shaped as follows by 1970:

Strategic resaliatory forces A deterrent force, consisting only of hardened and
dispersed land-based and sea-based missiles, with all of the vulnerable,
carlier-generation nussies deactivated and all manned bombers retired from active
deployment. Such a force, comprised of weapons systems mvulnerable to suzrprise
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 mussile detection and tracking radars in Alaska, Greenland and Scotland, and
the current generation of surface-to-air mussiles systems for tactical deployment would
be maintamned. Manned interceptors with their ground-control counterpatts and all
other bomber defense and waming systems would be phased out unless the Soviets
changed their presently indicated intention of concentrating ther strategic power m
missiles. There would be no production or deployment of anti-ballistie-missite Systems
m the absence of Soviet moves to proceed beyond experimental mstaltations of such .
systems

Reconnaussance forces Both amcraft and satelite-based reconnamssance systems
wouldbe retamed and improved to take full advantage of state-of-the-art developments,
50 as to provide the United States at all times with a world-wide capability for the
collectron of both strategic and tactrcal mtelligence.

General-purpose forces. No significant changes would take place in this category
except for a reduction of Asmy divsions that might be withdrawn at some stage from
Korea or from Burope (if 2 decline m the Soviet threat allowed). The remaming army
ground forces and the existing Marme divisions, with presently planned air support and
auhft (consisting of all the Tactrcal Airand Military Aur Fransport units, plusthe Marine
Ajr Wings), would be needed to deter or counter threats of aggression not directly
inspired or supported by the USSR. The bulk of the US forces now assigned to the
Pacific Command are there primanly to meet the threat from Communist China and
ke satellites, plus Indonesia. Hence, 1n the event of a détente with the Soviet Umon
alone, 1t would not be safe to reduce US force levels in the Pacifie,

Although Gilpatric had played an important role in the reshaping of United .
States defense posture after 1961, his views in April 1964 could not fairly be said

tobe precisely synonymous with the forward planning within DOD. In August 1964,

however, Secretary McNamara reflected on the record of the Kennedy-Johnson

administration and provided a brief analysis of the defense strategy that had come

into being,

We believed in a strategy of controlled flexible response, where the military forcs of the
United States would become a finely tuned mstrument of natronal polcy, versatile
enough to meet with appropriate force the full spectrum of possible threats to our
national secunty from guernila subversion to all out nuclear war, .. Development of
the greatest mihtary power in human istory —with a capability to respond to everyleve]
of conflict—1s beyond question the most sigmficant achievement 1n the defense
establishment during ouryears m office, 247
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CHAPTER 3

THE AIR FORCE IN A CHANGING
DEFENSE ENVIRONMENT

“We must improve the administration of our defense agencies, and we must do
so without delay,” stated Sen John F. Kennedy on 14 September 1960.! During 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. One of these men, Secretary of State
Dean Rusk, would later explain, “Over a period of time . . . 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.”? While the presidential
campaign was still under way, Senator Kennedy asked Sen Stuart Symington to
dispatch a committee 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
committee on national space requirements.? Doctor Wiesner was the second of
the two men who would assume key roles in the Kennedy administration. Shortly
after assuming office in January 1961, President Kennedy’s administration
undertook changes within the National Security Council (NSC), within the national
organization for space exploitation, and within the Department of Defense.

. Centralization of National Security Management

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
touse in accordance with 1ts suitability to his plans for conducting his great office.””
Brought into being by Cutler while he served as special assistant to President
Eisenhower for National Security Affairs, the NSC Planning Board was composed
of representatives of the National Security Council and served as the principal body
for formulating 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 translating approved NSC
policies into operational directives.’
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In the Jate 1950s the institntional framework of the National Security Council
was the subject of criticism. As has been seen, Gen Maxwell Taylor charged: “The
National Security Council has not come to grips with the fundamental defense
problems and has failed to produce clear-cut guidance for the armed forces.”8
Speaking as a defense analyst in September 1959, Paul H, Nitze suggested that
President Eisenhower’s dependence upon the National Security Council for policy
formulation as well as for advice in making decisions may have been “wrong in
theory and abortive in practice,” Nitze said the NSC Planning Board worked under
the “full pressures of interservice and interdepartmental rivalries” and made
compromises even in the gathering of information. The concentration of
responsibility for formulating new national policy ideas in the National Security
Council, moreover, relieved the executive departments of a full sense of their
responsibility for such work and tended “to cut off cross-fertilization of ideas
between departments and the services.”” On 12 December 1960 Sen Hemy M.
Jackson’s Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery, a part of the Scnate .
Committee on Government Operations, recommended that steps be taken to
“deinstitutionalize” and “humanize” the National Security Council process. The
subcommittee charged that the NSC Planning Board tended to overshadow the
NSC and 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 asross
departmental lines to a particular department or to a patticular action officer,
possibly assisted by an informal interdepartmental group.8

In conversations before they took office, Secretaries Robert S. McNamara and
Rusk agreed to foster and sponsor a close relationship of all echelons within the
Department of Defense and State Department. Although the program was not
intended to replace informal day-to-day contacts at working levels, Rusk and
McNamara soon expanded a state-defense exchange program whereby Foreign
Service officers were detailed to politico-military offices in the Defense
Department, and an equal number of military officers and defense civilians were
assigned to tours in various offices of the State Department. “There are not .
curtains, iron curtains,” McNamara announced in August 1961, “between the
Departments of any echelon. On a day-to-day basis, this results in expeditious
action, and I believe an entirely satisfactory working relationship at all echelons.””

Acting within his executive prerogative, President Kennedy named McGeorge
Bundy as his special assistant for national security affairs, but he preferred to rely
mainly upon personal contacts with his cabinet officers and upon task foress to
accomplish interdepartmental policy planning and coordinating. To rid the
National Security Council of its formalized institutionalism, Kennedy abolished the
NSC Operations Coordinating Board effective 19 February 1961. Where the
National Security Council had held weekly meetings under President Eisenhower,
President Kennedy preferred to call NSC meetings only after determining that a
particular issue was ready for discussion in such a forum, Much of the policy
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bustness that formerly flowed through the weekly NSC meetings was settled in
other ways—by separate meetings with the president, by letters or memoranda,
and atlevels belowthat of the presidency. 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 contact, 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 toa
particular department or individual who became responsible for obtaining, the
views of all interested agencies. When common views were not forthcoming, no
effort was made to find a common denominator but the divergent positions were
submitted to the president,1
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 responsibility 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
advantageous., 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.”11 Rusk pointed out: “Since the authority for the
task force stems directly from the President or other high officials, there usually
results added wrgency and a more thorough consideration of the problem than
would otherwise have been possible.”12
‘ When he took office Secretary McNamara considered that one of his “first
objectives was to establish a close relationship both personallywith Secretary Rusk,
and also 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 T wouldn’t accept from
the State Department . . . advice which I didn’t feel was good advice.”!3 The new
policymaking procedures nevertheless met the criteria that McNamara believed
essential for national defense decisions. Stated Deputy Secretary of Defense
. Roswell L. Gilpatric:

Secretary MeNamara and I believe that 1t is imperative, if we are to have a defense
adequate to meef 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 pomtwhere we behieve 1t cannot
be as effective as 1t should be,

Speaking for himself, Secretary McNamara described his basic management
philosophy.

1t 15 a philosophy based on a decision pyramud and a system of admunstration in which
all possible decisions are pushed to the bottom of that pyramid But for intelligent
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decisions to be made at the bottom of the pyramid there must be a framework within
which those decisions can be made. Basic policies must be cstablished agamst which a
decision maker o the lower levels can compare his decision and gam some confidence
thathe s acting in accordance with a pattern of decisionselsewhers in the orgamzation,
This will lead to unity and strength, rather than an imbalance, which can onfy lead to
weakness. And it 1s the establishment of these policies that can onfybe done at the top.’

The reorientation of the machinery for making national security decisions
promised closer relationships between the foreign and military policies of the
Urited States, but it also caused some concern. Thus some senators questioned
the wisdom of President Kenunedy’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. “Tt is impossible,” Adm George W, Anderson, Jr., noted, “for usin the
world in which we live, the environment in which the Joint Chiefs of Staff live,
completeéy to divorce themselves from the political and the psychological .
factors.”'6 In the spring of 1961, Fortune magazine editorially feared the influence
of 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.1”?

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 Mazwell 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:

Tamdefimtelynot overthe Chaurman,Iam not over any of the Chicfs Iam anindradual
adviser to the President outside of the channe! of command, and 5o far as I know, the
only person I can issue orders to is the aide who sits outside of my office.1® .

Both Secretary McNamara and Secretary Rusk minimized the effect of the Taylor
appointment. Rusk explained:

General Taylor isa personal adviserto the President onmihitary and ntelligence matters
and he effects a close liaison with the two agencies principally engaged 1n those two
fields . The chief role which the advisers in the White House play 1s that of fraison
andassistance i the preparation of papersand agendaof meetings Theydonotoperate
as mdependent policymakers »

Effective on 1 October 1962, President Kennedy named General Taylor to
succeed Gen Lyman L. Lemnitzer as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
allowed the position of military representative of the president to lapse. Although
it was difficult to question the prerogative of the president to name his own
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personal advisers, Brig Gen J. D. Hittle, USMC, Retired, and an expert on military
staff procedures, nevertheless challenged the need for a presidential military
adviser.

It 15 concervable that there 1s a constructive role for one to perform in the position . .
but I could visuahze ,. that . 1t could develop mto an agency of defense planmng,
strategic authority, and military advice, completely outside of and mn contradictron to
the Jo%t Chiefs of Staff system which 15 established, and dehberately so, by Congress
in law.

Under the Eisenhower administration the annually issued “Basic National
Security Policy” paper provided the guidance for the preparation of national
defense budgets, but the Kennedy administration reportedly arrived in office with
the belief that these papers had represented such generalized and compromlsed
viewpoints as to be inadequate as statements of strategic concept.?!
. Secretary Rusk also questioned the worth of generalized planning,

We felt that general planning was not of 100 great utihity. It was important mn terms of
the education of those who were to make policy decisions, and for the background,
alternatives, and gencral onentatron of policy, The most effectve planming, however, 15
that focused rather particulazly on a siteation or on a developing crisis or any idea on

foreign policy.?

In May 1961 the Department of Defense indicated that a basic national security
policy paper would be prepared for gnidance in the preparation of the five-year
force package projections, but the paper was not completed and, in the end,
Department of Defense directives about force structure and the concept of
multiple operations ultimately provided guidance for forward planning,? In the
absence of a policy paper, presidential addresses— particularly Kennedy’s
message to Congress on 28 March 1961—and other statcments by key
admintstration officials provided guidance on national security policy.24

. Providing a NASA-Defense Interface

During his campaign for the presidency in 1960, Senator Kennedy promised to
move the United States into a position of prominence in space, but he urged that
the immecdhate national objective m space was to achicve an adequate deterrent
missile force. He expressed the belief that at least a part of the difficulty in the
management of defense missile programs stemmed from distractions cansed 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.

At Kennedy’s request the Wiesner Ad Hoc Committee on Space provided an
analysis of the national space situation as well as recommendations for the future
in a report which President-elect Kennedy released on 11 January 1961, The
Wiesner committee pointed out that the new MNational Aeronautics and Space
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Administration (NASA) wished to establish a potentially duplicative in-house
research committes and asserted the general beliefin 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 aDOD directive of 18 September 1959 the services were
permitted to undertake study efforts and laboratoryexperiments at moderate costs
without the approval of the director of defense research and engineering, Thus in
December 1960 the Navy made the uncoordinated announcement that it was
initiating a series of new communications and reconnaissance satellite programs.
Uncoordinated speeches and press releases relating to preliminary stady projects
generated industry-sponsored activity and frequently caused NASA to believe that
the Department of Defense was not abiding by existing agreements. 26

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 1s the factor of national prestige.

Second, we belhieve that some space developments in addition to missiles, can
contribute much to our national security—both m terms of military systems and of
arms-hmitation mspection and control systems.

Third, the development of space vehicles affords new opportunities for scientific
observation and experzment. .

Fourth, there ar¢ a numberof important practical nonnlitary applications of space
technology. .

Finally, space activities particularly in the fields of communications and in the
exploration of oursolar system, offer exciting possibilities for international 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 committee stated an urgent requirement for more
effective management and coordination. It specifically recommended thaf the
National Aeronautics and Space Council be made an effective agencyfor managing
the national space program; that a single responsibility be established within DOD
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 space program should be reviewed and redefined in terms of two
years of experience in booster programs, manned space flight, the military uses of
space, and the application of space technology to civilian activities; and that
organizational machinery be established within the government to administer an
industry-government-civilian space program.
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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
accomplished by ad hocboards. Believing that some single Department of Defense
activity should to be concerned with continuous responsibility for organizational
and managerial planning, McNamara established an office of organizational and
management planning studies under the general council to conduct systematic
research on such problems. This small office was immediately directed to review
the military organization for research and development in space, and after
consultations with the director of defense research 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 nonmilitary departments
and to other interested agencies in the Department of Defense, including the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He gave them a week to file their comments.

. This deadlire 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 has customarily been the practice,” but he considered that he and McNamara
had personally evaluated all the points of view that had been presented before they
arrived at their final decision.??

In the Department of Defense directive of 6 March, Secretary McNamara
authorized each military department to conduct preliminary research for the
development of new ways of using space technology to accomplish assigned
functions. All proposals for research and development beyond preliminary
research were to be submitted to the director of defense engineering for review
and later 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 secretary of defense made a specific exception) the
responsibility of the Department of the Air Force. X 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 already was
responsible for over 90 percent of the total defense effort in space; that the directive
permitted the secretary of defense to make a case-by-case determination of space
projects; and, where peculiar talents were involved, to authorize deviations from
development by the Air Force.3! The directive did not affect space research and
development projects already assigned to the military departments, such as the
Army’s Advent communications 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 equipment for processing reconnaissance
data from satellite sources.3?
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In considering the establishment of effective relations between DOD and
NASA, Secretary McNamara began with the premise that the president and
Congress desired that there would be two agencies developing projecis for
operations in space but that there ought to be a well-coordinated national space
program. At a meeting with NASA administrator James E. Webbin February 1961,
McNamara emphasized that DOD would expect to develop the techniques and
technology that it might require for future military operations in space but that
both agencies should ensure that their activities did not overlap, duplicate, or cause
unnecessary expenditures to the nation, 33 A little later McNamara stated that any
defense space program would have to meet the criteria: “First, it must mesh with
the efforts of the NASA in all vital areas. . . . Second, projects supported by the
Defense Department must promise, insofar as possible, to enhance our military
power and effectiveness.”* In their initial discussions McNamara and Webb
agreed to continue to use the Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board
(AACB), and on 23 Febrnary 1961 Webb and Gilpatric jointly signed a letter of .
agreement establishing a national launch vehicle program, The AACB was given
the responsibility for interagency planning of launch vehicles, and neither NASA
nor DOD would initiate the development of a launch vehicle or booster without
the written acknowledgment of the other that such a new development would be
consistent with proper objectives of the composite space program >

As he had promised in his campaign, President Kennedy undertook to revitalize
the National Aeronautics and Space Council (NASC). He appointed Dr Eciward
C. Welsh as executive secretary of the council on 23 March, and on 10 April he
asked Congress to amend existing legislation 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 setve 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
amendment to the National Aeronautics and Space Act was approved by Corgress
and signed into law on 25 April3® On 13 May NASA additionally asked Corgress
to repeal the statutory requirement for the superseded Civilian-Military Liaison .
Committee, and in hearings on the proposal both NASA and Defense Depariment
spokesmen maintained that the Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board
could serve as an effective interagency coordinating authority without being
established by law. Apparently becanse 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.3

Under the emerging management concept for the national space prograr, the
National Aeronantics 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
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such activities. The Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board, with six
working panels, was designed to “facilitate the planning of aecronautical and space
activities of NASA and DOD to avoid undesirable duplication and to achieve
efficient utilization of available resources; to coordimate activities in areas of
common interest; [and) to identify problem areas and exchange information,”3®
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 mdmdual members
only by using the authority vested in them by their respective agencies.?® Working
under this management structure, Deputy Director of Defense Research and
Engineering Yohn H. Rubel told the Senate Aeronautical and Space Commitice
on 5 March 1962 that “we’ve been successful in making policy and dividin ’4%
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 whereby the Department of Defense undertack

. to support NASA at the Cape Canaveral and the Pacific Missile Range—had to
be thrillst 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 where broad po]icy is not as important as making detailed
decisions and working out arrangements in which the military research capablhty
can be made available to the space agency,” Deputy Director Rubel said.*? Gen
Bernard 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. In conversations with NASA officials, Schricvcr
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*® To ensure a closer
meshing of military and civilian space programs, Secretary McNamara issned a

. policy directive on 24 February 1962 declaring:

It 15 1n the national interest for the Department of Defense, to the extent compatible
with its primary mussion, to make 1ts resources available to NASA, m the form of
facihines and orgamzations, in order to comply effectively the nation’s total resources
for the aclievement of common eivil and military space objectives ad

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 NASA prcg_]ccts and programs
arising under basic agreements between NASA and DOD.™

Although the Department of Defense would contiue to exercise close patrol
over space research and development, the McNamara directive of 24 February
1962 was a manifestation of a trend toward the centralization of defense space
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activities under the Air Force and its subordinate Air Force Systems Comreand.
On 11 June 1962 the Department of Defense canceled the Army’s Advent project
and assigned the Air Force responsibility for the development, production, and
launching of defense satellite communications devices. The Army also was charged
to develop and operate ground communications stations, and the Defense
Communications Agen% was asked to assure the effective integration of ground
and space components,”® Acting under the new directive of 24 February, the Air
Force moved into closer cooperation with NASA. On 26 April 1962 General
Schriever named Maj Gen O, 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 military requirements to
NASA, General Ritland was charged to participate in NASA’s programming and
planning activitics and was able to make the Air Force’s requirements known, 7 .

By the end of 1962 some 50 arrangements and agreements were outstanding
between the DOD 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 continned to support NASA, and late in 1962 Secretary McNamara faced
the prospect that the Department of Defense should make more use of NASA.*8
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 Dyna-Soar
project “in technique and technology and potential,”* i this were true, Dyna -Soar
could be canceled, provided that Gemini could be made responsive to Air Force
technological requirements.>® Even though the Air Force did not agree that
Dyna-Soar duplicated Gemini, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force Brockway
McMillan maintained 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.”>!

Believing that there was a real possibility that the national manned space .
programs would develop out of Gemini and Dyna-Soar, Secretary McNamara and
Administrator Webb jointly signed a letter of agreement to ensure the most
effective utilization of the Gemini program in the national interest. The agreement
sought to ensure that the scientificand operational experiments undertaken during
the Gemini program would be directed at objectives and requirements of both the
DOD and NASA. To this end, McNamara and Webb established a Gemini
program planning board, under the cochairmanship of the associate administrator
of NASA and the assistant secretary of the Air Force for research and
development. This board was to delineate requirements and program monitoring
procedures to ascertain what mutual objectives would be met in planning
requirements,in the actual conduct of flight and in-flight tests, and in the analysis
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and dissemination of the results. NASA would continue to manage Gemini, and
DOD 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 chiefly at the attainment of
experimental or other capabilities in near-Earth orbit only by mutual
agreement.”>2 On 22 January Webb and McNamara also announced an agreement
setting forth the management responsibilities for operations in the Cape Canaveral
range 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. DOD 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 lannches, flight safety,
range search, and sea recovery over the Atlantic Missile Range.>
Secretary McNamara considered the precedent of the Gemini program
planning board to be a major step forward, and he refused to question the
military-civilian 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 organization within
the Government; that is to say, specifically with NASA and the Defense
Department both participating in developments in this field.”>* As a matter of fact,
the Gemini program planning board would discover that what it had been initially
constituted for would either be very expensive or impossible to attain at such a late
date.>s For its own part, the Air Force was far from satisfied that NASA’s Gemini
program and its subsequent Apollo moonflight program would provide the
technological knowledge needed for future military operations in space. During
fiscal year 1964 budget negotiations, the Air Force accordingly proposed that
. about $177 million should be provided for aseparately manned military space flight
project referred to as Blue Gemini and for the development of a manned space
station called the manned orbital development system (MQDS). Secretary
McNamara, however, considered these projects as duplicative and excluded them
from the budget requests submitted to Congress in January 1963.56
Daring 1963 the DOD sought to cooperate harmoniously with NASA to attain
pational space objectives. At Houston, Texas, where NASA was building its
manned spacecraft center, the Air Force temporarily hosted NASA personnel at
Ellington AFB, Texas, and the Air Force Systems Command opened a field office
in Houston fo manage military experiments during the Gemini program. In
continued support for NASA, the Air Force made Brig Gen Samuel C. Phillips,
who had been serving as vice commander, Air Force Ballistics Systems Division,
available for appointment as deputy director of NASA’s Apollo project. Prior to
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General Phillips’s assignment to this position on 31 December 1963, General
Schriever emphasized to Phillips that “he was going to work for NASA and be loyal
to NASA.”7 During the autumn of 1963, NASA was a partner in the deliberations
within the DOD that culminated in December when the Dyna-Soar program was
terminated and anew program for the development of a manned orbital 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 MOL project. 58 NASA would provide extensive
technical support to the project.®

‘When the Air Force was directed in June 1962 to assume responsibility for
military communications satellites (a program that would have to be developed in
context with the civil project to be controlled by the Communications Saiellite
Corporation),5 the Air Force wasin effect charged with all militaryspace reszarch
and development efforts except for the Navy’s Transit navigational satellite system.,
Management of Department of Defense missile test ranges and flight-test facilities,
however, continued to be divided between the 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 completed in
June 1963. The Air Force was directed to assume responsibility for managing and
operating a worldwide satellite tracking and control facility for all defense space
programs except for Transit and a limited number of other projects that might be
exemptin the future. The Air Force was also directed to provide a central authority
for the management of launch area range instrumentation and on-orbit satellite
control facilities at both the Atlantic and Pacific missile ranges as well as at remote
worldwide control and tracking stations. The Air Force already controlled the
Atlantic Missile Range, 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 AFB, Florida, on 2 January 1964. Becoming fully
operational at Andrews AFB, Maryland, on 1 July 1965, the National Fange
Division began to exercise command over the Air Force Eastern Test Region at
Patrick AFB and the Air Force Western Test Region at Vandenberg AFB,
California, With the completion of the reorganization, the Department of Defense
would have centralized control under one service to support the worldwide
operations of satellites, the space programs of NASA, and other programs that
tied in with the Atlantic and Pacific ranges.5! Where the Air Force and the Navy
had engaged in an active controversy over the control of California range facilities
in 195758, Secretary McNamara’s decision to transfer the Pacific Missile Range
to the Air Force drew only mild comment from the Navy spokesman, who observed:
“We were not enthusiastic about it, I would say.”%
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Secretary McNamara and Defense Management

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 order of business
in a new administration, and during the summer of 1960 Senator Kennedy asked
Senator Symington to head a study committee that would provide a concrete
program 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. Dr Edward C. Welsh would serve as executive director. Kennedy
expected the committee without conducting “another sweeping investigation,” to
study existing informed opinion and to make its recommendations known by 31
December so that the new administration could take steps “toremedy present basic
weaknesses in the administration and management of our national defense
establishments.”%

In preparing a unanimous report that was handed to President-elect Kennedy
on 5 December 1960, the Symington committee depended on 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 light of
lessons learned in World War II, which are now largely obsolete.”®* To the
committee, time had become an “unprecedented strategic value.”® In World War
II the United States had used 18 months to build and mobilize its forces; in 2 World
War III 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 for a shorter time
between the conception of weapon systems and their availability for use. Time
could not be bought; it could only be saved by reduction in duplication, wasted
effort, and elimination of multilayered decisionmaking structures. The committee
concluded that three major objectives were to be sought in modernizing the DOD.
The first objective was to shorten the time factor in bringing new weapon systems
from conception to utilization. This conld be handled by eliminating multifayered
decisionmaking. 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.”®’” The second
objective was to correct the predominance of service influence in the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, which resulted in defense planning becoming a series of compromised
positions. The third objective was to make the defense establishment a flexible
organization under the clear authority of the secretary of defense.5

To implement the general objectives, the Symington committee made specific
recommendations looking toward a strengthening of civilian authority, new
procedures for the command of military operations, and a centralization of
budgetary controls. To strengthen civilian authority, the committee recommended
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that the secretary of defense, the deputy secretary of defense, and two new under
secretaries of defense—one for administration and the other for weapons
systems—would be made statutory officers; the seven existing assistant secrefaries
of defense should be abolished and their functions should be absorbed by staff
directories working with the new under secretaries. The committee proposed a
sweeping reorganization of the military services:

The military services would be retamed, but the present departmental structure of the
Army, Navy, and Awr Forces would be elimmated. This m turn would do away with the
present posttions of Service Secretaries. The Services would remain separate organic
units, albert within a single department (as m the case today with the Marines) and
subject to the direction, authonty, and control of the Secretary of Defense.5?

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 presidentially appointed
senior officers who would no longer retain service identities. Bach of the 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 specified 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 appropriated 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 multiyear schedules,”

The Air Force already was 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 - unsty in concept, in our objectives, in our planning and m our .
operational effort—unity 15 the gmding prinaple for the reorpanized defense

establishment. In my opinton, cur progress in this dwection falls short of the

technological progresswhich 1s being made in the environment in which the Department

of Defense must operate,’

In aninterview daring July 1960, General White pointed out that the atomic bomb
and the advent of missiles 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 _glatcau and level off, but we’re going to keep right on, on this asymptotic
curve.”'“ Speaking of his philosophy of military organization he said that “the
answer to my mind is unification at the top.”">

‘What the Army thought about the Symington committee’s recommendations
was not read into the public record, but the Navy was quite opposed to them
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Several weeks before the Symington report was made public, the Navy prepared a
17-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, Adm Arleigh Burke directed that packets be
made up including the Symington report, the Navy declaration, and a number of
press comments on the Symington committee report. These packets were mailed
to Navy attachés 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.”™ Key congressional leaders also were cool to
sweeping proposals for defense unification. “I am not,” explained Sen Richard
Russell, “a rampant advocate of complete unification, a monolithic command, and,
as a matter of fact, I am opposed to it.»”> Senator Russell, however, favored
unification in fields of activity such as intelligence and communications, and in
some phases of training.”® Congressman Carl Vinson commented:

One of the baste reasons why we have four services and four separate Chuefs who are
responsible for their service and for therr viewpoints as members of the Joint Chrefs of
Staft 15 to be very sure that we do not have one single type of thinking, We want, and
the law expects, divergent views of defense planning n

By April 1961 Senator Symington noted that Congress was of the opinion that new
organizational legislation ought not to be considered until the DOD “uses the
authority it has to straighten out some of these cans of worms so far as efficient
organization is concerned.” 78

Assoon as he assumed office on 20 Jannary 1961, Secretary McNamara revealed
that he had decided views about his role as the top manager in the Department of
Defense. “My strong belief is,” he would say, “a manager should be an aggressive
leader, an active leader, asking questions, suggesting alternatives, proposing
objectives, stimulating progress.”’” As has been seen, McNamara immediately
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 from study and
report to special task groups, each headed by a senior official, Nearly 35 of the
most important questions were assigned to the Joint Chiefs and the Joint Staff for
study and analysis.3? Secretary Thomas S. 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, T have been able to expedite the decision-making process.”S!
Although McNamara was willing to accord “primary responsibility” to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in making normal day-to-day decisions with respect to combat
operation, he nevertheless considered that the secretary of defense had to play a
major role in establishing the future force levels, since these levels had to be
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established in relation to the total objectives of the nation, particularly its foreign
objectives 52

As McNamara studied the National Security Act of 1947 and its amendments,
he became 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. Even though 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 meanwhile he promised that “we should do everything
that we can, that is within our legal power to do, to streamiine the decision making
process, to avoid duplication, to eliminate waste, and to strengthen the lines of
authority and responsibility, and this we are doing on a daily basis as opportunity .
presents itself 83 As time passed, the Office of Secretary of Defense continuzd to
pursue the evolutionary approach to defense reorganization. Deputy Secretary
Gilpatric further explained the matter in May 1962, when he said:

Whether ultimately a major restructuring of the Defense Department must take place
remains to be seen. I thought so once and favored such an approach but as of now the
more gradual evolutionary process of change makes more sense to me and that 1s the
approach we are going to take 1n the comung year

Under existing legislation the power of appointment and the power of the purse
were atthe disposal of the secretary of defense, and the control of the budget would
be a major force for evolutionary change within the DOD. 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 sectetary of defense for comptroller. While at Rand in
1960, Hitch had coauthored a book, The Econormnics 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 whereby defense .
packages could be costed out for five years in the future.35 Working with the Joint
Staff and the military departments, Hitch devised nine budget program packages:
(1) Strategic Retaliatory Forces, (2) Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces,
(3) General Purpose Forces, (4) Airlift and Sealift Forces, (5) Reserve and
National Guard Forces, (6) Research and Development, (7) Servicewide Support,
(8) Classified Projects, and (9) Department of Defense. In May 1961 Fitch
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 five-year program review,
Hitch visualized that annual budgets would be more easily made up in terms ofthe
phased accomplishment of the five-year program and such program changes as
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might be approved. As the program package budget was being put into effect,
Hitch reasoned 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.”®¢ Speaking tentatively at first, McNamara
suggested that the program package budget “can serve as a substitute for a change
in the organizational structure.”®’ By January 1962 he had begun to see the
functional budget as a possible substitute for increased defense unification. “I
think,” he explained, “it would make it more difficult to prove that a single service
was desirable or necessary because some of the advantages attributed to a single
service are being acco%:lsplished without a single service by this so-called
programming approach.”

When 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.?® During the preparation
of the fiscal year 1963 budget and the initial five-year projection, the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) assembled and organized the data
submitted by the military departments and specifically viewed the estimates from
a standpoint of cost effectiveness. Other agencies of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense also were called upon to review the departmental submissions and to
advise the secretary on aspects of the programs within the areas of functional
responsibility.) Beginning with the preparation of the fiscal year 1964 budget—
which included program changes in the five-year plan— Secretary McNamara
employed a somewhat different review process. Having anticipated 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 to the president, giving both sides of the arguments bearing on
the issues.”! In 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
coordmated recommendations on them — thus passing major program review from
the Office of the Comptroller to offices of the assistant secretaries.52

As the Department of Defense program-package budgeting became perfected,
both McNamara and Gilpatric looked vpon the new management practice as an
adequate substitute for organizational change. On 16 October 1963 Gilpatric said,
“Y would not recommend any basic changes in our national security legislation.”
When asked about interservice rivalry on 19 February 1964 McNamara replied:

I think the answer depends entirely upon the decistveness of the Sacretary 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 2 more parochial point of view, If the Secretary exercises that power
and authority, there need not be waste mntroduced m the budget by the fact that
mterservice rivalry may exist “
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McNamara regarded “careful cost-effectiveness analyses” and the relationship of
programs to missions rather than to the military services as 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 we have two tactical fighter aircraft which are identical 1n every important
measure of performance, except one —arrcraft A can fly 10 miles per hour faster than
arrcraft B However, aircraft A costs $10,000 more per vnit than aircraft B. Thus, if we
need about 1,000 arrcraft, the total additional cost would be $10 muthion, . . . If we
approach this problem from the viewpoint of a given amount of reasons, the additional
combat effectiveness represented by the greater speed of aircraft A would have to be
weighed agamst the additional combat effectiveness which the same $10 smuilion could
produce if apphed to other defense purposes—more amrcraft B, more or better aircraft
munitions, or more ships, or even more military housing. . . Thus, the fact that arcraft
A flics 10 miles per hour faster than aircraft B 1s not conclusive We still have to
determmne whether the greater speed 1s worth the greater cost. This kind of
determenation is the heart of the plannng-programmmp-budgeting, or resonrces .
allocation problem within the Defense Department.®

To streamline the upper echelon of the Department of Defense, Secretary
McNamara eliminated two of the seven assistant secretaries of defense at the cutset
of his administration, but he soon established a new Office of Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Civil Defense. Additional prestige was given to the Office of the
Director of Defense Research and Engineering by making its deputy director an
assistant secretary of defense.®® Several additional actions consolidated similar
military departmental activities within the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In
1961 contact between Congress and the military departments was centralized in
the Office of the Special Assistant of the Secretary of Defense for Legisative
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.”” When he first explained the
program-package budget procedure, Comptroler Hitch suggested that it would
concentrate authority within the Office of Secretary of Defense. “Progzram

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.”®

This prediction apparently came true. Thus in 1962 the report of a Special
Subcommittee on Defense Agencies of the House Committee on Defense
Agencies of the House Committee on Armed Services noted that the
implementation of the program package defense budgets had given the assistant
secretary of defense (comptroller) and later the assistant secretaries of defense
and the director of defense engineering (when the primary responsibility for
program integration was shifted from the comptroller to appropriate assistant
secretaries) an enormous control over the military departments. The special
subcommittee pointed out that the agency that prepared cost analyses of program
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changes became the primary control mechanism over the program category.”® 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 control within the department, 100

During its consideration of the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, Congress
approved an amendment offered by Rep John McCormack which authorized the
secretary of defense, when he deemed it advantageous in terms of effectiveness,
economy, or efficiency, to arrange to have any supply or service activity common
to two or more military departments conducted by a single agency. Acting under
authority of the amendment of 2 May 1985, Secretary Gates established the
Defense Communications Agency under the direction, authority, and control of
the secretary of defense through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and charged it to exercise
a centralized control over all long-haul and point-to-point communications. 1
Shortly after taking office, Secretary McNamara also began to exercise authority
given to him by the McCormack amendment. “One of the most productive fields
of the economic application of centralized management,” he said, “is in the
provision of common supplies and related services to all the military
departments.”1% On 31 August 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 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 (MTMA).103 As he took office McNamara also noted
that a number of intelligence agencies had been performing similar, ifnot parallel,
work with no unified direction of the total defense intellizence activity. “To obtain
unity of effort among all components of the Department of Defense in developing
military intelligence and to achieve a strengthened overall capacity in the
department for the collection, production, and dissemination of defense
intelligence information,” Secretary McNamara 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 operations
(technical intelligence, for example, was essential for research and development
functions), they were permitted to maintain certain limited intelligence
activities.1%® Under the new arrangement 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
Agencsy.105

In his list of study questions directed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint
Staff, McNamara asked whether a unified command should be established to
control limited-war forces. Both Gen Thomas D. White and General Taylor had
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earlier recommended such a command, and Senator Symington’s Committee on
the Defense Establishment had endorsed thess recommendations. % On 24 J uly
1961, both Gen Frank F. Everest, commander of the Tactical Air Command
(TAC), and GenHerbert B. Powell, commanding general of the Continental Army
Command (CAC), jointly recommended the immediate establishment of a unified
tactical command as a joint headquarters with Army, Navy, and Air Force
component commands. They visualized that this command would be built around
a relatively small, unified command headquarters, which would possess great
mobility and would be capable of rapidly deploying fully effective command
elements to areas of crisis.'? With general agreement that the action should be
taken, Secretary McNamara announced the establishment of the US Strike
Command (STRICOM) on 19 September 1961 with its headquarters at MacDill
AFB, Florida. Gen Paul D. Adams, who had commanded the US ground forcesin
the Lebanon operation, was named commander in chief and Lt Gen Bruce K.
Holloway, US Air Force, was designated as deputy commander in chief, 108

According to its mission assignment as a unified command, STRICOM was to .
provide an integrated, mobile, highly combat-ready force that would be trained as
a unit and would be instantly available to angment forces existing 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 fanctional
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 ensure a high level of combat
readiness and effectiveness. The commanders of the Tactical Air Command
(TAC) and the CAC 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 Corps and four Navy officers
to the headquarters, no naval forces were assigned to STRICOM. In the event he
was given a contingency mission requiring Navy or Marine forces, Adams .
envisioned 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
reportf(g to the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) that STRECOM was operationally
ready.

In its mission assignment STRICOM was charged with the principal 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!® In accordance with the
supporting mission, STRICOM made combat-ready tactical air wings and ground
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divisions available to the commander in chief, Atlantic Command, during the
Cuban missile crisis.!!! If STRICOM were directed to deployto a remote trouble
spot, General Adams planned that with the approval of the JCS he would draw
boundaries around the crisis area, establish a small theater of operations, and move
into Headquarters STRICOM, or a smaller 2;ioint task force headquarters into the
area to command necessaty operations.1? In its initial months of operations,
STRICOM had no clear mandate as to the area of the world in which it might be
required to undertake independent operations, and the US Army was responsible
for controlling military assistance to newly independent African nations. With
dissenting opinions from the Navy and Marine Corps members, the majority of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended phasing out the Naval forces in the eastern
Atlantic Ocean and the Mediterrancan Sea and making CINCSTRIKE
responsible for all United States defense activities in the Middle East, Southern
Asia, and sub-Saharan Africa. Under its new responsibility CINCSTRIKE would
be additionally designated CINCMEAFSA on 1 December 1963113 1n the
subsequent transfer of the responsibility, CINCMEAFSA gained some 1,000
military personnel overseas, mostly in military assistance advisory groups.
CINCMEAFSA also assumed operational control over the small naval task force
stationed in the Red Sea-Persian Gulf area, which was known as the US Middle
East Force. ™

Among the questions he presented to the Joint Chiefs of Staff early in 1961,
Secretary McNamara called for a study and a report on national military command
and control systems. Subsequently acting on advice from the JCS, McNamara
appointed Gen Earle E, Partridge, USAF, Retired, as the head of a National
Command and Control Task Force and directed the force to make a very
exhaustive study of such matters. Completed on 14 November 1961, the Partridge
report was a highly classified document, but some of the conclusions in the report
were subjected to public discussion. For example, to serve both cold and hot war
requirements a National Military Command System had to be able to provide
indications that a critical situation could occur; to be able to assess and analyze the
dangers the situation could present; to develop a spectrum of military alternatives
available to comprehend the situation; to arrive at decisions; and tobe able to direct
the execntion 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.1?®

To provide continuing study the Joint Command and Control Requirements
Group was established in May 1962 under the Joint Chiefs of Staff but outside the
Joint Staff. Early in the following October, Secretary McNamara issued a directive
that established the concepts of operation of the National Military Command
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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 commands, and the military 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 Center, but the National Military
Command Center was initially established outside the Joint Staff. Such a location.
was advantageous from the standpoint 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 Commitiee on Armed Services
had expressed a fear that the command and control system might be headed byan
“assistant for operations” in the Department of Defense or a “director of
operations” on a Joint Staff,}16

The National Military Command System directive had not been fully
implemented at the time of the Cuban crisis, but the National Military Commiand .
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 and the
secretary of defense. 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’s resources. Accordingly on 6 June 1963 the Joint Staff Operations
Directorate (J-3) was reorganized to include the National Military Command
Center (NMCC) under a deputy director for the National Military Command
System. New Department of Defense directives confirmed the National Military
Command Center as the Senior Military Command Center, established rules for
interaction between key government agencies, and, as described by Brig Gen 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,*117

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 frontline infantry commander or a tactical aircraft in flight in
some overseas theater,!® the command and control system did not provide for a
unity of military command in Washington other than the president. The line of
command over the unified and specified commands continued to run through the
Joint Chiefs of Staff collectively to the secretary of defense and to the president.
In March 1964 former Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric offered an opirion
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff shonld be taken out of the military line of command,
“Too often, in critical conflict situations,” he wrote, “the President and his other
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policy advisers are confronted with a fractured military position reﬂectmg
divergent service positions rather than differing military judgments.”** Since
there was no existing law that required the Joint Chiefs to be brought into the line
of authority over tactical operations, Gilpatric proposed that the chain of
command over military operations could extend down from the president through
the secretary of defense and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
commanders of the unified and specified commands. He urged:

If the Unuted States 1s to hold or regain imtiatove 1 international secunity affairs, and if
1ts military establishment 1s to be responsive tothe need foralmost split-second reaction
m erisis situations, the President and has assistants must be able to receive, clearly and
speedily, military advice of a range and depth that will not always be forthcommng under
the present J C.S system.'?

Changing Air Force Views on Defense Unification

In hearty agreement with President Eisenhower’s statement that the day of
separate ground, sea, and air warfare was gone forever, General White and other
Alr Force leaders had given strong support for the Defense Reorganization Act
of 1958, General White belicved that transcendant acrospace weapon systems had
rendered the old land, sea, and air modes of operations an invalid determinant for
service roles and missions. Committed traditionally to a doctrine of unity of
command, the Air Force leaders appeared to have assumed that a centralization
of defense authority would provide unity of command. Viewed in retrospect, the
Air Force leaders of the late 1950s wanted a national 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 supply
departments that had formerly teported directly to the secretary of war. The Root
organization had ended the separate status of the great administrative
departments, whose activities outside the line of military command had almost
brought chaos to the Army during the Spanish-American War. 1?1 As the
McNamara reorganization of the Department of Defense progressed, Air Force
thinkers began to discover that centralization of defense authority would not
necessarily provide the unity of command they had desired.

Some change in Air Force attitudes toward national defense organization
became apparent when Secretary Zuckert and General LeMay took over Air Force
leadership in 1961. “Our problem . asIgeeit,” LeMaystated in September 1961,
“is that we must maintain our unity of mission and unity as an organization as we
approach our operational tasks in space.” 22 Zuckert observed in February 1962,
“We do have a sufficiently focused area of activity to keep the An' Force a cohesive
organization with a clearly apparent personality and spirit.’ 23 In the autumn of
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1961 when he established the Defense Supply Agency (DSA), Secretary
McNamara stated that he would continue to look to the military departments for
management of their respective weapon systems. Air Force spokesmen were
nevertheless troubled that the DSA. was established outside the line of military
command and was additionally authorized to make studies as to whether it should
assume responsibilities over the common procurement and distribution of
aeronautical spare parts, chemical supplies, and industrial production equipment,
During hearings before the Special Subcommittee on Defense Agencies of the
House Armed Services Committee in mid-1962, Gen Frederic H. Smith, Jr.,
speaking as Air Force vice chief of staff, strongly opposed any addition of authority
that would result in the DSA becoming “a fourth service of supply or a Ministry of
Supply.”1* As a result of these hearings, the Special Subcommittee on Defense
Agencies found that “the new Department of Defense agencies, although perhaps
conceived as coordinating agencies, are in fact operational and directionzl in
nature,”'® The subcommittee warned that “in time of emergencies requiring
flexibility, responsiveness, and speedy resolution of issues at hand, the .
overcentralized system will be largely ineffectual, perhaps to the point of
endangering our national security.”1%0 In an examination of defense organization
in the years from 1898 to 1960, the Concepts Division of Air University's Aerospace
Studies Institute concluded in May 1963 that the establishment of the Defense
Communications Agency had introduced a possible trend toward the
establishment of defense agencies (such as the Defense Supply Agency). These
agencies would be composed of functional service elements placed outside fixed
military channels and directly responsible to the secretary of defense. If located
outside of military channels, these defense agencies would bear a striking
resemblance to the independent War Department bureaus that had existed prior
to the Root reorganization of 1903.127

At the same time that the independent defense agencies were being examined,
other studies noted the concentration of defense authority within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. Even though General White had been an outspoken
proponent of armed service unification, he questioned in an article publishecl on
11 July 1962 what he described as a concentration of general staff authority in the .
civilian staff of the Office of the Secretary of Defense.1® After its investigations,
the Special Subcommittee on Defense Agencies concluded on 13 August 1962 that,
despite the fact that Congress had repeatedly opposed merger of the military
services and the establishment of a single chief of staff and general staff, “the
groundwork is being laid for the very thing that Congress has repeatedly expressed
concern about and attempted to prevent.” The subcommittee was “convinced of
the rapid growth of a system which moves the decision making process higher and
higher on the scale of centralized authority and into the hands of a few people.””12?
It warned of the adverse effect of such centralization of authority in the civilian
staff at the Office of the Secretary of Defense:
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As time goes on, with all decisions being made at the Secretary of Defense level, lower
echelons will develop a “no deaision” or indecisive philosophy . Those entrusted to
make decisionswith the accompanyingauthonity and responsibility will increasingly turn
to the next higher authonity untit ultimately all decisions, large and small, wil be
crowding in at the top and awaiting resolution. .. . Obviously such a system lljsopondcmus
and slow and unresponsive to the immediate needs of subordinate levels.

Except for expressing their opposition to any action which might establish a
fourth service for supply or a ministry of supply, the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not
discuss the evolving pattern of defense management when they appeared before
the House Subcommittee on Defense Agencies during the summer of 1962.131
‘When asked in February 1963 whether military officers wielded sufficient influence
in the establishment of military policy, General Taylor responded:

Iwould say that we military people have ample opportumity to exert influence on muilitary
policy. The question 15, are we persuasive enough, are we able to bring forward a case
that carnes conviction? X always complain to my own staff and to all the staffs I have
ever had, that we have lots of brave seldiers, sailors, and airmen, but too few men who
can write a good paper, or properly present the message orally or n writing. . . . The
SEI10us answer .. .15 that we have ample opportunuty to ifluence policy. We in the Joint
Chiefs of Staff always are queried as a body, and , . . I have oficn been quened as an
mdm%nzal. That does not mean necessarily our advice 15 always followed. Obviously it
15 not

Although he had kept silent earlier, General LeMay began to speak quite freely
abont the frustrations he felt as chief of staff of the Air Force and as a member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the early months of 1964, As a service chief, LeMay
knew the difficulty of pushing a program through the secretary of the Air Force,
the secretary of defense, the bureau of the budget, the president, and finally
through the armed services committees and the appropriations committees of
Congress. 133 LeMay also stated that the corporate Joint Chiefs did not play as
fundamental a part as in the past in making major decisions on overall programs
and policies. The five-year force projection, for example, had become the
controlling factor in budgeting; to secure modifications in the five-year plan, the
services presented program changes to the secretary of defense, who might or
might not send them to the corporate Joint Chiefs for comment. The Navy’s visual
light-attack (VAL) aircraft program change incorporated in the fiscal year 1965
budget, for example, was not submitted to the Joint Chiefs, although LeMay
considered that the program change was highly important and that the completion
of the program would cost nearly $1.5 billion. Even when they were asked to make
comments on program change proposals, the Joint Chiefs looked “at these items
piecemeal” and said we [JCS] will “never have an opportunity to get together and
look at everything we have done and say this is more money than we can afford,
what is the order of priority of these things,”13* “We would like,” LeMay said, “to
take alook at the overall budget at the end, after we have approved these individual
items as they come along to see what we have done, to establish some of priority,
and try to get in balance.”1%% LeMay considered cost-analysis to be “very useful o
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know exactly what you are getting and what you bave to pay for it when yon are
proposing new weapons systems,” but he was fearful of an analysis which “tends
to put an eg?hasis on the cost differential rather than the performance
differential.”"* “Generally speaking, particulatly at the working level,” LeMay
concluded, “it is becoming more and more difficult to get experience and
judgement ground into the solution of problems. We have to try to translate
experience and {udgement into cold hard facts to win a case. Sometimes this is very
difficult to do.”*37

Early in his tenure of office Secretary Zuckert was willing to believe that the Air
Force would have a cohesive mission for the future, and his continuing studies of
the matter convinced him that the trend in weapons development would not end
the requirement for the Air Force. To penetrate through the “technological shock”
engendered by the development of missiles, Zuckert established Project Forecast
in the spring of 1963. This project, conducted under the direction of General
Schriever, sought to provide a blueprint of technological possibilities in the
1965-75 time period. Available by February 1964 but kept highly classified, the .
Project Forecast report represented “a new, hard look at the fundamentals of
airpower employment.”* Among other things, Project Forecast demonstrated
that while technological possibilities for advanced weapon systems appeared
relatively unlimited, the cost and complexity of all weapons had increased so much
that there was no possibility that any military service could have everything it would
like.13? Relating the problem of weapon systems to defense orgamization in
September 1964, Zuckert outlined three fundamental facts. There was “no
indication that the weapons we now have or those which can be foreseen will
destroy the identity of any of the three general categories of warfare-land, sea,
and .marospace.”1 Although this was true, Zuckert believed that it was “almost
impossible to conceive of substantial military action carried out by one service
alone. Any war of the future will be a joint action. Hence we must deter or fight
war jointly, as a thoroughly coordinated action, with all forces—aerospace, land,
and sea--acting under unified control,”¥¥! As a third considered judgmeni, he
believed that “many of the weapons of war will continue to increase in complexity,
sophistication, and cost. The proper allocation of defense resources will remain a .
central problem.”142

Asheassessed the relationship of military technology, national strategy, tactics,
force levels, and doctrine to national defense organization in September 1964,
Secretary Zuckert noted that the pattern of centralized national defense
organization which had developed since 1947 was “working well” in the areas of
planning, budgeting, and operational commands. “A loose confederation of forces
such as we had seventeen years ago,” he said, “simplyis not adapted to the defense
needs of the nation,”!*3 But when he responded to the rhetorical question: Should
the United States go all the way to a single service? Zuckert stated an emphatic
“No.” The developing national defense organization had achieved centralized
planning and operational control and a balance of forces appropriate to the threat
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without destroying the identities of the three services. Four reasons were
paramount for maintaining separate departments of Army, Navy, and Air Force.
There was a copstantly increasing requirement for military professionalism. In an
era of complex weapons, soldiers, sailors, and airmen could no longer easily move
from one service to another or intelligently serve a single service. The separate
services were needed to train professionals and funnel many of them upward to
serve the unified commanders, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the secretary of defense.
Providing military equipment, military doctrine, and effective military forces for
aerospace, land, and sea warfare was the task of the military departments. “Tf we
did not have them,” Zuckert said, “we would have to invent a substitute for the
purpose.”1# Zuckert also noted that interservice competition— controlled enough
to create positive contributions to national defense — “provides an effective system
of checks and balances” and “assures that a full range of alternatives and newideas
will be examined before major decisions are taken.” The individual services also
were required to provide for efficient management. “Military administration,
. training, logistic support, and research and development,” Zuckert asserted, “can
be managed most efficiently on the basis of three military departments, each of
which is relatively homogeneous in terms of the type of warfare on which it focuses.
We should not disturd this arrangement.”**> Finally, there was the intangible
element of esprit de corps which was at the heart of a true fighting force. “The
people who operate and maintain SAC’s weapons and the people of the Logistics
Command who supply them,” Zuckert pointed out, “are all in the same
uniform. . .. Theyare part of ateam and their working relations are quite different
from the impersonal relations that might exist between loosely related
organizations which worked for different bosses.”26
In the summation of his address on national defense organization, Secretary
Zuckert warned: “The purists in organization sometimes want to carry their work
to extremes w].uch appear logical on paper but which in practice may lose more
than is gained.”}*7 He believed that the evolving organizational structure had
centralized overall planning, budgeting, and operational control within the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, but that it had decentralized the development and
. support of combat forces and the formulation of doctrine along environmental
lines. Zuckert concluded:

This careful weaving of functional unification and environmental decision permits both
to be effectively explosted. . . . That which is wase, natural and ¢fficrent 15 not likely to
disappear in the confinving process of evolaing the best possible defense organization.
The three separate military departments of Atmy, Navy (with its Manne Corps), and
Air Force make an indispensable contribution to thc defense of this nation and wiil
continue to do so I predict that they are here to stay 1%

Where the Air Force had in the past customarily provided the strongest support
for national defense unification, Secretary Zuckert’s landmark address in
September 1964 indicated that the Air Force was reevaluating the requirement for
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defense unification in the Hght of new ideas of technological possibilities and
strategic requirements.

Air Force Organizational Adjustments
to Defense Reorganization

Except for the establishment of the Air Research and Development Comrand
in 1951, the internal organization of the Air Force in 195758 was markedly similar
to the management structure sef up in the immediate post-World War H years
when the new Air Force was loosely federated with the Army and the Navy in the
Department of Defense. The impact of the Soviet Sputnik and the Department of
Defense reorganization of 1958 stimulated a ferment of introspective studies
looking toward the internal reorganization of the Air Force. “We are standing at
the crossroads of Air Force history,” General Schriever exclaimed in one planning
papes. “It would seem fortuitous indeed, if an organization conceived for 1950°s
problems were the best for changed needs of 1960-1970,714 .

With the accomplishment of the Department of Defense reorganization of 1958,
the departments of Army, Navy, and Air Force lost command over militatry combat
forces and were restricted to the principal task of creating combat-readyforces for
employment by the unified commanders in the field. With only partial guidance
from the Department of Defense, each of the military departments managed its
internal reorganizations in a manner that represented necessary readjustments to
the new defense organizational requirements and to projected trends in defense
activity. The effectiveness of each service’s internal organization would depend in
alarge measure upon the accuracy with which the services predicted futare trends.
Within the Air Force these estimates of future trends were manifested in the form
of assumptions, and these assumptions were often more apparent from the
statements of key individuals than from formal Air Force documents.

Air Force Reorganization of Doctrinal Pursuit

Reflecting the belief of its founding commander Gen Muir S. Fairchild that a .
university not only disseminated knowledge but also sought to develop knowledge
through research, Air University from 1946 onward had been charged to study Air
Force responsibilities for national security and to develop recommendations as to
long-range Air ¥orce objectives. Air University also was charged to prepare
doctrinal manuals in fields of Air Force strategy, procedures, and techniques.!5?
After an early incandescence in the early 1950s, the flame of research began to
flicker at the Air University by 1956, In that year, Air War College students no
longer were expected to contribute solutions to problems of Air Force and defense
interest in their student theses.!>! When reductions in force and other manpower
reductions had to be made within the command in the autumn of 1957, Air
University commander ruled that cuts would not be made across the board but in
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research areas that did not support the educational mission. The manner in which
the personnel reduction was accomplished left no doubt that the training mission
of the Air University had a higher priority than research.%2 In the spring of 1958
Air University’s Board of Visitors noted and criticized the fact that the Air Force
appeared reluctant to ass]{gu sufficiently high-quality personnel to the Air War
College’s evaluation staff. 3

At the same time the Air University was reducing its research capabilities, a
group of officers in Headquarters Air Research and Development Command,
under the leadership of Col Taylor Drysdale, was impressed with the conclusion
that nothing was being done in the Air Force to develop the science of warfare,
although biltions of dollars were being spent each year on the research and
development of weapon systems. Weapon systems were being conceived,
developed, and produced without consideration of the manner in which they might
or might not affect the enemy and without regard to the nature of the military
influence they were expected to wage. The Rand Corporation, operations analysis
. functions, the Weapon Systems Evaluation Group, the Lincoln Laboratory, the Air
University, and a host of other agencies were engaged in random and piccemeal
studies, but “nowhere,” Drysdale said, “is there a rational program for research
and development of military science as a whole to learn the still unknown,
fundamental principles of military power which, governing the outcome of real
military actions, are at least important as the tools they call forth "> On 8 April
1957 Drysdale briefed Gen Thomas S, Power, who was then in command of the
Air Research and Development Command, on this thinking and received
instructions to form a study group, to make a survey of the military science function,
and to prepare a development planning note describing a program for action. After
five months’ work, the Drysdale group completed an extended study that was
summarized in a United States Air Force Directorate of Development Planning
note published on 17 February 1958 This note proposed a gradual establishment
of a military science research and development organization to include 1,621

military and professional persons by the end of fiscal year 1967.1%°
‘When briefed on the Drysdale study shortly after becoming Air Force vice chief
. of staff, General LeMay acknowledged that the objective was important and worth
pursuing. He pointed out that studies of defense matters by outsiders and observers
generally lacked utility, and he emphasized that the only men who could provide
the product that Drysdale was seeking would be persons who bore the
responsibility for military action and who understood the nature of combat and the
price that might have to be paid for the achievement of a necessary military end. 156
At Air University, where he was completing a four-year tour as commandant of
the Air Command and Staff College, Maj Gen Lloyd P, Hopwood proposed on 6
January 1958 that vigorous efforts ought to be made by Air University to provide
i “conceptual R&D” for the Air Force through the rejuvenation of an Air Force
. board-type function. Somewhat more cautiously, Maj Gen Robert F. Tate, the
* commander of the Air War College, pointed out that the Air Force had changed
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since Air University had been established, The Air Staff had been expanded, the
major air commands had undertaken their own conceptual planning, and a large
number of study groups in industry and civilian institutions were studying a wide
range of Air Force problems. An Ajr University organizational study committee,
nevertheless, recommended that the Air University create a warfare institute that
would combine the talents still available in the Air University Research Studies
Institute and the Air War College’s evaluation staff.!>’ Despite agreement that the
Air University ought toinvigorate its research organization, the Drysdale proposal
for a military science research and development organization met a skeptical
reception at Air University. One senior evaluation staff officer called it a “panacea”
and suggested that the development planning note had “fallen into the trap of
believing that properly qualified and organized people, with adequate resources,
can eventually resolve the basicallg irresolvable conflicts we are faced with today
in the field of national security.” 15 Another note:

Our studics on new weapon systems forescen during the next 15 years have concluded
that the present strategy of deterrence will continue essentially unchanged and so wall .
the basic tasks of our militazy forces . .. The key to changes in future strategy will rest

with scientific development; for the nation which can gain a clear ascendancy over all

the rest in adequate numbers of more highly effective weapons, whether offensive or

defensive, will be in a position to donunate other nations 1n all forms of malitary

confiret 137

In his discussion of the requirement for research and development in military
sciences, Colonel Drysdale emphasized that the task of developing future
knowledge could not be entrusted to Air Force planners or operations analysts,
who were accustomed only to applying and analyzing already existing knowledge.
“A truly professional approach to a profession,” he argued, “must admit to the
essential difference between the generation of knowledge and the application of
that knowledge whether for the present actions or for the future actions.”16°
Possibly because of this thinking, the Air Research and Development Command
organized a small Science of Warfare Office under its deputy commander for
tesearch and development on 2 January 1958161 The Air Staff, however, equated
conceptual research with long-range planning, An increasing recognition that the .
Air Force ought to look ahead led to the establishment of the deputy chief of staff,
plans and programs, as a separate Air Staff office early in 1957. In an internal
reorganization on 15 July 1958, the Office of the Deputy Director for Pelicy -
(formerly the Policy Division) was established under the director of plans. At the
same time, the Air Doctrine Branch was established under the Air Policy
Division.16i Hearing of this action, General Tate was skeptical of the decision to
place Air Doctrine Branch under the deputy director of policy, Directorate of
Flans, since this placed Air Force doctrine in a subordinate position to Air Force
policy. “The Air University,” he urged, “is in a position to develop doctrine free
from day to day policy considerations, This is as it should be and is a major reason
for retaining the basic doctrinal responsibility within the Air University.”163
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At its establishment in July 1958 within the Air Staff, the Air Doctrine Branch
was designated as the single point of reference for the review of basic air doctrine
prepared at Air University and for operational doctrine prepared in the major air
commands, For a time the Air Doctrine Branch merely attempted to keep current
on Air Force doctrine, but changes caused by the implementation of the Defense
Reorganization Act of 1958 indicated that the Air Doctrine Branch might be
expected to perform an enlarged role. Under new defense directives, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were given responsibility for prescribing doctrine for the conduct
of unified operations. Each of the Joint Chiefs, as a service chief, would have an
input into unified doctrine, and the Air Force chief of staff would require close
assistance and advice from the Air Staff to formulate his doctrinal input to Joint
Chiefs of Staff discussion.}®* On 1 December 1958 the Air Force Directorate of
Plans recommended that the Air Doctrine Branch be given the responsibility for
preparing basic air doctrine. After lengthy discussions within the Air Staff, the Air
Force announced on 6 March 1959 that responsibility for the preparation of Air
Force basic doctrine would be retained at Headquarters USAF.1% That same
month, the Air Research and Development Command inactivated its Science of
Warfare Office, 169 but the Air Staff wished Air University to revitalize its research
activities by the establishment of an institute of strategy.!5” Aftér studying the
matter during the spring of 1959, Air University consolidated the Air War College’s
evaluation staff into the Research Studies Institute on 1 July. Even though the
mission of the Research Studies Institute (subsequently renamed the Aerospace
Studies Institute) was broadened to require it to function as a doctrinal center for
developing sound concepts concerning elements of military influence and
aeros 6g.cf:, it was expected to operate without increases in its relatively small
staff.

Air Force Systems Command/
Logistics Command Reorganization

Although the Air Staff did not ignore the problem of conceptual research in
military science, the major interest of the Air Force was clearly centered on the
development and procurement of advanced weapon systems, Established at the
request of General White, the Ad Hoc Committee on Research and Development
of the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board, chaired by H. Guyford Stever, prefaced
its report of a survey of the Air Force research and development organization on
20 June 1958 with a broad statement of concept:

In all of 1ts actvities the Aur Force will continue to expericnees at a2 growing rate the
mnpact of advancing technolopy The research and development phases will enlarge and
become of greater importance Though in the past the Asr Force has introduced major
changes to adjust to this increasing role of research and development, 1t has not kept
pace with the need 1
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According to the division of responsibility specified in 195051, the Air Research
and Development Command (ARDC) developed weapon systems and the Air
Materiel Command (AMC) procured the developed systems and provided
continuing logistical support for them as long as they remained in the operational
inventory. To provide command coordination each major weapon system was
managed by a weapon system project office, staffed jointly by ARDC and AMC
personnel. To speed the development of ballistic missiles, the ARDC Ballistic
Missiles Division and the AMC Ballistic Missile Center were located together in
Inglewood-Los Angeles. 170 By melding together personnel and responsibilities in
a concurrency concept, the Air Force was able to field operationally ready ballistic
missiles in a much shorter time than would have been possible with a
“fly-before-buy” concept, Other instances of expedited development were less
satisfactory. The F-106 interceptor was put into procurement on the basis of a
contractor’s assurance that its missile and fire control system would be flyable in
1953, The missile and missile control system were not completed until 1956, and
the F-106 weapon system, which was expected to be operational in 1954, did not .
enter the active force inventory until 1959,17
To keep pace with technological progress, the Air Force had superimposed
weapon sysiem management procedures on top of the existing Air Materiel
Command and the Air Research and Development Command without inquiring
whether some more sweeping reorganization might not be more appropriate.
While the system was working, it appeared to be full of delays. Seeking some new
thought on the matter, General White told Air Force Council on 30 April 1959 that
the Air Force must abandon old step-by-step progressions in development and
seek to make a “quantum jump” toward the best possible weapons for the future.
This approach involved risk, for combat strength might be weakened while
advanced weapon systems were under development, but White thought that the
potential gain would be worth the risk.” To review policies and procedures for
the management of weapon and support systems throughout their life cycles,
General LeMay established a weapon systems study group on 29 May 1959. He
named Gen S. E. Anderson, commander of the Air Materiel Command, as the
group chairman and included General Schriever, commander of the Air Research .
and Development Command, and Maj Gen Mark E. Bradle%, acting Air Force
deputy chief of staff for materiel, as members of the group.l” After studies had
been made, the majority of the group favored a plan of organization offered by
General Bradley at a meeting on 11 March 1960, In essence Bradley proposed that
other AMC centers/ARDC divisions should be organized and should pattern their
operations after those of the Ballistic Missile Center/Ballistic Missiles Division
concept, thereby extending the dual-responsibility approach to aeronautical and +
electronics systems. He also proposed that scattered responsibitities for weapon
systems in the Air Staff should be collected into joint program and project offices.
General Anderson was uwavwilling to continue the “piecemeal, patchwork
approach” and proposed to reintegrate the AMC and ARDC into one aerospace

164

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

AF IN A CHANGING ENVIRONMENT

weapons command. General Schriever accepted the Bradley plan, but he thought
it did not go far enough. He proposed a single operating agency for the acquisition
phase — a weapon acquisition command — and an aerospace support command for
logistical support.1

At a meeting in the Pentagon on 2 June 1960 General White heard arguments
from Anderson and Schriever and provided new guidance to the Weapon Systems
Study Group. He said that there would be no recombination of ARDC and AMC
because this would be a step backward. Schriever’s proposal also was unacceptable
because any shift of procurement and production into the ARDC would dilute its
efforts and hinder research and development. White generally accepted the
Bradley plan, and he cautioned that organization of programs along with weapon
systern concept should be selective since not all systems were suited to expedited
program development.!” At its last meeting with General White on 16 Augnst
1960, the group proposed and White endorsed the view that “the present functional
organization of the Air Force and Air Staff is sound and best suited to the over-all
Air Force management problem.”17® White also agreed that “product or weapon
systems oriented management should be employed to integrate the functional
activities of the Air Force.”17” General LeMay approved the report of the Weapon
Systems Study Group on 30 August, and the new alignment began to be put into
effect. To complete the parallel field organizations that already included the
Ballistic Missile Center/Ballistic Missile Division on the West Coast and the
Aecronautical Systems Center/Wright-Patterson Air Development Center at
Dayton, Ohio, the Air Materiel Command activated an electronics systems center
parallel to the Command and Control Development Division at Bedford,
Massachusetts. In November 1950 General White announced that B-70, F/RF-105,
Dyna-Soar, Skybolt, Atlas, Titan, Minuteman, Midas, Saint, Samos, SAC Control
(465L), and the Air Weapon Control (412L) systems would be given expedited
development.1’® To accomplish a completely functional organization, the Air
Research and Development Command planned to divide its strength into four
major divisions: one dedicated to ballistic missile and space systems in California;
one dedicated to the development of aeromautical systems in Dayton; one
dedicated to command and control systems at Bedford; and the fourth devoted to
basic research in Washington. Integration of Air Force activities was to be attained
by restructuring weapon system project offices into system program offices, which
would have representatives of the ARDC, AMC, ATC, and the using command.
These offices would remain in being as long as their weapon systems continued in
the operatinginventory: they would handle responsibilities for the weapon systems
from inception to final disposition.”

Although the Air Force had determined that no major changes should be made
in the organizational structure of the Air Materiel Command and the Air Research
and Development Command, General Schriever was not entirely satisfied with the
outcome of the Weapon Systerns Study Group. For one thing, the two commands
tended to compete with each other for technologically trained personnel as well
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as skilled management people.'®® During the latter half of 1960, General White
refused to accept Schriever’s objections, but early in 1961 Schriever’s proposals
for reorganization began to look more logical. Shortly after the Kennedy
administration took office, Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric apparently
indicated to Secretary Zuckert that the military mission in space might well be
centered in the Air Force, provided this service would “put its house in order,”8!
Gilpatric apparently believed that the Air Force could not handle the military
space mission unless the machinery for performing research and development,
tests, and procurement was centralized in one command82 Early in March
Secretary McNamara called Zuckert and LeMay to his office and informed them
that the major military responsibility for the space program wonld be assigned to
the Air Force, and immediately thereafter Zuckert assembled White, Bradiey, and
Schriever to decide the basic outline of the reorganization that had to be made. It
was now agreed that Schriever’s recommendations to the Weapon Systems Study
Group would be accepted, and that Schriever, who would be promoted to full
general and given command of a new Air Force Systems Command, would also be .
given the responsibilities for activating ballistic missile sites, Secretary McNamara
approved the proposals, and Zuckert negotiated an agreement with the secretary
of the Army whereby the Army Corps of Engineers would make a general officer
available for assignment as deputy commander for site activation in the Ballistic
Systems Division.

That the Air Materiel Command would be reorganized was not generallyknown
at the Air Staff level until the plan for the reorganization was announced by
Secretary McNamara on 17 March 1961, This announcement and official orders
issued on 20 March provided that the Air Materiel Command and the Air Research
and Development Command would be redesignated on 1 April 1961 as the Air
Force Logistics Command and the Air Force Systems Command. The Research
Division of the Air Research and Development Command was redesignated as the
Office of Aerospace Research and assigned directly to Headquarters USAF, as a
separate operating agency. The Air Force Systems Command took over the Air
Materiel Command functions and personnel at the parallel operating locations and
organized its forces into a Ballistic Missiles Systems Division, Space Systems .
Division, Aeronautical Systems Division, Electronic Systems Division, and a
Foreign Technology Division. To complete its internal organization, the Air Force
Systems Command subsequently established an Aerospace Medical Division at
Brooks AFB, Texas, on 1 January 1962. Provisionally organized at Bolling AFB in
April 1962, the Research and Technology Division was made permanent on 1 July
1962. The Aerospace Medical Division was intended to improve the military
“interface” with NASA since it provided “one focal point in the Air Force for the
bioastronautics, life sciences activity.”1® The Research and Technology Division
provided centralized management for the Air Force Rocket Propulsion
Laboratory at Edwards AFB, California, the Weapons Laboratory at Kirtland
AFB, New Mexico, the Aecrc-Propulsion, Materials and Flight Propulsion
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Laboratories at Wright-Patterson AFB, Qhio, and the Electromagnetics
Laboratory at Griffiss AFB, New York. As its mission after the 1 July 1961
reorganization, the Air Force Logistics Command was charged with the operation
and control of the worldwide logistics system for the support of the Air Force. %5

Inapress conference held onthe afternoon of 17March 1961, Secretary Zuckert
explained that the Air Force Systems Command-Air Force Logistics Command
reorganization was designed to improve management, “When you have a clear line
of authority,” he said, “you are going to have better management.”15 In a
schematic diagram of the cycle of weapon system acquisition, principal
responsibility for basicresearch lay inthe Air Force Office of Aerospace Researchy
the Air Force Systems Command was responsible for development, procurement,
and production; and the Air Force Logistics Command remained responsible for
logistic supgort of operational systems, including spares and maintenance
equipment.’®? Speaking of the climate of thinking that lay behind the
reorganization, Gen R. J. Friedman said: “I think that the day of the short
development period and long run production is over, and I think we are talking
about practically— apart from basic and applied research — practically concurrent
development.”188 To avoid misunderstanding, Zuckert emphasized that the Air
Force had not been reorganized into a weapon systems structure, but he
nevertheless demonstrated the manner in which the new structure would expedite
all of the myriad actions mvolved in bringing the 12 systems that the Air Force had
selected for expedited management decisions into operational use quickly.1® In
explanation of the establishment of the Air Force Systems Command, General
White predicted that the action would

provide more rapid deeisions and accelerated actions on ballistic mussile and other
designated system programs . nsure cfficient, responsive management of the . ..
space development mssion .. . provide for the close mtegration and partictpation of the
Army Corps of Engineers in the ballistic missile site activation task [and] prowide for
effective liaison and active participation by the Army, Navy, and the National
Aeronautics and S;%acc Admmistration 1n projects being developed for those agencies
by the Axr Foxce !

As a follow-on to the field reorganization of the Air Force Systems Command
and the Air Force Logistics Command, the major Air Staff offices of Headquarters
USAF, were realigned effective on 1 July 1961. Under the old Air Staff
organization, the deputy chief of staff for materiel and the deputy chief of staff for
development had provided a parallel Air Staff organization to the Air Materiel
Command and the Air Research and Development Command. Under the 1 July
1961 reorganization, however, the new deputy chief of staff for systems and logistics
assumed responsibility for system development functions. The new deputy chief of
staff for research and technology became the Air Force point of contact for the
entire scientific commumty and was given staff cognizance over basic research and
all applied research that was not a part of a system,”! The top-level Air Staff
reorganization, together with revised management procedures, sought to extend
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to all designated systems the same type of expeditious handling previcusly
accorded to ballistic missile and space systems. On 25 July 1961 Zuckext
established the Designated Systems Management Group as an expansion ol the
former Air Force Ballistic Missile and Space Committee. Chaired by the secretary
and including the highest statutory civilian and military officials, this group assisted
the secretary in discharging his responsibilities toward programs that were
designated to be of highest priority, The former Weapons Board was redesignated
as the Systems Review Board; headed by the director of operational requirements,
the Systems Review Board continued to function as a cross-function board at the
Air Staff directorate level, and it was provided with committees, panels, and
working groups that were designed to monitor programs and ensure that all Air
Staff clements received the information they required to guarantee adequate
systems management. The Designated Systems Management Group and the
Systems Review Board shared a common. secretariat, thus ensuring continuity of
action from all levels of the Air Staff through to the secretary of the Air Fores, !9
The Office of Deputy Chief of Staff for Systems and Logistics included project .
offices for certain component and equipment programs that were of Iesser scope
than a system and for 11 designated systems offices (systos) which were designed
to provide np-to-the-minute status data for all matters pertaining to individual
specified systems, Systos provided the chairmen of the working groups of the
Systems Review Board. Under the new management concept there was to be no
intermediate-level review or disapproval authority between responsibie Air Force
Systems Command system program directors in the field and the Designated
Systems Management Group/Systems Review Board in the Pentagon. Employing
a “red-line” technique, the system program directors of designated systems were
able, in the words of General Schriever, “to go quickly to the top for fast decisions
on their programs.™®3 Schriever further explained: “Under ‘Red Line’ procedures
a Director goes to the Air Staff and the Secretary of Defense. Thus when a matter
demands immediate attention, the Director can present it to the decision-maker
in the course of a single day.”™*

The organization of the Air Force Systems Command and the new system
management concept were expected to provide an environment wherein quantum .
jumps in technology could be quickly transfated into operational weapon systems
by concurrency prograinming. Based on his experience with ballistic missiles,
Schriever was completely convinced of the value of concurrency. “If you find that
you have a fundamentally sound weapon,” he said in 1959, “you actuallysave money
by [using] this technique because you do not stretch out the program so long. With
time as important asitis in our day and age of thermonuclear weapons and ballistic
missiles, I see no other choice but to do our jobs in this manner,”1% The
establishment of the designated system management procedures in 1961, Schriever
said, was “based on the premise that streamlined channels, as originally provided
for in the ballistic missile program, are sound in principle and can be applied to
many important programs in today’s environment,”1%6 General Schriever’s belief
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in the concurrency concept and in centralized management was not completely
shared by some Air Force leaders. Early in 1961 Lt Gen Roscoe C. Wilson, who
would soon retire from his post as deputy chief of staff for research and technology,
suggested:

We have always felt in the Awr Force that the real genius lay among the people of the
Umited States at large and just could not be cooped up m any bursaucracy at all, and all
of our efforts have been aimed at reaching out to these people rather than trying to pull
them 1n to us 1%

In a private interview just prior to his retirement, Wilson described the concurrency
concept as “useful but very wasteful.”'?8 He thought that a service could stand the
cost of one or two concurrency programs, but the Air Force had far more programs
under way than it would be able to afford. Wilson further predicted that the new
red-line management procedures would fail because too much responsibility was
being concentrated at the fop of the management structure. 1’ Speaking as director
of defense research and engineering, Dr Harold Brown also pointed out that
excessive concurrency could delay rather than hasten the operational availability
of a weapon system. “Premature commitment of subsystems before you know how
they will interact with everything else and, indeed, before you have the subsystem
worked out, can produce an actual delay,” Brown maintained.2%

During 1961-62 the Department of Defense severely reduced the number of
concurrent development programs which the Air Force was attempting to
maintain, chiefly because the Air Force was unable to show a proper interaction
requirement for the systems in a fufure environment. By the winter of 1962-63,
moveover, General Schriever frankly admitted that the red-line management
review concept between the Air Staff and the responsible system program offices
had not worked very well. The full effect of the procedure was to force the
management of programs in greater and greater detail up into the Air Staff and
the Department of Defense. The recommendations made by the system programs
offices and systos dealt with individual problems and lacked total program
relationships when viewed in terms of the whole Air Force program. The number
and types of reviews at levels above the Air Force Systems Command increased
greatly, and these reviews necessarily involved complex technical evaluations as
well as functional considerations. “Thus,” Schriever wrote, “the attempt to
eliminate levels of review has actually resulted in an increase in detailed data
required at the top and a decrease — in the name of urgency.in the quality of the
review.”2%1 Erom this experience Schriever drew the basic lesson that the “unique
short-circuit management techniques and administrative procedures” that had
worked for programs involving “extreme natfonal urgency or risk” could not “be
extended beyond a relatively few programs without some deleterious effect on the
normal management structure and on the portion of the system program that does
not fall within the highest priority category.”?%? To add more and more systems to
a specialized management list merely diluted the amount of special management
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emphasis that might be applied in priority areas and de%raded the normal
management emphasis available for lesser priority systems.2C

During the summer of 1962, following the retirement of Gen Frederic H. Smith,
Jr., General LeMay brought Gen William F. McKee from his assignment as
commander of the Air Force Logistics Command and named him Air Force vice
commander. Early in the 1950s McKee had provided guidance for the
reorganization of the Air Staff, and his first task as Air Force vice commande1 was
to superintend a major realignment of the Air Staff, One objective of the
reorganization was to comply with Secretary McNamara’s directive that
headquarters staffs be reduced and management should be decentralized. Another
objective provided by Secretary Zuckert was to “increase responsiveness to the
stringent demands of modern ‘command and contro?’”?% As anncunced on 1
February 1963 the new Air Staff organization included the deputy chief of staff,
plans and operations, as a consolidation of the former deputy chief of stafffor plans
and programs, and the Directorate of Operations from the now-disestablished
deputy chief of staff, programs and requirements, included clements from the .
former deputy chief of staff for operations, A new deputy chief of staff, program
and requirements, included elements from the former deputy chief of staff for
operations, such as the Directorate of Operational Requirements and a new
Directorate of Aerospace Programs. The functions of the deputy chief of staff,
systems and logistics, and the deputy chief of staff, research and development, were
made to parallel the field organization of the Air Force Logistics Command and
the Air Force Systems Command, The deputy chief of staff, systems and logistics,
generally would be concerned with production: its former Directorate of Systems
Acquisition and Directorate of Systems Services and the 12 designated systems
offices were combined into a Directorate of Production, Concurrent with the
elimination of the systems offices, the Air Force Systems Command took over the
responsibility of providing technical expertise and systems advocacy before the Air
Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Within the Office of the Chief of
Staff, the Air Force Council remained as the senior organ for study and
recommendation. The Designated Systems Management Group also continned in
being, but other boards, including the Systems Review Board, were combined into .
a new Air Staff Board. Headed by the director of operational requirements, the
Air Staff Board was organized into two committees — one on force structure and
the other on program review—and eight working panels. The Air Force Council
and the Air Staff Board were charged to make recommendations to speed
decisions: they did not make decisions.2®

“What it amounts to,” said Secretary Zuckert in reference to the Air Staff
reorganization of 1 February 1963, “is we’re learning to go to the doctor before we
really get sick.”2% The new organization for systems research and development
sought to correct the difficulties that had arisen from the July 1961 organization,
Although the Designated Systems Management Group remained in being, the Air
Force reevaluated its list of designated systems to ensure that only a minimum
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number of highly important projects would be accorded special management
procedures.?0’ Lt GenJames Ferguson, Air Force deputy chief of staff for research
and development, conceived his responsibilities to be “those related to policy, to
broad general direction, to major programing, . . . We identify what needs to be
done, we get the work started, issue the instructions to the field, we review what is
done, we sponsor it to the Department of Defense, we issue policy guidance.” 28
Within the Air Force Systems Command, General Schriever sought to make
program study and review meaningful at every echelon. Thus the project
level —laboratory or system project office —was to be recognized as the last word
technically within the command. The project level, however, could not evaluate the
relative importance of individual projects in a whole Air Force program. This
evaluation had to be the contribution of Headquarters Air Force Systems
Command, employed collectively as a central command review group on a
continuing basis, since it was the only agency with a broad enough knowledge of
the entire command program to evaluate new proposals or changes in existing
proposals. To strengthen functional review, Schriever organized an Air Force
Systems Command Council — comparable to the Air Force Council —and charged
it to maintain a review of the research and development programs recommended
to the Air Staff, “These actions,” Schriever believed, “promise tobring a significant
improvement in the management capability that is the pacing element in achieving
technological superiority.*20?

Continued Thinking about Air Doctrine

Whether aerospace power was to be known as “military science” or “doctrine”
the task of rationalizing and enunciating the fundamental beliefs that were to
underlie its development, deployment, and employment in peace or war did not
appear to progress well following the assumption of the mission by the Air Force
deputy chief of staff for plans and programs on 6 March 1959, Located under the
Aerospace Policy Division of the Plans Directorate, the Doctrine Branch initially
attempted to maintain in its possession a current statement of Air Force basic
doctrine. It sought to keep a working draft of Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-2, United
States Air Force Basic Doctrine, current by revising portions of the 1955 manual
that had been affected by the development of new weapons and by the Defense
Reorganization Act of 1958. As previously noted, arevised edition of AFM 1-2 was
issued on 1 December 1959, but the revisions consisted principally of changes of
terminology rather than of substance, One of the major functions of the Aerospace
Policy Division was to provide Air Force “positions” on subjects of defense
interest, and many of these position papers became the basis of speeches and
statements by Air Force leaders, Published by the Secretary of the Air Force Office
of Information, the Air Force Information Policy Letter for Commanders and the
monthly Supplement to the Information Policy Letter for Commanders contained
excerpts or full texts of statements by national leaders on matters of special interest
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and value to Air Force personnel, In September 1961, the Air Force directed that
the Policy Letter “provides concepts, doctrine, facts, references, and suggestions
for all Air Force commanders and their staffs in meetmg then- responsibility to
advance understanding inside and outside the Air Force.”2! In the aftermath of
the Air Staff reorganization of 1 July 1961, an internal reorganization within the
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Programs made Brig Gen Jerry
D. Page the deputy director of plans for aerospace plans and established the
Aerospace Doctrine Division and the Long-Range Plans Division under him 211

In the autumn of 1961 it became evident to General LeMay that even
knowledgeable persons were no longer sure of what the Air Force stood for in the
way of concepts and doctrine. Attempting to clear up some of the confusion,
LeMay asserted: “I think we have been consistent in our concepts since the
formation for the GHQ Air Force in 1935. Qur basic doctrine has remained
generally unchanged since that time.”212 At least by implication, LeMay endorsed
extant statements of Air Force doctrine and stated that the Air Force must “act
with vision and daring to exploit technology to achieve distinct strategic .
advantages 2131 an address in February 1962, however, General Page attempted
to place science and technology in perspective with strategy.

Although science 15 a search for new knowledge and 1s essentially unpredictable,
technology is another story; it goes essentially where 1t 15 directed to go .. For the
future the military planner must spend more ime applying his professional judgment
todefermine what 15 needed from technology for meaningful improvements i strategy,
and Iess time listening to pred:ctmns of ways i which strategy must be nfluenced by
hypothetical trends m tcchnology

In the course of the revolution in national military strategy that took place during
196162, the Air Force found it very difficunlt to justify many of its forward-looking
weapon systems because of its failure in predicting the future operational
environment in which the weapon systems would have to be employed. At Air
University in April 1963, the Board of Visitors of Air University recommended
that, both for instructional and planning purposes as well as for the benefit of the
total national defense effort, there was “a need for clear, long-range thinking on
such matters as doctrine and the role of the Air Force and its programs in .
relationship to other defense agencies.”'> In the Pentagon, after some
conversations with General Page, Maj Gen Dale O, Smith prepared and submitted
to General McKee on 15 April 1963 a scathing indictment of Air Force failures to
keep its doctrine dynamic. “The deplorable condition of aerospace power today,”
Smith wrote, “is to a large extent the result of allowing Air Force doctrine to
stagnate and become inapplicable to modern conditions.” Smith urged that the Air
Force must devote substantial resources to “in-service, blue-suit, research on
matters of Air Force doctrine.”216 “The idea of letting our doctrine drift from the
whim of one operational leader to another, or from one ad hoc measure to the
next,” he warned, “will never provide us with the comprehensive, dynamic
understandable, and salable doctrine necessary to save the Air Force.”2!’ Smith
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pointed out that the Army, through intellectual activity and organizational
structure, had adapted its mission and capabilities to changing national strategy in
the years after 1954. “The Army,” he noted, “suffered by the front-running Amr
Force doctrine of massive retaliation during the early 1950s, yet they have
recovered in less than a decade.”?18 The Air Force, on the other hand, had become
a victim “of ‘hardening of the categories’ by avoiding full consideration of national
military doctrine, national and foreign policy, as well as arms control philosophies,”
and had not “appropriately related or influenced develo‘?mcnts in these fields to
pure Air Force doctrine nor anticipated their impact.”2*

Challenges of Army Doctrinal Development

Although General Smith possibly overemphasized the role of the Army in the
changing national military strategy, it was nonetheless true that the Army had built
avisnalizing, planning, testing, and developmental organization that was extremely
productive of new concepts for the employment of ground forces in a future
military environment. In the immediate post-World War II years, Generals
Eisenhower and Bradley had been hesitaut to authorize the reopening of an Army
war college because they believed that the National War College could better serve
a purpose of unifying military thought, In Janunary 1950, however, Gen J. Lawton
Collins decided to reopen the Army War College, and, after a first year at Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas, the senior institution relocated its permanent home at
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania.?20 The Army War College sought to prepare Army
officers with a knowledge of the capabilities and limitations of their own service.
Although a consideration of joint operations was included, primary emphasis in
the curriculum was placed on Army problems associated with military doctrine,
national strategy, and supporting military programs.?? The Army Command and
Staff College at Fort Leavenworth continued to be a principal center for the
formulation of Army doctrine,? but reportedly because of the recommendation
of Dean Rusk, who was then serving as the chairman of the Army War College’s
Board of Visitors, the Army created an advanced study group at Carlisle Barracks
in 1954. This group apparently received strong support from its parent service, and
it ultimately propounded many of the basic concepts of the strategy of flexible
response. “It was here at the Army War College,” commented Brig Gen Noel F.
Parrish, director of the Air University Research Studies Institute, “that the Army
concentrated its new emphasis on brains and foresight, while the Air Force
emphasized the ‘big operator’,”?2>

During the 1950s the Army found itselfin almost the same situation of adversity
that the Army Air Corps had known in the 1930s, and in a pattern of action
remarkably parallel to those earlier days, Army thinkers at Fort Leavenworth and
Carlisle Barracks funneled new ideas and concepts up through the Continental
Army Command to the Department of the Army, The new ideas and concepts were
designed to provide an understanding of the role of warfare in a Iand environment.
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‘While the Army actively challenged existing doctrine, the Air Force found itself
increasingly defending the old doctrines that had been proven in World War IT.
Many of the Army proposals for change in air-ground doctrines related to a
basic contention that the principle of unity of command demanded that local
ground commanders should have command control over the air units that
supported them2?#* To guarantee adequate air suppost, the Army stated a i
requirement that the Air Force should provide approximately two tactical '
reconnaissance wings for each field army and one wing of tactical fighter aircraft
for each army division committed to combat. It further stipulated that
close-support fighter wings should be under the control of division commanders
in order that they would be immediately responsive to ground requirements.
Arpning from past experience, the Air Force urged that the national economy
could not support duplicative and specialized air units and that the centralized
control of tactical air units under an air commander was vital to a proper
accomplishment of a theater commander’s mission, The Air Force also noted that
its tactical air units had tobe prepared tosupport both United States ground forces .
and the friendlzy foreign forces in the North Atlantic and Southeast Asia Treaty
Organizations.22
Amnother point in controversy throughout the 1950s was the Army’s belief that
the advancing speeds of tactical fighter aircraft would prevent Air Force pilots
from accomplishing effective close-support missions. “The Army recommends,”
General Lemnitzer stated in 1960, “the development of an inexpensive tactical
fighter capable of operating off semi-improved fields, This aircraft should be
specifically desipned for accomplishment of the close support mission.”220 In the
early 1950s, Air Forceleaders remembered the fate of the Nazi Stuka close-support
aircraft and opposed the development of a vulnerable single-purpose plane that
would have little expectation of defending itself in the air. By 1956-57, however,
the Air Force position showed some signs of change as Gen Lauris Norstad,
thinking as supreme commander Europe, foresaw a requirement for a relalively
inexpensive, light-weight, easily maintained tactical strike aircraft that could
operate from short, relatively unprepared runways. As a result of studies
conducted by NATO’s advisory group for aeronautical research and development
(AGARD), Fiat of Italy designed and built the G.91, a lightweight strike and .
reconnaissance aircraft. When it became available in 1959, the G.91’s price of
approximately $300,000 appealed to the smaller NATO nations.?2” Both in i
response to Norstad’s requirement and in the belief that a less expensive aircraft
might be obtained for military assistance pact procurement, the Air Force
expressed substantial interest in 1957 in the Northrop Aviation Corporation’s
proposal to develop a lightweight tactical fighter from its T-38 jet trainer, This
plane failed in key competitions in 1958-59, when the F-104 became the new
standard fighter for the Netherlands, Norway, Japan, Canada, and West Germany,
but the Air Force nevertheless awarded Northrop a contract for the development
of three N-156 aircraft. In April 1962 the Air Force would place substantial orders
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for this plane, now designated as the F-5, for service as a replacement fighter in
the inventories of many military assistance pact nations. The F-5 was retrogressive
in speed and altitude capabilities, but it promised advantages in range and
maneuverability and bad cost-effectiveness advantages for nations with fewer
resources than the United States.Z%

To settle the lingering controversy over the type of close-support fighter that
the Air Force would expect to possess in the future, General White proposed to
Gen George H. Decker in January 1960 that the Army could have the decisive voice
in the selection of interim modernization aircraft for 11 squadrons that were to be
keptin the Air Force inventory for the special purpose of supporting ground forces.
Inmid-Aprilat Nellis AFB, senior Armyand Air Force officers viewed all currently
inventoried planes that appeared suitable for selection as an interim close-support
plane. After a study of the matter, General Decker decided that he did not wish to
make the choice of the aircraft that would be employed for close support. The
Armywould instead prefer to expressits requirements for tactical supportin terms

. of the type of sug ort to be provided rather than in terms of the specifics of the
delivery vehicles. 9 Ashas been seen, Gen Earle G. Wheeler later agreed with the
prevailing Air Force position that Air Force tactical fightexrs ought to be
high-performance planes that would perform all tactical air warfare missions with
a high degree of versatility.

Possibly because the subject involved a projection of developing surface-to-air
missile weapon systems into a future operational environment, the Army and the
Air Force had more difficulty arriving at procedures for the control of the air over
an overseas battle area. Early in the 1950s, the Army and Air Force operated in
accordance with the Vandenberg-Collins agreement which provided that an Air
Force air defense commander in an overseas combat zone would exercise
operational control over aatiaircraft artillery “insofar as engagement and
disengagement of fire is concerned.”?30 Based on its interpretation of Secretary
Wilson’s roles and missions memorandum of November 1956, however, the
Continental Army Command asserted in 1957 that an Army field commander
would be solely responsible for the air defense of his combat area and would not

. only control all air defense units but would also regulate all air operations through
the air space above his combat area??! The Army believed that surface-to-air
missiles would eventually become so effective that it would be able positively to
control the air space over its ground armies. Unable to arrive at any mutually
acceptable agreement, the Tactical Air Command and the Continental Army
Command ulfimately noted that the unified commanders in Europe and in the
Pacific had already effected command control arrangements for battle area air
space in their theaters, In the summer of 1960 the two commands began to employ
these theater command control arrangements in their joint maneuvers.*> After
months of study Generals LeMay and Decker signed a statement of agreement on
a doctrine for overseas area air defense on 12 July 1962, This agreement accepted
the basic principle that a coordinated and integrated air defense system under a
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single commander would be essential to successful theater operations and that this
single commander would be expected to ensure that the mix of weapon systems
available to him would be effectively organized and employed. A unified theater
commander normally would appoint his air component commander as the area ajr
defense commander, but where another service contributed a significant portion
of the air defense weapons, a senior officer from that service would be appointed
to scrve as deputy in air defense matters to the area air defense commander, All
commanders were to ensure that surface-to-air missiles, manned interceptors, and
command and control systems were integrated into a single air defense system,
Since the LeMay-Decker agreement was not officially promulgated as joint
doctrine, it affected Army and Air Force relationships but was not mandatoryupon
theater commanders, 233

At the same time that the Army maintained an active interest in the ajr support
that it would obtain from the Air Force, Army thinkers also puttogether a visionary
plan to increase the Army’s ground mobility by the employment of organic Army .

aviation. The concept was first publicized in an arficle published by Gen James M,
Gavin in April 1954 under the title “Cavalry, and I Don’t Mean Horses,”234 Gavin
asserted that the Army should develop helicopter-borne troop units that could
operate in old-fashioned cavalry missions.*> Another Army aviation enthusiast,
Maj Gen Hamilton H. Howze, expanded Army requirements for organic aviation
during his period of service as director of Army Aviation. In May 1956 Howze
emphasized that the Army required simple and rugged aircraft capable of
providing observation, lifting troop units within the combat zone, performing cargo
lift, serving liaison and communications purposes, and evacuating casualties from
frontline positions. He also envisioned that Army units equipped with helicopters
would perform reconnaissance, screening, security ofzs%pen flanks, seizure of
critical areas, pursuit, and limited-exploitation missions. 23 To Army planners the
prospects of a nuclear battlefield —where troop mnits would be widely dispersed
and targets would be fleeting and elusive— dictated a clear requirement for air
cavalry units that would be able to cover advance, flanking, or rearguard actions;
to control or deny terrain that was remote or inaccessible to ground vehicles; to
secure areas against enemy airborne, guerrilla, or infiltrating units; and to cross or .
enter areas of nuclear contamination. “Army aerial vehicles, far more mobile than
surface transport,” General Lemnitzer observed, “provide the best means of
accomplishing these reconnaissance missions,”237

As it was issued in November 1956 Secretary Wilson’s roles and missions
directive appeared atfirst to pose a checkto the development of the visionaryplans
for Army aviation. The directive limited fixed-wing Army planes to an empty weight
of 5,000 pounds and Army rotary-wing aircraft to an empty weight of 20,000
pounds, Although the dircctive authorized the Army to develop a limited-afrlift
capability, it stipulated:;

Proviston of thus ltmeted awrlift capabality wrll applyonlytosmall combat unitsand himited
quantities of matenal to improve local mobihty, and not to the provision of an antlift
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capability sufficient for large-scale movement tO sizeable Army combat umits which
would nfringe on the mussion of the Ar Force.

In the directive Wilson promised to make specific exceptions to the weight limits
placed on Army aviation after a consideration of Army requirements and the
capabilities of the other services to meet them. Almost immediately he authorized
the Army to procure five de Havilland DHC-4 Twin Otter aircraft for test and
evaluation. Subsequently, the Office of the Secretary of Defense permitted the
Army to procure limited aumbers of 15,000-pound Caribou transport planes and
9,000-pound Mohawk turboprop observation aircraft. Despite these exceptions,
General Lemnitzer was opposed to any weight limitations on Army aircraft. He
said:

The Armydoesnot consider it advisable or desirable to have weight Timtations nposed
on any Army aircraft ... Despite the fact that two exceptions to the aireraft have been
authotized by the Secrctaxy of Defense . . . the weight hmitations have mhibited the
thinking of Azmy planners and the smitiative of the awrcraft industry to produce new
aircraft for the Arm)rm

In the late 1950s the Army began tests of the basic air cavalry concept af Fort
Stewart, Georgia, where it organized an aerial reconnaissance and security troop.
This troop employed 16 observation helicopters and 11 larger helicopters, some
of which were armed with machine guns and rockets. Discovery of the enemy was
said to be the primary function of the air cavalry; it was not described as an
organization that would engage in a sustained firefight 20 Other Army spokesmen
developed more ambitious concepts. Maj Gen Robert J. Wood, deputy chief of
staff of Army research and development, stated in 1958: “We have to be able to
move over the battlefield and to reconnoiter with what our sky troopers now call
‘zero foot pressure’ on the terrain, which means moving in the nap of the earth just
above the battlefield.”?*! In the scenario for an exercise prepared by the
Continental Army Command for cooperative play with the Tactical Air Command
in 1960, Army officers visualized a helicopter-mounted airborne assanlt of six
battle groups into an area 30 miles beyond the forward edge of the battle area. As
commander of the Tactical Air Command, Gen F. F. Everest had difficulty
conceiving that the movement of six aitborne battle groups could be considered a
small-unit action, and he thought that such an operation would clearly duplicate
the Air Force’s assigned responsibility for airborne assault operations. Rather than
to aliow doctrinal differences to interfere with training, however, the Tactical Adr
Command participated in the planned maneuver 24

When President Kennedy took office in January 1961, the Army began to find
a favorable climate of opinion for effecting the far-reaching organizational and
operational concepts that had been maturing during the 1950s, President Kennedy
spoke of a need for reorganizing and modernizing the Army, for improving the
Army’s tactical mobility in any environment, and for improving the national ability

to deal with guerrilla forces, insurrections, and subversion in emerging free nations
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of the world. Secretary McNamara stated that the Department of Defense would
not apply weight limitations to the development of Army aircraft, and the
Department of Defense program-package budgeting procedure in effect
minimized the old roles and missions and invited the services to bid against each
other in terms of cost-effectiveness comparisons for the performance of outlined
military tasks. 23 [n avery longrange strategic forecast issued on 21 February 1961,
the Army’s Strategic Studies Group at Carlisle Barracks posed an optimistic

outlook for the Army:

Although service roles and missions will change with the advent of 2 greater degree of
centralization at Department of Defense leve] vital responsibalities will remain with the
services, .. The Army will be responsible for developing doctrine and for providmg
forces and weapons requrred for successful conduet of warfare 1n the land environment
plus that portion of the air and water space adjacent to the land n which its forces ard
weapons will be employed 2%

Beginnings of an Army Aviation Challenge .

During the 1950s the Tactical Air Command and the Continental Army
Command had provided an interface for the development of air-ground dg ctrine,
and the Army and Air Force chose to continue the relationship as they established
counterinsurgency programs. During the spring of 1961 the Army raised the status
of its Special Warfare Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, and substantially
increased the strength ofits special forces. In April 1961 the Tactical Ajr Command
established the 4400th Combat Application Crew Training at Eglin AFB, The
4400th was soon redesignated st Air Commando Wing and given the twofold
mission of furnishing the air power needed to support US Army Special Forces
and of training foreign air forces for the conduct of special air warfare operations,
In April 1962 the Tactical Air Command expanded the Eglin AFB establishment
into the Air Force Special Air Warfare Center (SAWC) under the command of
Brig Gen Gilbert L. Pritchard. SAWC included the 1st Air Commando Win gand
the 1st Combat Applications Group, the latter organization being designed to
provide a quick response to field requirements and to develop doctrine, tactics,
techniques, and equipment required in the field on short notice. Tn Ji uly 1962 the .
Air University also introduced a two-week course on countetinsurgency, which
was available to officers assigned to foreign missions and military assistance
advisory groups, and to select staff and operational personnel 245

Although the essential relationships of TAC and CAC were continued in the
counterinsurgency field, the establishment of the United States Strike Command
(STRICOM) in the autumn of 1961 promised to make marked changes in the old
relationships. Under its terms of reference, CINCSTRIKE was authorized to
develop joint doctrine for the employment of the forces assigned to him,
CINCSTRIKE was to be guided by the provisions of the Unified Action Armed
Forces publication, but in the interest of developingrapid reaction capabilities and
joint-striking power he was authorized to develop new ideas and concepts, to test
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and prove them in the field, and to recommend them to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for issuance as revistons or additions to the Unified Action Armed Forces papers.
In this endeavor, CINCSTRIKE was cantioned to give careful consideration tothe
specific doctrinal requirements of the unified commands to which STRICOM
augmentation forces might be committed 26 As soon as STRICOM became
operational, the Office of Defense General Counsel recommended to Secretary
McNamara on 19 March 1962 that a STRICOM Combat Developments Test
Center should be established to conduct select combat developments study
projects and materiel test and evaluation projects, which would be of joint concern
and which would be relevant o the organization, equipment, and concepts of
employment of land-air forces. The recommendation provided that the scope of
Combat Developments Test Center projects would

include deployment of forces to theaters of operation and emplayment of forces under
the entize range of possible conditions, namely from [arge-scale operations of regular
forces, both nuclear and nonnuclear, on the onc hand, to counter guerilla opesations,
support of mdigenous forces 1 counternsurgency operations, and other cold war
actions on the other27

When asked about this recommendation in June 1962, Secretary McNamara
showed no intention of establishing such a combat developments test center, at
least not in the near future. He said in regard to STRICOM:

I wouldn’t behieve 1t wiss to assign to that command any sesponsibility fox the tactical
doctrne or development that could properly be handled by one of the military
departments separate from the actvity of the other military departments, But such a
doctring . . . as that relating to the use of tachical arr in close coordmation with tactical
ground forces. .are quite proper subjects for review with and assignment to the Strike
Command.

In his list of projects which he assigned for study early in 1961, Secretary
McNamara directed the general counsel of the Department of Defense to report
on the organization of the Army, emphasizing the technical services and
recommending such organizational changes as might be appropriate. This study
was completed within the Army in October 1961 and, as approved by the
secretaries of the Army and of Defense, it became the basis for the Army
reorganization plan that President Kennedy submitted to Congress on 16 January
1962, In headquarters of the Army, operational functions were removed from the
old chiefs of the arms and services. Almost all individual and unit training
responsibilities were assigned to the Continental Army Command. The Army
Combat Developments Command, activated on 20 June 1962, was charged to
develop organizational and developmental doctrine, materiel objectives and
quantitative requirements, wargaming and field experimentation, and
cost-effectiveness studies. The Army Materiel Command became operational on
1 Augnst 1962 and was assigned all operating responsibilities for research,
development, testing, production procurement, storage, maintenance, and
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distribution of materiel on a wholesale basis.?*? With its headquarters at Fort
Belvoir, Virginia, the US Army Combat Developments Command was expected
to provide continning study and answers to the questions: How should the Army
be organized? How should it fight? Its mission required it to formulate and
document current doctrine for the Army, and, in anticipation of the nature of land
warfare in the future, to determine the types of forces that would be required and
how they would be employed. Where these functions had previously been
performed in some 30 different combat developments sections, boards, and
agencies, they were now given a command focal point, The Combat Developments
Command had 6,400 people assigned in subcommands and activities throughout
the United States. Its activities could range from studies, estimates, and
assessments that would extend 20 years into the future and were made at the
Institute of Advanced Studies at Carlisle Barracks to the actual testing of ideas,
concepts, equipment, and organization under field conditions by a 4,000-man
Combat Development Experimentation Center at Fort Ord, California. After
developing doctrine, the Combat Developments Command was the primary .
agency for translating it into usable media such as doctrinal manuals, detailed
requirements for equipment, and tables of organization and equipment.2?

Without awaiting the completion of the Army reorganization, Secretary
McNamara requested the secretary of the Army on 19 April 1962 to provide him
with an imaginative study on the future role of Army aviation without regaid to
traditional military doctrine. To handle the study the Continental Army Command
established the US Army Tactical Mobility Requirements Board, under the
presidency of Lt Gen Hamilton H. Howze, commanding general, XVIII Airborne
Corps. The Howze Board’s principal activities were centered at Fort Bragg, and a
number of Army aviation units were temporarily moved there for field tests and
maneuvers. The unclassified version of the board’s directive required it to “conduct
an extensive program of analyses, exercises and field tests to evaluate new concepts
of battlefield mobility in terms of cost-effectiveness and transport-effectiveness
factors.” It also was charged to determine “the extent to which air vehicles,
operating in the environment of the ground soldier, can be substituted for
conventional military surface systems, both tactically and logistically.”®? After .
some 18 weeks of study, the Hlowze Board published its final report on 20 August
1962.2°2 To evaluate the Howze Board’s report, General LeMay establishecl the
US Air Force Tactical Air Support Requirements Board, under the presidency of
Lt Gen Gabriel P. Disosway, Air Force director of programs and requirements,
The Disosway Board completed its analysis and evaluation on 14 September, and
Secretary Zuckert forwarded this report to Secretary McNamara with some aclded
comments.23 The reports of the Howze and Disosway boards were not released
to the public, but many of their salient recommendations were apparently
discussed before congressional committees during the spring of 1963.

When he presented the substance of the Howze Board’s report to Congress in
February 1963, Secretary McNamara noted:
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AFIN A CHANGING ENVIRONMENT

I asked that the Flowze Board be estabhshed. I am very pleased with the depth of its
work, the imagmation 1t showed during the peniod of its work, and the mtensity of its
work I think many of the recommendations are very beneficial and will greatly
strengthen the total military establishment . but there are a number of
recommendations,  which I question at the present time >’

The Howze Board recommended the organization of two new types of completely
airmobile Army units. These would be air assault divisions, each with 459 organic
aircraft, and air cavalry combat brigades, each with 316 aircraft. It also stated a
requirement for two new types of special purpose Army air units; air transport
brigades, each with 134 aircraft, and corps aviation brigades, each with 207 aircraft,
The board visualized that the air assault division would employ air-transportable
weapons together with armed helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft as a substitute
for conventional ground artillery The air assault division also would be allotted 24
Mohawk aircraft to perform a “very close” support mission for its own troops.
Possessing a very high degree of tactical mobility, the air assault division would be
able to make deep penetrations into enemy territory, to outflank an enemy by
moving over inaccessible terrain and executing quick-strike delaying actions, or to
serve as a highly mobile combat reserve for other more conventional divisions.
Even though the air assault division probably would be able to perform most of the
missions expected of airborne divisions, 1t would be particularly valuable for
conflicts outside of Europe. The air cavalry brigade would be equipped with a large
number of helicopters, and the brigade would be useful for attacks against an
enemy’s flanks, rear are