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FOREWORD

This study analyzes one of the most difficult problems that
continues to face the U.S. Government: how to balance the costs
of national security against the overall needs of the nation and
how to divide up the defense costs among the military services so
as to secure the most effective forces and weapons. Strategy and
Money traces some of the causes of interservice controversy to the
complicated factors of budget-making and shows the effects of the
budget on military policy. Using the defense budget for fiscal
year 1961 as an example, the author describes the budget process
during 1959-60, through the presentations by the services and re-
views by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense.
The concluding section points out that the disagreements within
the JCS over force programs and weapon systems reveal the degree
to which money decisions have influenced strategic concepts and
plans. .

Strategy and Money forms a part of the larger History of Heed -
quarters USAF. It is being published separately to make it more
readily available throughout the Air Force.

[hseel )
2 W mieELL, JR.
ief, USAF Historical Division
Liaison Office
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STRATEGY AND MONEY:
THE DEFENSE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1961

Since World War II the most difficult, persistent,kénd perhaps signif-
icant problem facing the U.S. Government has been to balance national secu-
rity requirements egainst the oversgll needs of the nation. Before World |
War II the problem hardly existed, for the size of the nation's military
effort rarely created any major political issues. Throughout most of its
history the United States followed a deliberate policy of maintaining only
small military forces in peacetime. This limited the cost to an insignif-
icant fraction of the national product. Only in wartime did military needs
usually become preeminent and require a large proportion of the nation's
resources. Until 1946 this pattern of chronic famine and occasional plenty
prevailed, but it adequately served the nee&s of a country that was virtu- |
ally immune to attack because of its fortunate geographic location.

Since 1945 a changed world has been in the meking and its impact on
the United States has been profound--particularly on the national security
establishment. As a consequence of its assumption of the burdené of world
leadership since World War II, the Uniied States has had to maihtain mili-
tary‘forces far greater in size than ever before in its peacetime history.
And it has also devoted a significant portion of its resources for econom-
ic and military assistance to many other nations. The'overall demands of’
national security, therefore, have resulted in claims on U.S. national

resources that in urgency and immediacy surpass those of any other aspect

of its national life. In the formulation of national security policy and
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the programs that must support it, the role of money has been a sometimes
dominant and always major factor.

The enormously complex relationship between national security policy
and the availability of resources, expressed in dollars, has become a poten-’
tially fateful one for the nation. With the exception of the Korean War
years, when military estimates of requisite force levels governed the size
of the defense budgets, civilian estimates of the economic limitations
prevailed after 1945. 1In general, then, money has probably played the dom-
inant or causal role in determining strategic concepts during this period.

The massive and closely interrelated structure that was articulated in
the National Security Act of 1947 and subsequent legislation was a logical
outgrowth of the World War II experience and a recognition of the rapidly
changing environment of world polities. For the Army and the Navy it marked
a drastic change from pre-World War II days when they had existed in their
own separate compartments, rarely in competition with each other. Although
they had developed a certain amount of cooperation in strategic planning
and some other activities through the Joint Board in the 1920's and 1930's,
the two services generally went their separate ways. This division of mili-
tary affairs extended also to the Congress, where separate committees on
military and naval affairs and separate appropriation subcommittees exer-
cised legislative jurisdiction over the two departments. "Each service
struggled along in its own world with its peculiarities and preoccupations,
its own friends and enemies."}

World War II drastically altered the relationship between the serv-~

ices, dramatizing the virtues and necessity of closer cooperation. During
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the war this cooperation had been achieved with little discord because of
the abundant resources available to both services and their early funda-
mental asgreement on division of responsibilities. Thus the Army took |
charge of the war against Germany, leaving the Navy with major responsi-
bility for the war ageinst Japan--a task that it greatly desired and that
it was fitted for. Nevertheless, the practical requirements of combat
operations and logistics demanded that the services achieve a high degree
of coordination, end this in turn required measures of joint control ex-
ceeding any previously exercised.

The lessons of World War II impressed themselves deeply on the minds
of civilian and military authorities alike. The postwar national security
gstructure was based on a continuation and elaboration of the joint con-
trols developed during the war. Between 194k and 1947 the military serv-
ices, including the not-yet independent Air Force, engaged in a struggle
over the organization and responsibilities within the new structure that
left its mark on all of them and foreshadowed the pattern of future con-
flicts among them, The roots of interservice competition became deeply
imbedded during this period, and the nature of the national security organi-
zation‘that came into being insured continuation of this competition.

The seeming paradox of "unification" begetting competition was inher-
ent in both the structure and its enviromment. The anxieties engendered
among the services during the unification struggle continued to shape atti-
tudes once the new organization began functioning. The services were con-
cerned about their futures in a rapidly chenging environment that was diffi-

cult to understand and to forecast. They were acutely aware of the effects

-

-




that they might have on each other and that the overall organizétion wouidv
have on them--their missions, strategic concepts, and programs. Above ali,
they were beginning to foresee thé bitter ccmpetition for resourceé thét
would result from the consistent policy of starting the‘budget process by
imposing a ceiling on the overall military appropriation request.

The military services had to contend with the enduring problem of ad-
Justing relatively stabilized means to an unstaﬁilized goel of security;
for the Russians worked increasingly sgainst a stable world order. The
pressures of this process inevitably bred conflicts among the services
that began almost immediately aftef the war and persisted thereafﬁer with
varying intensity. ’ ;

By the late 1950's thé mejor outlines of the differences in strategic‘
concepts among the military services had been abundantly clear for some
years. The services differed in their estimates of the nature of’the mili-
tary threat from the Soviet Union, their concepts of how best to cope with
the threat, and the forces and programs required to carry out the‘concepts.
They had sought to preserve a maximum of independence end initiative in
determining, within the monies allotted them, the forces ahd proérams best
calculated to meet their needs. As a result, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) had never been able to develop ﬁ truly unified strategic concept.

In 1959-60 the Army-Navy-Air Force team that had been fbrmed by unification
hed still not been successfully harnessed and driven.

The consummate expression of the interservice dialectic is the annual
budget process, which provides & "fiscal year synthesis" of strategy and

money. The budget is the clearest expgession of military policy and at

the same time a controlling factor in the development of that policy. "The




budgetary process-~the decisive resource-allocating instrument--lies at
the very heart of national security planning and programming. Plans and
policies, without dollar signs attached, are mere aspirations. It is
the budgetary process which translates them into actual programs."2

The effects of the interaction of strategy and money on the military
services can perhaps most clearly be viewed from the standpoint of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 1In this highest forum of the military, the serv-
ices exchange views on strategy and, more receantly, on each other's bud-
gets. It is here, in the frank assessment of each other's progrems, that
the clearest expression of service attitudes and beliefs emerges. The
essence of the interservice differences over strategy and money is revealed
most enlighteningly in the JCS actions in 1959-60 on the military budgets

for fiscal year 1961.

The Budget Exercise for Fiscal Year 1961

The U;S. Govermment's budget has become & prominent feature of our
national life, consuming a large share of total national output since the
beginning of World War II. And by far the greater part of the budget has
gone for national security, primarily but not entirely for the’military
services. In terms of the gross national product, expenditures for national
security rose from 2.2 percent in 1940 to 41.5 percent in 194&. By fiscal
year 1950 this had declined to 6.4 percent. The Korean War set off another
round of increases, expenditures reaching 14.1 percent of the totel output
of goods in 1952 and leveling off at approximately 10 percent after 1954.
After the Korean War the military portion of the total U.S. budget was
roughly 50 percent, ranging from $34.6 billion of $62.8 billion total in

1954 to $41.3 billion of $86.7 billion in 1961.3

¥




In recent years the budget has become not merely a means to an end,
as originally intended, but almost an end in itself. More than any other

single factor, it has served as the nexus between civil and military author-

- ities. It has produced an extraordinary growth in the structural and func-

tional arrangements for control of military appropriations and expenditures.,
The civil and military elements of the executive branch have become deeply
intertwined, forming a complex bureaucracy subject to the pressures and
shifting winds that affect most major political and economic bodies.

Because the consequences of executive and congressional gctions on
money can be 8o fateful for them, all of the military services, and the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) also, have devoted a great deal of
the time and effort of thelr staffs to the formulation of the annual mili-
tary budget. Since each budget is profoundly affected by those that have
preceded it and since, in turn, it will affect those that follow, the bud-
get process has become perpetual, with adjustments among two or three suc-
cessive budgets continually being made.

For a given fiscal year, budgetary planning by the military services
normally begins almost two years before the effective date of the budget.
Intensive work is done at every level of the military services and up
through the chain of command of the executive branch--JCS, 0SD, Bureau of
the Budget~-until finally in the December or January preceding the beginning
of that fiscal year there is published and transmitted to the Congress the

enormous volume entitled The Budget of the United States Govermment.

Each service receives guidance from the Secretary of Defense in the

form of guidelines tentatively establishing ceilings on the manpower, the




new obligational authority (NOA), and the expenditures for the fiscal
year. In preparing their budgets the services must first calculate and
provide for fixed-expense requirements--chiefly personnel funds and oper-
ation and maintenance funds that together take more than half the total
and are ordinarily spent within the same fiscal year for which appropri-
ated. By contrast, procurement money, usually about 30 to 35 percént of
the total, is spent over & period of many years, Only about 17 percent
of procurement money is spent in the year for which appropriated, the re-
mainder to be spent in subsequent years. Accordingly, budget planning
must be for the long renge, since some programs may run as long asrlO years,
Only about $4 to $5 billion of the usual.$h0 to $45 billion DOD budgets of
the late 1950's and early 1960's could be spent on new weapons. "It is
the determination of how this relatively small emount of money is divided
up that shapes the course of future strategy."u
As a corporate body, the JCS had no effective role in the actual for-
mulation of the defense budget during the early and middle 1950's. It pre-
pared and submitted to the Secretary of Defense statements of military re-
quirements that were used in preparation of the defense budget, but’beyond
this it had no agreed responsibilityyin connection with the budget. In
1958, Secretary of Defense Neil McElroy included the JCS in the budggt pro-
cess proper when he referred the 1960 budget to the Joint Chiefs for their
consideration. This action suggested to Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor, U.S. Army

Chief of Staff from 1955 to 1959, that the "Secretary of Defense has come

to feel more and more the need for the endorsement of the Chiefs of his
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final budget." He indicated further that in the past the JCS had had
"insufficient knowledge of the overall defense budget to warrant an ex-
pression of opinion." Without a more active role by the JCS in budget-
making, he could see "no discernible way to align military requirements,
the military budget, and the service programs supported by the budget."5

Taylor took the initiative and proposed in February 1959 that the
JCS initiate a study for discussion with the Secretary of Defense to clari-
fy its participation in the development of the defense budget and to es=-
tablish its responsibilities in relating strategic plans to the defense
budget. He suggested that concurrently with the development of the strate-
gic concept for the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP)* the JCS should
forward to the Secretary of Defense a paper setting forth the criteria for
determining the sufficiency of the principal categories of forces needed
to fulfill the strategic concept. He listed these categories as follows:
atomic retaliatory forces, forward deployed forces, strategic reserve
forces (including strategic airlift and sealift), air defense forces, and
forces for maintaining essential sea communications. After approval of the
criteria by the Secretary of Defense, the JCS would develop and submit to
the Secretary recommendations on the size and type of forces within each
category‘by priority.6

The Joint Chiefs considered Taylor's proposal on 18 February and di-
rected that the Joint Staff prepare a report on how it might be done. After

further discussions and présentations by the Joint Planning Office of the

*
See below, p 33.




Joint Staff, the Chairmen of the JCS, Gen. Nathan F. Twining, recommended
on 29 April that the Joint Chiefs engage in an exercise to determine the
areas of service agreement and disagreement on major forces and progrems.
Twining poinfed out that every year there were wide areas of sgreement on
major force composition of the services and that the differences only amount-
ed to about 10 to 20 percent of the budget. He felt that it was extremely
important for the preservation of military responsibility in military mat-
ters to have the JCS go on record and teke credit for the wide areas of
asgreement. Twining urged that the Joint Chiefs send the information to the
Secretary of Defense by 1 June to use as a basis for the budgét.7

The JCS agreed on 1 May to conduct an exercise based on Twining's rec-
ommendation and approved a method for participation in the fiscal year 1961
budget. By 1l May each service was to exchange views with the other serv-
ices on its own major force structure for fiscal years 1961 through 1963.
These were to include the costs of major combat units or weapon systems. On
18 May esch service was to submit to the JCS its views of the major force
structures of the other services. The JCS would then identify areas of dis-
agreement, make possible adjustments, and forward the results to the Secre-
tary of Defense., This approach did not follow the detailed procedure devised
by the Army, but it went beyond what the Air Force wanted.8

The Director of the Joint Programs Office of the Joint Staff recommended
that each service also cost the major forces of the other services. Within

the Air Force, the Deputy Director of Plans, Maj. Gen. Glen W. Martin, rec-

ommended to the Chief of Staff, Gen, Thomes D. White, that he not approve
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this request by the Joint Programs Office. He urged that the Air Force
"disclaim any capability of pricing the forces or programs of either Army
or Navy. Similarly, we should reject as invalid any such pricing of Air
Force programs or forces by any agency other than the Air Force." As the
annual recipient of 45 percent or more of appropriated military funds, the
Air Force might well lose more than it could hope to gain from such an

9

exercise.

Budget Presentations by the Services

The budget review progeeded as scheduled, and in the opening round of
the exercise each of the services submitted its oierall force programs,
using agreed-on ground rules. With the exception of the Army, the services
used the fiscal year 1960 manpower ceilings. New obligational authority
ceilings were increased 5 percent for each fiscal year from 1961 through
1963, resulting in ceilings as follows: 1961--3$41.379 billion; 1962--
$43.448 billion; 1963--$45.620 billion.™°

The Army set forth more thoroughly than did the other two services its
views on the budget and the strategic concepts that should guide the allo-
cation of resources. The Army traced DOD efforts since 1948 to secure cor-
relation of strategic plans and the budget and found that there had been
no success in arriving at a meaningful method of explaining how money was

spent in terms of overall defense missions. Efforts had always focused

on relating individual service functions to available defense funds rather

than relating overall defense functions to available funds. The Army posi-

- tion reflected Taylor's long-held view that combat functions of the three

services as well as the budget should be looked at vertically instead of




horizontally. The three services developed their force requirements sepa-
rately, so that general missions to which two or more of the services con-
tributed--strategic retaliation and continental air defense, for instance--
could never be seen in the aggregate, but simply in separate ser?ice pack=-

11 '
ages.

Having postulated,iis approach to budget-making, the Army proceeded to
state the basic assumptions that should guide the JCS. The Amy héld that
counterforce strategy was increasingly unproductive and infeasibie and that
the atomic retaliatory forces, particularly manned bombers, should be cgt
back. An’"adequate deterrent”" would be enough. At the same time, the fdr;‘
ward deployed forces should be increased and given necessary funds. Accérd-
ingly, the Army proposed fund increases for the forward deployed fbrces and
continental air defense and reductions for the atomic retaliatory force;12

The Navy, a "satisfied service" in Teylor's view because over the
years it had "successfuliy fought for the concept of balanced, self-contained
naval forces, including ses, air, and land components,” did not rock the |
boat as strongly as did the Army. It accepted the need for thé Army to coﬁ-
tinue to ﬁodernize its weapons and equipment, but it recommended thﬁt Army
forces and personnel remain level through fiscal year 1963. For itsélf, it
saw the need of an expansion of strength from 630,000 in fiscal‘yéér 1961
to 670,000 in 1963, and for the Marines an ihcrease from 175;000 to 200,000.
Concerning the Air Force, the Navy agreed that it should continue to pro-

vide the major deterrent capability but considered dispersal and mobility

rather then hardening and concealment to be the prime solution to vulnera-

bility of the Strategic Air Command to attack. It recommended reduction in




the B-52 program but an increase in the missile program for the‘Atlas and
Snark. Finally, it called for reduction of USAF strength from 845,000 in
fiscal year 1961 to 820,000 in 1963.13 |

The Air Force‘adhered to the view that had governed its planning and
activities for many years. It regarded the Army as having essentially a
defensive role in general war. The primary role of the Navy was control
of the seas, and its major effort should therefore be to counter the Soviet
subhérine threat. The Navy's general war contribution was in its antisub-
marine forces and its Polaris submarines, then under development. As for
tbe'attéck carrier, the Air Force conceded it a general war role but con-
sidered that it had greater value in limited war situations. Against the
advanced weapon systems of the mid-1960's, it seemed unlikely that the
carrier could survive in a major conflict.lu

To help the JCS in its deliberations, the Joint Programs Office care-
fully analyzed the detailed statements of the three services and set forth
the major areas of agreement and disagreement. The latter exceeded the
former by a large margin. The disagreement on allocation of defense funds
for fiscal years 1961-63 was especially marked. As might be expected, for
they had been consistent in asking for more money over the years, each serv-
ice asked for a larger share of the defense budget for itself and recommended
a smaller share for the other two services. Against the same overall fund
ceilings, the three services prepared their estimates of the allocations
that they thought should be made in the appropriations for fiscal years

1961 through 1963.




For Army
L] Na.vy 7
Air Force
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For Army
1" Nav,y.
Air Force

For Army
" Navy
Air Force

"

Army View

$13.9 (34%)
11.1 (27%)
16.4  (39%)

ﬂEEl View

$15.5 (36%)
11.5 (26%)
16.5 (38%)

Army View

$15.3 (34%)
12.5 (27%)
17.8 (39%)

Fiscal Year 1961 (Billions)

Navy/USMC View

$ 9.2 (22%)
18.0 (k%)

14,1 (34%)
Total NOA--$41.379

Fiscal Year 1962 (Billions)

Navy/USMC View

$ 9.5 (229)

18.4  (43%)
15.1  (35%)

Total NOA--$43.448

Fiscal Year 1963 (Billions)

Navy/USMC View

$ 9.7 (22%)
18.9 (k43%)
15.4  (35%)

Total NOA--$U5.620

13

Alr Force View

$ 8.3 (20%)
9.7 (24%)
23.4  (56%)

Air Force View

$9.0 (21%)

10.3° (244)
241 (55%)

Air Force View

$ 9.8 521%)'
11.3 (25%)
245 (54%)

Based on the estimates by the services for their owm needs, the NOA's

for the three years would be $55.3 billion, $58.0 billion, end $58.7 billion

respectively.

On the other hand, based on their lowest estimates for each

other's needs, NOA's for the three years would be minimums of $32.1 billion,

$34.4 billion, and $36.4 billion. The actual NOA's used as guidance were

thus a bit closer to the minimums than the maximums.1
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The disasgreement on allocation of money among the services extended
to their views of each other's specific force programs. On 63 line items

presented by the three, asgreement was as follows:16

Présénteq by Items Agreement on Percent
Army 16 8 50
Navy 20 9 45
Air Force 27 T gg

63 24 ' 3

The big differences among the services came generally in the procure-
ment programs, although there were some differences over size of forces,
For many years the services had been used to accepting each other's force
requiremenﬁs as stated in the tabs to the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan.
These had come to be considered fixed charges that consumed the personnel
and operation and maintenance appropriations, usually more thasn 55 percent
of the total. As previously indicated, the really intense differences were
over new procurement money-~-perhaps $4 to $5 billion, about 10 percent of
the total NOA. This relatively small amount of money excited the most at-
tention from the three services because from it came the funds for launch-
ing new programs that helped shape their futures.

The force programs were considered not only in terms of units but
also of procurement and of research, development, test, and evaluation
(RDT&E). The sérvices might agree on the size of forces but rarely on the
procurement and RDT&E money for the force programs. The Air Force and the

Navy in 1959, for instance, agreed with the Army on forces for 8 of its




15

16 programs, but they did not agree on the procurement for these pro-
grams and consistently lowered the Army's figures. The Army asked for
an increase in number of divisions from 13 to 15 for fiscal years 1961-
63, but the Navy wanted the level kept at 13 while the Air Force recom=
mended a decrease to 1l. Both the Air Force and the Navy reduced the
Army's request for procurement money for its division progrem. To the
Army's request for an increase in its Nike Ajax and Nike Hercules pro-
grams, the Navy and the Air Force responded with a decrease for both forces
and procurement.17

The strongest opposition developed over the Army's proposal for $6
billion for its Nike 7eus program during the three-year period. The Navy
eliminated this entirely, while the Air Force offered $300 million for
research and development. The Air Force-Navy motivation here was obvious.
The Army could not possibly secure such a large amount from its own budget
without wrecking other essential programs. Under the fixed ceiling, the
money for Nike Zeus would have to come from the Navy or Air Force or both.
Such a diversion of funds from the other services, against their desires,
could only be justified by demonstrable evidence of the overriding need
for and certain success of the Nike Zeus. This the Army could not do, any
more than the other two services could do so with some of their favorite
programs.18

Of the Navy's 20 programs, the services agreed on the forces in 9,
but the Army and Air Force reduced procurement in all categories where

it was involved. The Navy wanted to decrease the number of submerines for

fiscel years 1961-63, but the Air Force called for a larger number while




cutting the Navy procurement figure at the same time. The USAF stand was
in keeping with its oft-reiterated contention that the Navy was neglecting
its antisubmarine warfare function in favor of less vitel missions. There
was agreement on the Fleet Rallistic Missile Submarine Force (Polaris) for
fiscal year 1961, but the services parted on procurement thereafter. The
Navy wanted nine submarines per year, the Army recommended five, and the

Air Force none. Once again, this was a very expensive program, but unlike

Nike Zeus it had proved itself and had gained sanction at the highest

levels of authority. Accordingly, it seemed likely to gain necessary funds
even at the expense of the other services.l9

There was less asgreement on the Air Force programs than on those of
the other two services because there were more of them and they accounted
for almost 45 percent of the proposed defense budget for 1961. Of the 27 pro-
grams, the Army and Navy sgreed on the forces for 5 of them, on the procure~
ment for 1, and on the research and development for 1. In the remaining
20 programs, where the Air Force called for increases, the other two serv-
ices either held them level or asked for reductions; if the Air Force rec-
ommended that programs remain level, the others called for cuts; and if
the Air Force recommended reductions, the others éalled for still greater
reductions.

The strategic bomber forces especially came under heavy attack from
the Army and Navy, which for some years had held that the manned bomber
wes on the way out and that, furthermore, the Air Force had more than it
needed for deterrent and atomic retaliatory missions. Accordingly, in
the face of the USAF recommendation for an increase in the B-52 force and

continued procurement, the Army recommended that the force be held level

*
o
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and procurement canceled. As for the B-58, the Army considered it a mar-
ginal medium bomber and wanted to limit funding to the fiscal year 1960
appropriation. The Navy recommended reduction of this force and reduction
of procurement. The Navy position indicated a willingness to go along with
modernization of the 3-52 force, by contrast with the Army's position. On
the Air Force's B-70 program-~-the great hope of the USAF manned bomber ad-
vocates--the Army cut to 6 the Air Force's proposed proeurement of 35 air-
craft in fiscal year 1963, while the Navy offered research and development

money for components but no procurement money. Army-Navy opposition to the

B-T0 remained strong because establislment of a large B-TO program would

require huge appropriations that might well require diversion of funds from

the Army and the Navy.20

The Army and Navy also opposed the greater part of the USAF reQuests
for the ballistic missile progrem. The Navy recoﬁmended cancellation of
the Titan ICBM program in fiscal year 1961 and use of Titan’fuhds for
Atlas. Both Army and Navy reduced procurement of the Minutemaﬁ and rec-

ommended no procurement of the GAM-87 (Skybolt) air-to-surface missile.

The Navy went along with research and development on this missile, possi-
bly with the thought in mind that it might prove adapteble to Navy bomb-
ers. Here again, the high priority of the ballistic missile programs could

lead to adjustments of funds that might prove unsaxiefactory to the Army
and Navy.21 |

In every other category except one, the Army and Navy called for cuts
in the USAF programs. The Navy canceled the F-108. The Army canceled the

IM-99B (Bomarc) and the TM-T6B (Mace),which were in competition with Army

missiles. The Air Force wanted an increase in tanker planes, but the Navy
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cut the number and the Army recommended no procurement. Only in airlift
forces did the Army and Navy recommend more than the Air Force asked for.
Against the USAF request of $161 million for procurement of a&irlift planes
in fiscal year 1961, the Navy recommended $337 million and the Army $611
million. Adequate airlift of its forces had long been a major goal of
the Army.22

Within the Air Force there was concern about carrying the budget ex-
ercise all the way through. The Director of Plans, Maj. Gen. Hewitt T.
Wheless, suggested to the Chief of Staff that since the requirement for
the exercise was established orally at a meeting between Twining and McElroy,
it might be "prudent to conclude the action in the same manner." The Chair-
man could point out to the Secretary of Defense the "inherent difficulties
in the development of a major force structure at this time when so many
fundemental issues are currently under study"--air defense and basic na-
tional security policy, for example. Wheless emphasized that if the JCS
agreed to increases in certain forces or weapon systems it would have to
meke corresponding decreases elsewhere to keep‘in balance. The unspoken
implication was that the Air Force probably hed more to lose than to gain
from such actions. Accordingly, Wheless reluctantly concluded: "If in the
judgment of the JCS a memorandum must be forwarded to the Sec Def it might
serve a useful political purpose although the inclosure may have no sub-
stantive value. Such a submission would allow the Sec Def to acknowledge
that he has collabbrated with the JCS and has considered their advice in

the development of the FY-61 budget."23
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The budget exercise went ahead as planned, and on 8 June 1959 the
Joint Chiefs forwarded to the Secretary of Defense their advice on the
major military force compositions and programs. They pointed out that -
there were major disagreements and unresolved issues--including the basic
national security policy and air defense--but that these were under study.
The matters at issue were of long standing and obviously not subject to
quick resolution.zh

The Secretary of Defense issued budget guidelines to the services
on 2 July, establishing ceilings on NOA and expenditures for fiscal year
1961. The latter ceiling had come to exercise a great deal of control
over the programs of the services, requiring meajor adjustments and changes
among them. The Secretary set the NOA limit for the military services at
$38.7 billion with an addendum of $3.4 billion, meking an overall target
of $42.2 billion. He requested that the JCS comment on the military bud-
get prior to his final approval of it. On 5 August, after substantial
deliberation, the JCS approved the concept and procedure by which it would
examine the content of the military estimates after they were submitted to
the Secretary of Defense.

The Army had sought adoption of its original proposal‘for congidera-
tion of the budget. This would have involved nine steps by the JCS,; of
which the three most important were sending criteria of sufficiency to the
Secretary of Defense, recommending the size and types of forces by category
and priority, and developing force tabs and logistics for mobilization and
combat operations. The Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps'rejected the Army
proposal., The Air Force felt that the procedure was too 1ohg and that it
would result in split views among the services on all three of the major

actions.25‘
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Between 1 and 8 September the military departments submitted their
budget estimates to the Secretary of Defense. In transmitting the Air
Force's, Secretary of the Air Force James H. Douglas observed that it
represented a compromise between requirements and fund availsbility. He
pointed out that the expenditure ceiling--$17.074 billion plus $2.3 bil-
lion for comstruction and procurement--would require significant cancel-
lations or reductions in USAF programs. Since an adequate funding level
would not be available in 1961, during 1960 it would be necessary to can-
cel the B-58B, the airborne early warning and control aircraft, and the
high-energy fuel project; reduce the KC-135 program; and cut back the num-
ber of wings. Douglas warned that the industrial impact of these reduc-
.tions would be grave--the F-108 and KC-135 cutbacks would have an es-
pecially severe effect. Other programs reduced in the estimate included
the B-52, F-105, T-38, T-37, and IM-99B Boma.rc.26

On the same day that Douglas forwarded the Air Force budget, the Vice
Chief of Staff, Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, sent to all USAF major commands a
message warning of the implications of the budget. He notified them that
the fiscal year 1961 expenditure target--forecast by OSD at $18.8 billion
for the Air Force-~would require drastic reprogramming, since existing
projection of the current program called for expenditures of more than
$20 billion in fiscal year 1961. The Air Force had submitted a minimum
essential budget with expenditures of $19.3 billion for 1961 and intended
to push hard for its approval. LeMay directed all commands to revise their
current program documents as of 14 September to agree with this minimum
essential budget 1eve1.27

Earlier, on 18 Avgust, while the services were still working on

their budgets, Rep. George H. Mahon (Tex.), Chairman of the House Sub-
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comnittee on Department of Defense Appropriations, requested that the
Department of Defense present certain budget data in terms of functional
categories. Subsequently, in asking for this information from the serv-
ices for fiscal years 1960 and 1961, the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) specified five functional categories--strategic deterrent,
continental air defense, general purpose forces, support forces, and
unallocated.28

The Army and Navy were disturbed by and disagreed with the assump-
tions and guidance accompanying the list of categories. The nub of the
issue was the strategic deterrent category, which applied almost exclu-
sively to the Air Force. The Navy maintained that the functional cate-
gories did not accord with naval organization and that a misleading picture
would result from placing versatile forces in a single-purpose role.

The Army was even more vehement in its statement accompanying trans-
mittal of the data to OSD:29

In accordance with the assumption and guidance furnished by your
office, the Army shows nothing under Category 1, 'Strategic Deterrent.'

We have complied with your instructions but by no means agree that no

Army forces are acting as a Strategic Deterrent. The Army considers

that the presence of its forces throughout the world constitutes a real

deterrent to possible enemy sggression. Therefore, we recommend that
the title of Category 1 be changed to 'Nuclear Retalistory Forces,' and,
accordingly, this has been indicated on our submission.

The Army and Navy obviously considered themselves at a great disad-
vantage in the competition with the Air Force for funds because they were
not permitted to include under the strategic deterrent category a substantial
portion of their own forces. With the deterrent forces receiving the highest
priorities in allocation of resources, the depth of Army and Navy feeling on
this matter would be difficult to exagge:ate. The significance of the Army

and Navy objections is revealed in the tables submitted, the Navy insisting

on submitting two tables«-one showing attack carrier and associated support

1 .
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costs in the strategic deterrent category, the other showing them under
30

general purpose forces:

Air Force (Millions)

FY 1960 FY 1961
Strategic deterrent $8,628 (47%) $8,641 (48%) b
Continental air defense 5,351 (29%) 5,394 (30%)
~ General purpose forces 3,096 (17%) 2,782 (15%)
Supporting forces= None None
Unallocated 1,259 ( 7%) 1,285 ( 7%)

Army (Millions)

FY 1960 FY 1961
Strategic deterrent None None
Continental air defense $1,197 (12%) $ 939 (10%)
Genersal purpose forces 8,032 (80%) 7,974 (82%)
Supporting forces2 None None
Unallocated ( 8%) ( 8%)

Navy (Millions)

(Attack carrier and associated support costs under strategic deterrent)

FY 1960 FY 1961
Strategic deterrent $4,075 (41%) $6,230 (53%)
Continental air defense 208 ( 2%) 183 § 2%)
General purpose forces 5,503 (48%) 4,268 (37%)
Supporting forces 79% (%) 702 ( 6%)
Unallocated ( 2%) ( 2%)

(Attack carrier and associated support costs under general purpose forces) )

FY 1960 FY lgél
Strategic deterrent $1,737 (15%) $2,711 (23%)
Continental air defense 208 ( 2%) 183 ( 2%)
General purpose forces 8,472 (74%) 7,787 (67%)
Supporting forces 79% ( 7%) 702 ( 6%)
Unallocated ( 2%) ( 2%)

a .
=Support costs distributed throughout.

. “Illlllllhb
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kReviews by the JCS and 0SD

Concurrently with the preparation of this information for the con-
gressional committee, the JCS proceeded with a review‘of the budgets
submitted by the services in early September. This review afforded the
services further opportunity to plead their special cases before the Joint
Chiefs sitting as a body. The Director of the Joint Programs Office of
the Joint Staff provided background briefing on 30 September. He stressed
that the 1imits on obligational suthority and expenditures imposed by OSD
had required the services to slip, adjust, and eliminate many programs.
The controlling factor was dctually the expenditure ceiling rather than
NOA. Because of the expenditure ceilings imposed for fiscal year 1960 and
proposed for 1961, the NOA submissions of the services had actually been
$2.h billion less than the basic NOA ceiling of $38.7 billion and $.5 bil-
lion less than the addendum ceiling of $3.4 billion--or $2.9 billion under
the overall ceiling ($42.2 billion).

Analysis of the addendum money requested by the services--some $2.9
billion-~revealed that most of it was for procurement--?O percent overalle-
while some 13 percent was for RDT&E. A comparison of the maximum service
budgets--a total of $55.3 billion--with the proposed NOA showed that $26.1
billion of the former was for procurement as against $12.5 billion in the
overall NOA. This was & difference of $13.6 billion. By contrast, the
RDT&E of the NOA wes actually higher than the services requested in their

meximum estimates--$3.3 billion versus $2.8 billion.31
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The Navy fared better than either the Army or the Air Force in the
budget recommendations for fiscal year 1961, in that one program received
more than asked for. The following tables list certain major forces or

programs of the military services, the recommendations of each military

: 2
service, and the DOD-recommended budget for fiscal year 1961:3

FY 1961 Budget Recommendations
(in Millions)

Forces or Programs Recommended by

Army Army Navy AF DOD (basic

‘ plus addendum)

Divisions 15 14 11 L
Nike Zeus $1,165(R&D) $0 $100(Re&D) $323(Ré&D)
Air defense bns 10k ok 86%

Navy
Attack carriers 12 1k 9 1h
Submarines 97 116 107 122
Cruisers' , 1k 15 10 15
Destroyers/frigates 218 234 200 234

Air Force (Wings/Sqs)

Strategic forces 36/117 39/148 L42/153 38/138
Air defense forces 18/5h  20/62.  22/67 20/6k
Tactical forces 33/111  33/108 33/108 30/108
Air transport sqs (MATS) /10 [3L /21 /21

A USAF analysis of the Department of Defense budget found that for

fiscal year 1961 the Air Force would be receiving 46 percent of the NOA

e




and 47 percent of the expenditure allowance. Procurement money for the
three services would decline from 34 percent of the total in fiscal year
1960 to 32 percent in 1961. The conclusions were that the services showed
greater concern for equipment and modernization than for manpower and force
levels; that there was need for greater contlnuity between succeeding-year
budgets; and that the absence of an agreed Joint Strategic Objectives Plan
led to waste of substantial investments in development of weapon systems
later canceled because increased funds could not be thained as they entered

the inventory.33

During the latter part of October, each service made a presentation
to ‘the Joint Chiefs in support of its budget and programs. The Army re-
iterated_the concepts underlying its budget and used the opportunity to |
make a strong plea for the Nike Zeus. It recommended that supplemental
funds of $1.2 vbillion be added to permit putting the Nike Zeus into full
production in fiscal year 1961. This would bave to come from elsewhere
than Army funds, and theré was little likelihood of arousing enthusiasm
in the other services. The Navy pointed out that its annual accounts
(operstion and maintenance especially) reméined level but that its continu-
ing accounts (procurement, RDT&E, and military construction) had been
reduced below priof years, resulting in slippage and stretchout of pro-
grams, Addendum funds would bring these accounts up to a more satisfactory
1evel.3h

The Air Force stressed that the threat from the manned bomber would

continue even after the advent of the ICEM and that the programs contemplated

d %
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under its $19.3 billion estimate were not adequate to meet the known and
foreseen increases in Soviet capabilities. Reduction of the expenditure
ceiling for 1961 to $18.3 billion or even $18.8 billion would have a seri-
ous'impact on the Air Force, adversely affecting the full range of activ=-
ities. It would result in lack of funds for the airborne alert, & slow-
down in modernization of aircraft, an acceleration of the cut in number of
wings, a decrease in target coverage, an immediate reduction in air defense,
and the inability to meet NATO commitments. Already the F-108 had been
canceled and the B-58 reduced.35
While the services were presenting their cases to the Joint Chiefs,
OSD proceeded with its review--"markup'"--of the budget. Tue OSD review of
21 October did not accept the Air Force's minimum essential expenditure
ceiling of $19.3U45 billion, reducing it to $18.270 billion. A week later,
after a reclama by the Air Force, OSD raised it fo $18.603 billion, an in-
crease of $333 million.36
This did not signify the end of the budget battle within the executive
branch, for there were still more reviews to be made before final approval
by the President. Accordingly, the servic2s continued to study each other's
programs as well as their own in an effort to bring about changes in the
NOA and expenditure ceilings approved by OSD. Furthef discussions of the
budgeﬁ among the Joint Chiefs early in November produced no results, since
no service was willing to yield funds for the programs of another service.

The USAF experience in preparing data for the use of its leaders in

these and subsequent budget discussions was probably typical of that of




the other ser§ices. Staff officers prepared numerous papers and studies
(and more then a few polemics) attacking the assumptions and programs of
the Army and Navy and defending those of the Air Force. According to the
Director of Plans, the budget "as presently apportioned emphasizes lower
priority programs of Army and Navy being funded at the expense of higher
Air Force programs. This is in conflict with Basic National Security
Policy." If the budget ceilings held firm, priority programs of the Air
Force vital to national security could not be funded without reapportion-
ment of funds from the Army and Navy. As had been pointed out earlier
by the Director of Budget, Brig. Gen. Robert J. Friedman, the Air Force
"eould not win a contest of this kind by generalized assertions of mission
priority or even by demonstrated requirements of a particular force struc-
ture." The only effective approach would be to furnish conclusive proof
of the superiority of USAF concepts and weapon systems over those of the
Army and Navy. The possibilities of doing this in the fall of 1959 were
not bright.37 |

In supplying ammunition to General White for use in JCS discussions,
Wheless and Martin and their fellow-planners argued strongly against Army
and Navy programs and the assumptions on which they rested. The Army and
Navy continually pleaded for modernization of forces but would not reduce
manpower to achieve it, as the Air Force had been doing. The Army, Wheless
maintained, could reduce its oversea forces to the token required by
political commitments and consolidate its forces in the United States,
closing down posts in the process. The "reason posts are retained is

based on archaic Army view of long mobilization period preceding war."

Even more significant to the Air Force was the "ever increasing spiral of
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Army aircraft requirements [;hic§7 lends credence to the allegation that
the Army is evolving a new Army Air Corps.”" The Army was developing and
purchasing missiles that overlapped and duplicated each other and it was
purchasing materiel for M+12 months, contrary to basic national security
policy.

The indictment of the Navy was no less thorough. The carrier con-
tribution to war did not justify the level of OSD funding. The general
war capability of the carrier was minimal in the USAF view--each carrier
in the Sixth and Seventh Fleets could put up an average of only six all-
weather attack planes. Out of 7,000 aircraft, the Navy could put up only
2k all-weather 1,000-mile bombers from aircraft carriers on station. "One
of the major keys to saving money in the Navy is the attack carrier strength,
since, except for Polaris and ASW carriers, all other naval expenditures
are directly related to the size of the attack carrier force." As for
Polaris, its principal contribution was to provide diversity of attack--ﬂ
otherwise, it was limited in its capability. More of the Navy effort should
go to counter the Soviet submarine threat; but of 67l aireraft requested
by the Navy, only 120 would go for antisubmarine warfare, and other ex-
penditures for antisubmarine warfare were also lagging.38

These efforts by the Air Force to convince the Army and Navy that they
should realign their programs to save money fof the use of the Air Force
ﬁere no more successful than similar efforts by the other services. Their
recourse had to be to higher authority--the Secretary of Defense, the
National Security Council,rand the President. Discussions with the Secre-

tary of Defense and with the PreSident and his advisers continued through

most of November. On 25 November the Department of Defense presented its
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budget to the National Security\Council. final approvel by the President
came in December.3?

Presidential approval did not terminate the budget process within
the executive branch of the government. On the contrary, it reépired
actions by the JCS and the individual services that had been foreseen
when the budget began to assume shape during the summer and fall of 1959.
During late December 1959 and January 1960 the three services presented
to the JCS proposed reductions and changes in forces assigned to the uni-
fied and specified commands that would result from adoption of the fiscal
year 1961 budget. On 18 January 1960 the President submitted the fiscal
year 1961 national budget to the Congress. For the DOD, he requested
$40.9 billion in new availability--$40.6 billion in new appropriated funds
and $0.3 billion in transfers from DOD revolving funds. Expenditures
for the year were estimated at $41.0 billion.

The budget remained under review by the Administration until Congress
completed action on it almost six months later. This permitted desirable
revisions to be made in response to rapid changes in the political and
technological scenes. Major revisions proposed to Congress on 6 April
involved an accelerated but reduced progrem for continental air defense
against manned bombers while shifting emphasis to defense against ballistic
missiles. The changes also expanded the USAF ICEM and space progrems, in-
creased procurement of long leadtime items for the Polaris, and reduced
the attack submarine program, Still further changes, proposed to Congress
on 12 May, concerned additional funds for airlift aircraft, antisubmarine

warfare, and Army modernization.ho
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APresidential dpproval of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act,
1961, came on 7 July 1960. The new money totaled $39.997 billion, of which
$17.158 billion went to the Air Force. By the subsequent military construc-
tion appropriation, the Air Force received $.627 billion in additional funds,
and eventuelly a total availebility of $17.914 billion. This was 43 percent
of the DOD's new obligational availability for fiscal year 1961--$41.7 bil-
lion, including $41.3 billion in new appropriated funds and $0.l4 billion in
transfers from DOD revolving funds. Of the total, the Army received $10.1T7h4

: L1
billion, the Navy $12.506 billion, and OSD $1.092 billion.

‘It was plain after the event that the JCS had exercised little ef-
fect on the final composition of the budget. As had been true in Previous
years, the individual services retained a generally free hand in deter-
mining how they would use their funds within the overall ceilings. Such
influence as was exercised to increase or decrease individual programs
of the services came from the civilian authorities in the Department of
Defense or the White House. Since the Joint Chiefs did not agree on basic
assumptions and priority national tasks, they found it impossible to look
at the budget from a truly joint viewpoint.

Nevertheless, ﬁhere was an important harbinger of the future in this
seemingly unproductive effort. It was clear that the civilian authorities
desired the JCS to play a more prominent role in the consideration of
the overall Department of Defense budget. There were also indications that
if the military services, operating through the JCS, could not reach agree-

ment on basic strategic concepts and programs, civilian authority might
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well extend its vast decision-making powers still further to areas that
the military had long considered their professional prerogative. The
orientation of the budget in terms of major military functions, regard-
less of service, was also foreshadowed during the fiscal year 1961 bud-
get process and became more evident with each‘sucqeeding budget. It
appeared clear that in time many~-if not most--of the important decisions
on the budget would be taken out of the hands of the military services |
and assumed by the JCS and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The
impact of the JCS on the budget under these changed conditions wbuld
depend on the extent to which the Joint Chiefs could reach agreement on
the fundemental bases of strategy and the military programs that flow

therefrom.

Underlying Factors in Budget Decisions

The complex factors affecting both the formulation and the substance
of the fiscal year 1961 budget were, of course, the product of a long
evolution within the national security establislhment. These factors had
undergone changes and refinements over the years, but they were not new
‘to or unexpected by the Joint Chiefs, who had been living with them since
World War 1I.

The underlying impulses affecting the formulation of both strategy
and the military budget included the technological revolution, the contin-
uous inflation of costs, and changing international commitments of forces.
The technological revolution required continuous modernization of the
forces--new weapons, supporting equipment, and facilities; The increasing

costs of these weapons as they became more intricate to build and operate

- o
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were further compounded by the continuihg economic inflation. Faced with
more rigid fiscal controls over their budgets after the Korean War, the
military services found themselves squeezed between slowly rising budgets
and much more rapidly rising costs of all kinds. Since it proved impossi-
ble to ease out from between these millstones, the services adopted stretch-
outs, reductions, and other adjustments in forces and programs as the nor-
mal mode. Changing international commitments, resulting from political and
strategic impulses, greatly complicated and at timesdominated consideration
of the military budget.

The great constant in the national security policy process throughout
the post-World War II era was the continual and highly significant inter-
action between strategy and money. This is inevitable undef the American
system of government. Neither strategic nor financial considerations have
ever been the sole determinant of national security policy. The military
budget, accordingly, represents an accommodationbetween strategy and re-
sources and a compromise between the military services and their civilian
superiors. The manifestations of the interaction between strétegy and
money in the fiscal year 1961 budget process are especially meaningful in
reaching an understanding of the development of national security policy
and the budget.

The basic furction of the JCS is to translate national secﬁrity policy
into stratégic plans and programs. The Joint Chiefs develop these plans
and>programs within é broad framework of policy that is itself the result

of a delicate balance of conflicting and interacting domestic and inter-

national préssures. The most definitive guidance to the JCS is expressed
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in the annual NSC statement entitled "Basic National Security Policy"
(BNSP); This paper consists of a broad outline of U.S. objectives and
policy end a discussion of the political, economic, and military ele-
ments to support these. The BNSP has no direct relationship to the for-
mulation of the budget, but its indirect effect can be weighty. It has
always been subject to continual and conflicting interpretation by the
military services and within the JCS. Indeed, the BNSP has become the
focus of an annual debate within the JCS as each service chief has sought
to have incorporated in it the strategic concepts indorsed by his staff.hg
The major statement of strategy and programs issued by the JCS to
implement the BNSP is the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JIsoP). _This
annual document provides planning guidance for the force levels beginning -
five years hence and extending three years. It generally contains an intel-
ligence estimatevof the military threat for the period; a strategic concept
for the conduct of cold, limited, and general war; a logistics annex; and
a tabulation of forces required to support the strategic concept. The "force
tabs" have "generated the greatest divergence of views within the Joint Chiefs
of Staff," who have usually not been able to agree on the "best combination
of forces supported by the financial outlays which the Secretary of Defense
has considered feasible for planning." Accordingly, the force estimates.
have been generally too high and too expensive to be acceptable to the Secre-
tary of Defense, who rejected them or imposed fiscal ceilings that produced
more acceptable forcés and programs.h3

In 1959 the debate within the JCS over the BNSP continued to center

about the issue of limited war. During the discussions in June 1959 the
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Army, Nevy, and Marine Corps recommended reorientation of the BNSP to
recognize and plan for what they considered the increased likelihood

of limited war. They believed that there was waning confidence within
the Free World in the ability of the United States to provide meaningful
security. They did not consider the BNSP flexible enough to provide for
limited war eventualities. The Air Force disegreed, supported the BNSP
priority on the deterrent force, and regarded general war forces as
adequaté to handle limited war situations.uh

The annual debates over the BNSP gnd the JSOP were essentially
an epilogue to the running discourse among the services that covered most
of the strategic policy questioms in detail during the year. The enlarged
and more formal role of the JCS in relation to the Secretary of Defense
in the fiscal year 1961 budget process intensified this discourse and re-
vealed more completely the service differences over prbgrams and the fuhds
required to finance them,

The differences in basic strategic concept among the military serv-
ices in 1959-60 were of long standing and had their origins in World War
II. The U.S. military services had emerged from the war with differing
understandings and interpretations of the lessons to be derived from it.
But they agreed on one important premise--that future application of the
lessons would be within the context of a war with the Soviet Union. Each
service felt impelled to justify itself in terms of such a war.

Transcending all other World War II indicators of’the future was the
combination of the atomic bomb and strategic bombardment that provided
the keystone of American postwar strategy--the concept of deterrence.
Winston Churchill put the proposition of deterrence most plainly when, in

Fyeo """i‘g‘»
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March 1949, he declared: "It is certain that Eﬁrope would have been com-
munized and London under bombardment some time ago but for the deterrent
of the atomic bomb in the hands of the United States."” Deterrence appeared
to offer the twin advantages of meximum military power and lower costs as
compared with the maintenance of conventional forces strong enough to meet
the threat of the huge Red army. As it vas put somewhat mbre crudely after
the Korean War, the deterrent concept permitted "a bigger bang for a buck."

The implications of deterrence eventually produced a cleavage among
the services. The Army and Navy found themselves at a serious disadvantage
within this strategic framework of which the Air Force was the chief
artisan. The precipitate and disorderly demobilization after V-J Day had
almost destroyed the Army_and Navy as effective fighting forces, and the
budgetary limitations of 1948-50, in part at least the result of the appli-
cation by the Administration of the deterfence concepf,‘prevented them from
fashioning conventional war forces that could serve as a deterrent to the
Russian army in Europe. The Air Force, too, had been decimated by demobili-
zation, but it had the atomic bomb. As the keeper of the bomb--the only mili-
tary service with the ability td deliver it--the Air Force considered jtself
the deterrent to a general war between 1945 and 1950.* .

Despite the growing U.S. reliahce on the strategic deterrent force,
until the Korean War the military dollar wes divided into roughly equal
parts among the services. The Air Force sggressively sought a larger share
of the militery dollar, justifying the claim by its priority mission as the

deterrent force. This led to a drawing of sharp strategic and financial

*
See George F. Lemmer, The Air Force and the Concept of Deterrence,

1945-1950 (AFCEO, 1963).




lines among the three services, which eventually resulted in the Artiy
and Navy generally Jjoining to challenge some of the basic assumptions
on which the Air Force case rested and to oppose its receipt of the lion's
share of the military budget. With the exception of the Korean War Yyears,
when the trebling and quadrupling of military appropriations relieved the
heavy pressure on the services, this split amoné the services existed

throughout the decade 1950-60.

Thé "New Look" of the Eisenhower administration in 1953 placed re-
neﬁed’eﬁﬁhasis on deterrence and resulted in drastic cutbacks of the con-
ventional war forces built up during the Korean War, especially those of
the Army.‘ This basic policy decision rested American defense on the nu-
clear arsenal--in small wars as well as generel wars. Reducing their
limited war forces, the three services would substitute nuclear firepower
for men and nonnuclear weapons. One of the prime inspirations for the
policy appeared to be financial--the desire to maintain a stable economy
and to balance the budget. These had been objectives of the Truman adminis-
tration also, between 1946 and 1950, but it had not followed through on
the deterrent policy to the‘degree that the Eisenhower administration did
beginning in 1953. Both administrations sought the minimum deterrent
adequate for national security. This desire to minimize the military burden
on the economy appeared to require an effort to stabilize the burden--
to define for as long & period as possible the level of military effort
needed for secl.lrnlty.h5

The Air Force was the chief beneficiary of this policy, and from fis-

cal year 1955 through 1960 it received a share of the Department of De-

fense NOA ranging from 39 percent up to 48 percent. During the same period
A % .
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the Army received the smallest share, ranging fraom 21 to 25 percent.
It could not accept such a situation, which threatened to deprive it of
@& mission comparable in importance and prestige to those of the Navy
and the Air Force, nor could it accept the assumptions on which the sit-
uation was based. Often the Navy supported the Army in its repeated
challenges to deterrence and the programs that flowed from it. Although
the actual number of splits among the Joint Chiefs was small during these
years, it is significant that most of them were concerned with matters
of basic national strategic policy and the major programs of the services.
By the late 1950's the strategic debate among the services had be-~
come centered about the general-war-versus-limited—war proposition. The
Army Chief of Staff, General Taylor, preferred the term "flexible response"
instead of "limited war." As long as the United States maintained an
overvhelming preponderence of nuclear military power, the deterrent con-
cept, which belonged primarily within the general war context,’dominated
national strategic policy. This meant that the Air Force would receive
the largest share of the defense dollar and that within the Air Forcé
the Strategic Air Command would receive almost half of the USAF dollar.
Overall, during the late 1950's, SAC averaggd about 20 percent of
the total defense budget. Given the ceilings in military budgets during
this period and the continually rising costs, the Army and the Navy, as
well as certain elements within the Air Force, generally found it dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to attain the desired and unilaterally required
levels of strength and equipment., If they were to approach the goals they

had set for themselves, they would have to bring about some change in na-

tional policy tbat would permit the allocation to them of larger shares of




the military budget. This could only be done by adjusting SAC's role and
stature within the military establishment. And this, in turn, could be
accomplished only by demonstrating that the fundamental theory on which
SAC's paramount position rested was becoming less valid.h6

The Army and Navy found their justification for challenging the deter-
rence thesis in the acknowledged emergence of the Soviet Union as a major
nuclear power in 1955-56. Their logic postulated that the ability of the
Russians to mount a full-scale nuclear attack on the United States tended
to diminish SAC's role because the two nuclear forces would act as’a mutual
deterrent and there would exist a relatively stable balance. In the re-
sulting nucleat stalemate; other types of military forces would mové to
the center of potential conflict. Indeed, the nature of the most likely
conflict itself would change fro@ a general nuclear war to a limited war
using conventional forces.

To‘lend added weight to their arguments for shifting resources from
SAC, the Army and Navy advanced also the thesis of "overkill." They
maintained that SAC4already possessed a capacity to destroy thé Soviet
Union maﬁy times over--that the nuclear stockpile far exceeded the re-
quirements of deterrent strategy. Much hinged on the issue of targeting--
the establishment of priority target systems for destruction. If the enemy's
industrial system constituted the top-priority target, this meant attack

on urban areas. Since the number of such areas was limited, the number of
b7

bombs needed, allowing a liberal margin of safety, could be computed.
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The main outlines of the Army-Navy position came into focus and
appeared to rest on three general premises:

1. Limited war was more likely to occur than general war.

2. The United States possessed too great a capability for general war
and not enough for limited war,

3. Targeting should be on urban industrial complexes.

From such premises only one conclusion could be dra.‘wn.)"8

The Air Force defended its position on general war and the major
component elements of general war--SAC, targeting, and the nuclear stock-
pile~-consistently and tenaciously. It held that the threat from the
Soviet Union was total--political, economic, and military--aend that the
most serious and immediate threat was Soviet airpower. General White
maintained in 1959 that the Soviet emphasis on "air and space power" would
continue and that aerospace power would play the dominant role if war
occurred. But this did not mean that deterrence alone was the sole means
of national defense; he rejected the thought that there was such a thing
as an absolute and infallible deterrent.

The Air Force further asserted that there existed within the general
war capacity of the nation--and this included all of its forces--an adequate
limited war capacity. Moreover, the Air Force did not accept the possi-
bility of limited war with the Soviet Union. Acceptance of such a view,
it believed, would vitiate the strategic offensive forces and reorient
the U.S. military structure toward World War II-type forces and concepts.
The Air Force complained that the other services tended to consider limited

war priorities apart from other priorities instead of within the overall

framework. The United States could not afford to deemphesize nuclear
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weapons, as favored by the Army and Navy, for the national budget would

not permit maintaining a state of preparedness to fight limited wars.hg

The Army-Navy view of the function of the nuclear strategic deter-
rent came to be known as finite deterrence, for it assumed that to
deter a war it was necessary only to be prepared to destroy the great
urban~industrial concentrations of the Soviet Union. The Air Force, aware
of the implications of such a strategy in terms of targeting, nuclear
stockpile, and SAC strength, had moved in the direction of what it called
counterforce strategy. Fundamentally, counterforce strétegy.called for
first priority in targeting to be given to the enemy's military forces--
especially his long-range striking strength. Because of the dispersed
nature of such forces, it would be necessary for the United States to

" maintain for this purpose a far larger strategic nuclear force than was
necessary for a finite deterrent. Adoption of the finite deterrent con=-
cept would inevitably result in a large reduction in SAC strength.

By 1959 the major question in the general-war-versus-limited-war con-
text was how much nuclear deterrence was enough. The Air Force regarded
SAC as the cornerstone of the whole national military structure and had
been giving SAC top priority for resources of all kinds since before the
Korean War; when reductions occurred, SAC usually suffered least among
USAF commands. From the Air Force viewpoint this was logically consistent,
for without SAC as the ultimate sanction the other military forces of the
nation could not function effectively. It was not only the great instru-
ment of last resort but also an absolute prerequisite to the conduct of

limited war.so

Consistently the Air Force maintained that SAC needed more strength
than the other services were willing to accord it. The Air Force believed

that the Army and Navy were optimistic in their appraisal of the U.S. nuclear

.
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war posture vis-a~-vis the Russians. Iﬁwasserted, and Secretary of De-
fense McElroy agreed, that conceding the first blow to the enemy re=-
quired the maintenance of a force in excess of that needed to destroy .
the enemy. How much in excess would depend upon the degree of wvulnera-
bility of SAC and other nuclear deterrent forces.51

It seemed to the Air Force that the pressure from the Army and

Navy for greater limited war forces was chiefly "a lever to gain greater
support for a greater percentage of defense appropriations." ‘Lt. Gen.

John K. Gerhart, DCS/Plans and Progrems, noted that supplemental funds

provided for the Army and Navy went into "air defense systems, space
" 52

programs and Polaris and not the so-called weapons for limited war,
The Air Force found further support for its position that limited

war forces were adequate in the testimony of Secretary of Defense McElroy

before a subcommittee of the House of Représentatives in 1959. McElroy

stated that the No. 1 requirement was to be‘prepared for general war but

that about "60 percent of what we were spending was in the limited war
ea."53

ar

In 1959 the Air Force maintained that its TAC forces were adeQuate
to support the Army and that the available airlift was also adequate,
Furthermore, in spite of the reduction in tactical air units that was
under way,the overall combat strength would remain at least equivalent
to current strength because of improved performance, firepower, and in-
flight refueling. Mobility and flexibility would be greater.*s.h

The 1961 budget deliberations among the services and at levels of

civil authority above--0SD and NSC--reflected these divergent views. The

Army, supported by the Navy, continued to press for adoption of its suffie

*
For a discussion of the limited war issue, see Charles H. Hildreth,
USAF Logistic Preparations for Limited -1961 (AFCHO, 1962).
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ciency approach to force programs. This meant that a minimum level of
sufficiency would be established for all major réquired forces and that
this minimum level would be funded before any allocations were made to
forces in order of priority. The Air Force adhered to its long-held posi-
tion that funds should be allocated on the basis of essentiality of programs
and that,‘to get the maximum value from limited funds available, programs
with the highest priorities in meeting BNSP requirements should be funded
first--regardless of the service budget in which they appeared. The Air
Force was convinced that this was not being done. At the same time, the
Army and Navy were certain that the sufficiency approach was not being
taken. It may be inferred, therefore, that the actual approach to al-

location of resources among the services was & pragmatic one rather than

a dogmatic one--essentially a compromise between conflicting viewpoints

that left all of the services dissatisfied--the Army and Navy more so

than the Air Force.55

While the balance generally favored the strategic deterrent over
the limited war capabilities, few programs were eliminated and fewer were
given overriding and decisive priority. The tendency was to be partially
prepared for most contingencies and well prepared for only a few. For
it to have been otherwise, it would have been necessary to give the serv-
ices all that they asked for, and this no administration was willing to
do.56

The two senior services disagreed in their attitudes towards some
USAF programs, usually simply in degree of acceptance or rejection. In
general they sought to limit SAC programs, but in spite of their concern
for limited war forces and air -defense, they did not propose to increase

materially USAF funds for these purposes since they desired increased
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appropriations for themselves. Under such circumstances, agreement on
strategic concepts and programs asmong the Joint Chiefs could hardly be

expected.

Money as the Root Factor

The natural tendency of milit&ry commanders is to seek a maximum
of strength, and the Army, Navy, and Air Force adhered to this horhal
military approach in their statements of requirements. But the fixed
ceilings on budgets resulted in a squeeze on the services that intensi-
fied as costs spiraled upward much more rapidly than did funds. This con-
stant money pressure made it difficult, if not impossible, for the serv-
ices to rise above their own interests, and they sought to justify their
requirements more strongly than ever before, and at each other's expense.
The level of debate was that of strategy, progrems, and weapon systems,
but the root cause was money.

The competition»among the gervices for what each considered its ap-
propriate share of the military dollar made it impossible for them to agree
on overall priorities for force programs and weapon systems. The disagree-
ments within the JCS over these progreams revealed the extent to which stra-
tegic and financial considerations were intertwined as impulses to service
attitudes.

One of the basic flaws in the national security process was the
inability of civilian and military authorities to provide each other with
fundamental guidance. The military services complained with Jjustification
that they could not get clear statements of national strategic policy to

guide them. With equal justification, the civil administration complained

that it could not get clear strategic advice from the JCS. Given the
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nature of the policy-making process, at both the civilian and military
levels, and the pressures to which it is continuously subjected, if may
be that it is not possible to make policy for long~-term periods. Ne-
tional policy is the result of the interaction of a host of domestic
and international factors--budgets, taxation, partisan politics, technol~
ogy, inflation, foreign relations. These influences are always in motion,
changing and even reversing direction. It would seem that at best it is
possible only to obtain a temporary fix that will give guidance until the
authorities can arrive at another temporary fix. This does not mean that
U.S. national security policy is in a constant state of instability, for
the most fundamentel concepts of the policy are fixed and enduring.
| Both the means--military policy--snd the goals--foreign policy-=
have been subject to such frequent changes in detail that each military
service has sought stability of outlook primarily from within. Its own
strategic concepts and programs have imparted to it a sense of permanence
and reality that is lacking from other sources. Accordingly, its adherence
to these concepts and programs has become deeper and stronger, making
more difficult the reconciliation of divergent service views.

At times the services found themselves driven to extreme positions
in the competition for money and became more umbalanced than they
really wanted to be. This occurred sometimes because of the compulsion
to favor their most effective and money-getting elements. The result was
not only controversy among the services but often controversy within an
individual service. The battle within the Army during the late 1950's

-between the adherenfs of missiles and of modernization of the ground forces

R




was won by the former chiefly because the leaders of the Army believed
that they could get money more readily for missiles. Maj. Gen. John B.
Medaris, subsequently commander of the Army Ballistic Missile Agency,
made this clear to a gathering of top Army Ordnance Corps officers in
November 1954:57

You're fighting a losing game. If you put all your energy and ef-

fort into justifying these conventional weapons and ammunition,

even though I know we need them, I think you're going to get very

little money of any kind. It is far easier to justify a budget with

modernizations that are popular, and I would strongly recommend that
you increase the amount you show in the budget for the production

of missiles, limiting yourself on the other items to the modest quan<

tities that you know you can get by with. If you increase your de-

mends for guided missiles, I think there is a fair chance you can
get a decent budget. Why don't you accentuate the positive and go
with that which is popular, since you cannot get the other stuff
anyway? ‘

The eventusl outcome of the Army's IRBM program was frustration, when
the struggle between the Army and the Air Force for control of the IRBM was
resolved in favor of the Air Force. In one sense, then, the Army's huge
investment in the Jupiter IRBM may be considered a loss of funds that
might have been applied to modernization of the ground forces.

Within the Air Force the struggle for money was chiefly between SAC
on the one hand and TAC and ADC on the other. Here there was really no
contest, for SAC occupied first place in USAF priorities and the other
commands could make little headway against it. But the Army and Navy
ceme to look on the Air Force as being unbalanced, with too much of its
strength in SAC and not enough in air defense and limited war capabilities.
While some adherents of TAC and ADC might agree, Air Force policy consis-
tently upheld the overriding position of SAC.

The intraservice struggle within the Navy during the dozen years

after World War II saw the triumph of naval aviation and the aircraft

‘gm '




carrier over the other elements of the fleet. The submarine and anti-
submarine proponents waged an uneven battle until the advent of the nuclear
submarine and Polaris drastjcally changed the picture. Polaris emerged
with the top priority within the Navy because it offered the opportunity

to create an effective nuclear deterrent force. The Air Force criticized
the Navy for its lack of balanced forces--specifically its failure to
create an adequate antisubmarine force because of its fixation on carriers
and later on Polaris submarines.

The temptation to equate unilateral service interest with national
interest is always present end difficult to resist. The choices among
force programs and weapon systems'grow more difficult as the threat to the
United States, especially in the Air Force view, appears to grow greater
and more veried while resources shrink relatively. More and more decisions
sppear to take on the aspect of gambles rather than simply calculated risks.
Also the problem of whether a service should use resources for itself or
for NATO and other countriés is an extremely painful one. Here there is
the ever present temptation to think in unilatersl service terms rather
thah internationel terms, to resolve the dilemma in one's own favor. Ac-
tually, the final resolutions, at the highest levels of civil authority,
may override the preference of the military service and make the decision
on political rather than military or financial grounds.58

When considering the proposed weapon systems of the other services,
each service is inclined to comsider the impact on itself of the adoption

and operation of these systems. An objective appraisal of the programs

and weapon systems of the other services is extremely difficult if not




impossible for a service to mske. If a proposed system seems to have
merit in itself, it may be opposed because of differences iﬁ strategic
concebt. If it overlaps the function of another sérvice, that service
may seek to show that it can do the job better and faster. If it bas both
technical and strategic merit, it may be opposed by another service on
financial grounds--the impact on the overall defense budget. Unspoken,
but nonetheless ommipresent, is the effect on the service raising the
objection. Sometimes, the financial effect on the service may be the
factor that tips the scales against another service's weapon system, even
when the requirement is evident. In estimating the costs of systems, the
cognizant service tends to minimize while the other services meximize them.
Estimates of the ultimate cost of the Nike Zeus ranged from $7 billion
by the Army up to $15 billion by the Air Force and Nawy. A similar dis-
parity chafacterized estimates of the cost of the B—70.59

Each service is faced with the problem of balancing the present
against the future. The mad rush of technology has produced a continu-
ously unsettling effect on strategic planning and programming and budgeting. |
The fear of investing heavily in a system that will be obsolete or obsoles-
cent within a few years has produced a tendency to go for the cheapest
system during the interim period while awaiting the next major technologi-
cal jump. But given the existing pace of technology, is there any longer
such a thing as an interim period? The ﬁeed to make choices between pro-
grams is a constant and often agonizing problem for the services and one
that will continue to confr¢nt them. If they cannot meke these choices

for themselvés, the decisions will certainly be made by civilian authority.




The relationship between strategy and money has taken on new and
greater dimensions in recent years. The economic ramifications~~both
national and international--of strategic decisions are immense and com-

plex. The impact of money decisions on strategic concepts and plans is

far reaching and often decisive. The future of the United States, and

perhaps of the world, may depend on the effectiveness with which these

two powerful engines of national policy are controlled and balanced.




10.
1l.
12.
13.
1k,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

k9

NOTES

Semuel P. Huntington, The Common Defense (New York, 1961), p 371.

Senate Rpt 1026 by Subcmte on National Policy Machinery, 86th Cong,
24 Sess, Organizing for National Security, pp 10-l1l.

0ASD(Compt ), FAD-325, FY 1962 (1), 18 Jen 62.

Presentation by M/Gen R.J. Friedman; D/Budget at the Second Annual
C/S's Reserve Forces Seminar, 24 Sep 59, Fiscal Support of Air Force
Objectives, p 6. ’ '

Maxwell D. Taylor, The Uncertain TrlmRe‘t (New York, 1959) » P 9l.

JCs 1800/279, 10 Feb 59.

JCS 1800/289, 29 Apr 59; JCS 1800/320, 8 Dec 59.

JCS 1800/320, 8.Dec 59; memo, M/Gen Glen W. Martin, Dep D/Plans to
C/S USAF, 20 May 59; memo, M/Gen Hewitt T. Wheless, D/Plans to C/S
USAF, L4 Jun 59.

Memo, Martin to C/S USAF, 20 May 59.

JCSM 217-59, 8 Jun 59.

JCS 1800/288, 8 Jun 59, App B; Taylor, P 123.

JCS 1800/288, 8 Jun 59, App B.

Taylor, p 168; JCS 1800/288, App C.

JCs 1800/288, App D.

Ibid., Encl C.

Memo, Wheless to C/S USAF, 4 Jun 59.

JCS 1800/288, App A.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Tbid.; JCS 1800/287, 18 May 59.




50

2l.
22.
23.
2k,

25.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
3.

32-

3k,

35.
36.

37.
38.

39.
Lo.

hl.

L2,
u3.

Jcs 1800/288, App A.

Ibid.

Memo, Wheless to C/S USAF, 4 Jun 59.
JCSM 217=59, 8 Jun 59.

Memo, SAF James H. Douglas to S/D, 9 Sep 59; JCS 1800/307, 30 Sep 59,
Encl; memo, Wheless to C/S USAF, L4 Aug 59.

Memo, Douglas to S/D, 9 Sep 59.

Msg (personal), LeMay to all comdrs, 9 Sep 59.

JCSs 1800/318, 16 Nov 59, Encl.

Memo, George H. Roderick, Asst S/A(FM) to ASD(Compt), 12 Oet 59.
JCS 1800/318, Encl.

JCS 1800/307, 30 Sep 59, Encl.

JCS 1800/307, Chart 15.

Memo, Wheless to C/S USAF, 29 Sep 59.

JCS 1800/310, 16 Oct 59, Encl; JCS 1800/315, 20 Oct 59, Encl.
JCS 1800/311, 19 Oct 59, Encl.

D/Budget Chronological Outline of Major Steps in the Development of
the FY 61 Budget, Rev=--T Jan 60,

Memo, Wheless to C/S USAF, 13 Nov 59; memo, B/Gen Friedman to M/Gen
B.J. Webster, D/Programs, 24 Mar 59.

Dreft memo, D/Plans to C/S USAF, 5 Nov 59; memo, Wheless to C/S USAF,
13 Nov 59.

JCS 1800/320, 8 Dec 59 (as amended).

Ibid.; Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense, July 1, 1959, to
June 30, 1960, pp 36-30.

Annual Report . . . , FY 1960, p 38; FY 1961, pp 401, 403; OASD(Compt),
FAD 387, 31 Oct 61.

Teylor, pp 21-22, 81-82.

Ibid., pp 85-87; APM 28-3, USAF Guide for Wertime Planning, 1 Mar 62,
P 2-20




Ly,
45,
i"60

4.

L4L8.

}-"9.

50.

51.

52,
53.
5k,
25.
56.

57.
58.

59.

51

JCS Meeting, 19 Jun 59; D/Plans, Record of JCS Splits, 1959-60.

Walter Millis, Arms and The State (New York, 1958), pp 397-98.

OASD(Compt), FAD-325, 18 Jan 62; JCS 1800/318, 16 Nov 59, Encl.

JCS Mtg, 1 Oct 59; Hearings Before the House Subcmte on DOD Appropri-
ations, 86th Cong, 1st Sess, DOD Appropriations for 1960, Pt 1, PP 330,
506, 548, 592, 59k4.

D/Plans, Record of JCS Splits, 1959-60; Hearings on Appn, 1960, Pt 1,
p 3uk.

Statement by Gen Thomas D. White to Senate Cmte on Appn, Feb 1959,
PP 3-5; D/Plans, Record of JCS Splits, 1959-60; C/S Policy Book, 1959,

Item 20,

Presentation by M/Gen F.H. Smith, Jr, to House Cmte on Armed Services,
History of B-36 Procurement, pp 22-2 thru 22-6; DAF Summary of Major
Program Cancellations and/or Reductions, in OSAF files, Budget Estimates

1961.

D/Dlans, Record of JCS Splits, 1959-60 statement by McElroy in Hearings
on Appn, 1960, Pt 1, p 9.

Ltr, Gerhart to M/Gen Karl Truesdell, Jr, Dep/Ops, TAC, 12 Jan 59.
Hearings on Appn, 1960, Pt 1, p 131.

C/S Policy Book, 1959, Item 25; 1960, Item 97.

Hearings on Appn, 1960, Pt 1, pp 329, 33k.

Taylor, p 118; D/Plans, Diary of Budget Actioms, 1959-60 Hearings on
Appn, 1960 Pt 1, pp 329, 33h4.

John B. Medaris, Countdown for Decision (New York, 1960), p 65.

C/S Policy Book, 1960, Item 225; msg 78934, Hq USAF to USAFE, 16 Sep
59.

See Max Rosenberg, The Air Force in Space, 1959-1960 (AFCHO, 1962).




GLOSSARY
Appropriations
Assistant Secretary of Defense
Basic National Security Policy
Comptroller
Department of Defense
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan
new obligational authority
Office of Assistant Secretary of

Defense

Office of the Secretary of Defense

research, development, test, and
evaluation

Secretary of the Air Force

Secretary of the Army (Financial
Management )
Secretary of Defense




DISTRIBUTION

HQ USAF OTHER

1., SAF-GC 5c.oé, AFRDC 136-137. ASI
3, SAF-US 58, AFRNE (HAF)
L. SAF-FM 59, AFRST 143-147, ASI
5. SAF-IE 60, AFSDC (HA)
6., SAF-MA 61, AFSLP 148-200, AFCHO
7. SAF-MP 62, AFSME (Stock)
8, SAF-RD 63. AFSMP

9. SAF-AA 64, AFSMS

10. SAF-LL 65. AFSPD

11-15, SAF-0I-1 66, AFSPP

16, SAF-RR 67, AFSSS

17, AFAAC 68, AFSTP

18, AFAAF 69, AFTAC

19, AFABF 70-71., AFXDC

20, AFADA 72-73, AFXOP

21, AFAMA 74-78, AFXPD

22, AFAUD

23, AFBSA MAJOR COMMANDS

2, AFCC .

25, AFCCS 79. ACIC

26, AFCOA 80-81. ADC

27. AFCVC 82-83., AFCS

28, AFDAS 84,-88, AFLC

29, AFESS 89-93, AFSC

30, AFFRA 9l,-95. ATC

31-35, AFIGO 96-97. AU

36, AFJAG 98, AFAFC

37. APMSG 99. "AAC

38, AFNIN 100, CAIRC

39, AFOAP 101-102, CONAC

40, AFOCC 103, HEDCOM

L1, AFOCE 104-108, MATS

L2, AFODC 109, OAR

L3, AFOMO 110-11L. PACAF

L. AFORQ 115-121, SAC

L5, AFOWX 122-126, TAC

L6. AFPCH 127, USAFA

47, AFPCP 128-132, USAFE

48, AFPDC 133-135. USAFSS

L9, AFPDP

0. AFPDS

51, AFPDW

52, AFPMP

53, AFPTR

5, AFRAE




