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//6 May 42

30 Dec 44

16 Jan 45

25 Oct 45

SECTION I
GUIDED MISSILE DEVELOPMENT

The Joint Committee on New Weapons and Equipment (JNW)
was established by the JCS to facilitate research and
development of new weapons and equipment and to effect
petter coordination of the work o the military ser-
vices, non-milltary research agencies, and other zovern-
mental agencies concerned. Members were drawn from the
office of Scientific Research and Development and the

war and Navy Departments.
Vernon E. Davis, (S) History of the Joint Chiefs

of Staff in World War II, Or anizational bevelopment,
Vol. L1: Development or the %CS CommiLtee scructure,
pp. 455-48T. (R) JCs 20271870, "Charter: Joint

Committee on New Weapons and Equipment," 11 May 43,
ccS 334 JNW (4-27-42) sec 1. ,

Dr. Vannevar Bush, Chalrman of the JNW, circulated a
memorandum to Committee members expressing his concemn
over lack of coordination of research and development
in the field of guilded missiles. Coordination of the
wartime missile program was improving, he thought, but
long-term development was threatened by uncontrolled
duplication of expensive programs. Believing that the
missile was "destined to become of great tactical and
strateglc importance," he urged that the JNW sponsor
a study leading to the formulation of a national pro-
gram for guided missiles. )

(8) Jnw 9/18, Note by Secy, "A National Frogram
of Research and Development of Guided Missiles,"
5 Jan 45, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 1. :

In accordance with a suggestion made by Dr. Bush on
30 December 1944, a Guided Missiles Committee (GMC)
was established as an agency of the JNW, with members
drawn from the Office of gcientific Research and
Development, the National Advisory Conmittee for
Aercnautics, the Army, and the Navy. The Committee
was to: (1) survey the status of guided missiles then
under development and recommend measures for coordina-
tion of effort, and (2) recommend a national program
for gulded missiles, ineluding allocations of responsi-
bility for research and development,

R) JNW 32/D, "Formation of a Guided Missiles
Committee," 16 Jan 45, CCS 334 aMC (1-16-45) sec 1.

The Chief of Naval Operatiocns recommended that the JCS
propose to the geeretaries of War and the Navy that the
two Secretaries establish an interdepartmental com-
mittee to cecrrelate the development of the atomic bontb,
gulded missiles, and related devices. He suggested
that this be accomplished by removing the GMC from the
JCS and establishing it as the new joint agency. Under
this plan, the JCS would be relieved of further respon-
sibility for coordinating the development of guided

missiles.
(u) Jcs 1559, Memo by CNO, "proposed Joint Army-

Navy Agency for Correlating Development of the Atomic
Bomb, Guided Missiles, and Related Devices," 26 Oct 45,
CCS 334 GMC (1-16—&5) sec 1, '
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6 Nov 45

17 Nov U5

21 Nov 45

The Army Chief of Staff questioned tne necessity of
establishing the joint committee proposed by the CNO
on 25 October 1945, cdeclarinz that 1ts suggested func-
tions were being performed by the "Military Advisory
Board to the Officer-in-Charge of the Atomic Bomb
Project," established by the Secretary of War on

26 Qctober 1945. He recommended that, as an interim
measure, the Military Advisory Board be accepted as
the agency to effect correlaticn of the application ol
atomic power to other military weapons and equipment,
and that the GMC continue its work as an agency of the
JCS until there was no longer a need for 1its functions.
The JCS approved these recommendations by informal
action on 31 December 1945.

(U) JCS 1559/2, Memo by CSUSA, "Proposed Joint
Army-Navy Agency for Correlating Development of the
Atomic Bomb, Guided Missiles, and Related Devices,"

6 Nov 45. U; Memo of action on JCS 1559/3, same subj],
8 Dec 45. (R) SM-4616, Secy JCS to Asst C/S, OPD,
WDGS, et al., same subj, 31 Dec 45. All in CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-T5) sec 1.

The President directed the JCS to study the need for
a long-distance testing range for guided missiles.

U) Memo, Pres to Adm Leahy, 17 Nov 45, Encl to
(U) JCS 1576, Note by Secys, "Survey of Requirements
for Development of Guided Missiles," 20 Nov 45, CCS 684

(11-17-45) sec 1.

The GMC submitted to the JNW its reccmmendations for
a national program for guided missiles, The findings
of the GMC were used by the JNW as the basis for a
report to the JCS (see item for 22 March us).

c) aMc 12/9, "A National Program for Guided
Missiles," 21 Nov 45, CCS 334 GMC %1-16-&5) sec 1.

~
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1946

1 Mar 46

S 22 Mar U6

The Army Air Forces established Project MX 77C (fore-
rmunner of the MNAVAKO) and Project MX 774 (forerunner
of the ATLAS). The initial aim oi MK 770 was ©o
develop a 500-mile rociet by improving the V-2 enzire,
In 1947 the Air Force decided instead to develop =z
ram- jet powered strategic missile. The original ML 774
contract with Convair called for work on stabilization,
guldance, and power csystems for a 5,000-mile balllstic
missile. However, a reduced crogram in 1949 continued
contract support only for the guidance studies.

(8) 0SD, “"Chronology of Significant Events in
the U. S. Long Range Balllstic Missile Program, "
OCJCS flles.,

After considering several propcsals by the Secretaries
of War and the Navy for coordinating military research
and development, the JCS agreed to recommend to the
two Secretaries that a Joint Research and Desvelopment
Committee be established as an agency of the JCS.
They approved a draft committee charter modeled after
that of the JNW, which the new committee would have
replaced. Four days later, Vannevar Bush resigned as
Chairman of the JNW, charging that the committee
proposed by the JCS "could not . . . create a sound
unitary national program of military research, such as
is essential for security." 1In his opinion, there
was needed "a body with clear respcnsibllity and
authority, having a chairman that can resolve differ-
ences." Despite Dr. Bush's action, the JCS on 8 March
forwarded to the Secretaries a memorandum setting
forth the proposal they had adopted on 1 March. They
agreed to take no action on Dr. Bush's resignation
until they had received a reply to this memorandum.
(U) Dec On JCS 1559/5, "Proposed Establishment
of a Joint Research and Develcpment Committee," 1 Mar
and 8 Mar 46, source of (R) Memo, Leahy to SecWar and
SecNav, "Coordination of Develcpment of Research of
Joint Interest to the Army and Navy," 8 Mar 46, CCS 334
RDB (2-28-46) sec 1. (R) Memo, Bush to JCS, "Relief
of Chairman, Joint Committee on New Weapons and Equip-
ment," 5 Mar 46, CCS 334 JNW (4-27-42) sec 1.
(R) Memo for Record, sgd McFarland, 8 Mar 46, same
file, sec 2. .

After considering the recommendations of the JNW on a
national program for gulded missiles, the JCS agreed
"+hat research and development emphasis should be
placed upon fundamentals of value to the long-range
program; and that, to make best use of available
resources, work on missiles already available should
be curtailed." They approved a memorandum to the
Secretaries of War and Navy recommending policies

for a national program for guided misslles. This
memorandum, dated 23 March, listed four types of mis-
siles as ultimate objectives of the program: (1)
missiles for area attack guided with precision appro-
priate to the lethal range of various warheads, and
covering ranges up to thousands of miles; (2) accurate
missiles for precision attack at short, medium, and
long ranges, the accuracy and lethal range being
adapted to targcts of pinpoint size; (3) missiles for
the destruction of high-speed, high-flying aireraft and
missiles of the future; (4) coast defense and ship-
borne weapons to repel naval and amphiblous attacks.

-3 - 194%6




V’3O Mar 46

16 Apr 46

6 Jun 46

el

The following research and development ccneepts,
the JCS memorandum szaid, should govern the vprozram:

1. Z=mphasiz will be placed on rurtaer
pasic information in both fundamental and applied
science.

2. Practical development is by far tine most
expensive part of the program. Consequently,
practical develcpment will not be rushed ahead or
sound knowledge.

3. The desirability of competitive efforts
on especially difficult problems will be recog-
nized, subject to integrated over-all ccordina-
tien.

4., Rules of cognizance between the bureaus,
corps and departments in the services will be
modified as new knowledge of basic problems 1s
obtained. Some duplication 1s valuable.

5, There will be prompt and complete inter-
change of scientific and technical information
between all agencies and groups working in guided
missiles research and development. The best
means to accomplish this will be determined by
interservice consultation.

Other recommendations were that: (1) counter-
measures and counter-countermeasures be studied;

(2) groups be established within the Services for con-
stant staff study of the strategic and tactical roles
of gulded missiles; (3) the Services agree upon a
single long-range proving ground; and 4) an efficient
intelligence system be established to collect, evaluate
and disseminate data on missiles development Iin po-
tentially hostile countries.

(s) Jcs 1620, Rpt by JNW, "A Proposed National
Program for Development of Guided Missiles," 5 Feb 45,
and gsl Dec Amending JCS 1620, 22 Mar 46, CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 1. (S) Memo, Leahy to SecWar and SecNav,
same subj, 23 Mar 46, same file, sec 2.

The Secretary of the Navy approved the policies recom-
mended by the JCS on 23 March 1946 for a natlonal pro-
gram for guided missiles. The Secretary of War
approved the recommendations on 1 April 1946, adding
that immediate action would te taken in the War Depart-
ment to implement them.

(S) Memo, McDill to Secy JCS, "pproposed Naticnal
Program for Develooment of Guided Missiles,™ 1 Apr L5,
and (S) Memo, SecWar to JCS, same subJ and date, encls
to (S) JCS 1520/3, Note by Secys, same subj, 4 Apr 46,
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 2.

A V-2 rocket was launched at White Sands Proving
Ground. It was the first large ballistic missile to
be fired by US personnel.

() 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U, S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,"
0CJCS files.

In reply to the 17 November 1945 memorandum from the
President, the JCS stated that a joint board was veing .
formed to study the establishment of a joint long-range
proving ground.

(R) Memo of action on JCS 1576/7, "Survey of
Requirements for Development of Guided Missiles,"
15 May 46, source of éR) Memo, Leahy to Pres, 30 May hs,
dlvrd 6 Jun 46, CCS 684 (11-17-45) sec 2.

-4 - 1946




3 Jul 46  The Joint Research and Development Eoard (JRDB) was
established as a2 joint agency ol the ¥War and MNavy
Departments, with authority to act in the name cf the
two Secretaries. The Becard supersecded the Jeint
Committee on New Weapons and Ecguipment., At 1fs Jirsc
meeting, the Secretary of War explainad that he and
the Secretary of the Navy felt that an agency &t the
level of the JRDB "could better cover the fileld" of
coordination of research and development. Vannevar
Bush, former Chairman of the JNW, was named to head
the new Joint agency, and as soon as he toolk office on
3 July he requested from JCS the transfer of “rersonnel,
facilities, and subjects of JNW and its subcrdinate
bodies." He desired that, first of all, questicns
relating to guided missiles be transferred to the JRDB
for consideration. The transfer of files, personnel,
and equipment was effected by a memorandum on 29 August
1946, Meanwhile, on 15 August, the JRDB had issued a
directive establishing a Committee on Guided Missilles,
to take over the functions of the Guided Missiles
Committee of the JNWW.

(u) Charter, JRDBE, 3 Jul 46. (U) Mns, JRDB mtg,
3 Jul 46, (U) JRDB Dir, "Formation of a Committee on
Quided Missiles," 15 Aug 46, All in CCS 334 JRDB
(7-3-46}. (U) Memo, JRDB sgd Bush to JCS, "Establish-
ment of Joint Research and Development Board," 3 Jul 46
Encl and App "B" to JCS 1559/6, Note by Secys, "Trans-
fer of Joint Committee on New Weapons and Equipment to
the Joint Research and Development Board," 20 Jul 46,
(U) Meme, sgd Gibson for JNW and Berkner for JRDB,
to JCS and JRDB, "Transfer of Responsibility for
Research and Development from JNW to JRDB," 29 Aug 46,
Both in CCS 334 RDB (2-28-46) sec 1.

- 5 1946
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Jf 8 Jan 47

20 Jun 47

26 Jul 47

In an estimate of Soviet capabilities in 1956, the
Service members of the Joint Intelligence Committee
stated that "For the next Iive years, time will lavor
the Soviets in the field or guilded missiles.”
"Thereafter," they believed, "time should distinctly
favor the United States in direct relation to its
continuing awareness of the significance of guided
missiles." They estimated that by or before 1956 the
USSR could develop a pilotless aircraft with a range

of 3,000 miles. They foresaw as a theoretical possi-
pility that the USSR would develop DYy 1956 a supersonic
missile capable of reaching the U. S., but they doubted
that it would be accurate or that it would be available
in significant nunbers.

TS) App "A" to (TS) JIC 374/2, Rpt by Service
Members of JIC, "Capabilities and Military Potentlal of
Soviet and Non-Soviet Powers in 1956," 8 Jan 47, CCS
092 USSR (3-27-45) sec 16.

A committee of the JRDB unanimously recommended
establishment of a single, Jjoint long-range proving
ground for guided missiles and the selection of a site
in Mexico and California for that purpose. A range in
Florida and the Bahama Islands was suggested as an
alternate choice. On 30 December 1347 the Secretary of
the Air Force was given responsibility fer obtaining
a site and constructing the proving ground. fter
negotiations with Mexico ended unsuccessfully in 1548,
negotiations with the British for rights in the Bahama
Islands were begun.

(c) JRDB, Rpt of the Committee on Long Range
Proving Ground, 20 Jun 47, CCS 684 (11-17-45) BP.
(c) 0SD, "War Council: Agenda for Meeting . . . on
29 March 1949," 23 Mar 4. (U) Memo, SecAF to SecDef,
"Joint Long Range Proving Ground Command," 7 Jul 49,
App to (U) JCS 1576/8, Note by Secys, "Establishment
of a Joint Long Range Proving Ground Command," 14 Jul
Lg, Both in CCS 684 (11-17-45) sec 2.

The National Security Act was approved (although most
sections of it did not take effect untll 18 Septemver
1947, the day after the filrst Secretary of Defence
took his oath of office). The following provisions of
the Act were of central importance in the development
of guided missiles: (1) creation of the Air Force as a
third Service, within a single National Military
Establishment; (2) authorization of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and definition of their duties; and (3)
establishment of a Research and Development Board (RDB),
composed of a civilian chairman appointed by the Presi-
dent and representatives of the three Services., Amnong
statutory duties of the Board were: "(3) to reccmmend
measures of coordination of research and development
among the military departments, and allocation ameng
them of responsibilities for specific programs of Joint
interest;" and "(5) to consider the interaction of
research and development and strategy, and to advise
the Joint Chiefls of Staff in connection therewith.”
The new Board superseded the JRDB.

P. L. 253, 80th Cong, CCS O40 (11-2-43) sec 4.

-6 - 1947
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/“15 Sep 47

18 Dec 47

/ 30 Dec 47

The Army and the Air Force agresd that when the National
Security Act went into effect, tnere would b2 no change
in existing agreements on employment off ground-launched
zuided missiles. These agreements provided that:
Tl) Tactical surface-to-surface missiles would be
assigned to the Amy,. Missiles in this category were
defined as those "capable of employment in support of
land operation and capable of employment agalnst tar-
gets, the destruction or neutralization of which will
have a direct effect on current Army tactical opera-
tions." They includzd missiles which supplemented
artillery fire or tactical aircrai't operating on close
support missions, (2) Strategic surface-to-surface
missiles would be assigned to the Alr Force. Missiles
in this category were described as "those designed for
employment against targets, the destruction or neutrali-
zation of which does not have a direct effect on current
Army tactical operations and which arz normally the tar-
gets of bombers, other than those cperating on close-
support missions . . . . (3) Surface-to-alr missiles
designed for employment 1n support of Army tactical
operations would be assigned to the Ammy. (4) Surface-
to-alr missiles designed for employment in area air
defense would be assigned to the Air Force.

(U) "Army-Air Force Agreements as to the Initial
Implementation of the National Security Act of 1947,"
15 Sep 47, CCS 040 (11-2-43) BP pt 1.

The Secretary of Defense issued a directive defining

the authority and functions of the Research and Develop-
ment Board. It provided that on matters of major
policy the Board should make recommendations to the
Secretary of Defense, but with respect to all other
research and development matters it should act as his
agent with authority to resolve differences among the
military departments. Specifically, it was to "allocate
among the departments and agencies of the Military
Establishment responsibility for the conduct of speci-

fic research and development programs of Jjoint interesty”

The JCS were to provide the Board with strategic guld-
ance and estimates of the strategic value.of nmajor-:
weapons systems, and inform it of the relative impor-
tance of developing various possible weapens systems.
(u) Dir, RDB, 18 Dec 47, App to (u) Jcs 1812/3,
Note by Secys, '"Directive to the Research and Develop-
ment Board," 22 Dec 47, CCS 334 RDB (2-28-46) sec 2.

The Air Policy Commission, which had been appointed in
July 1547 to study natlonal aviation policy, trans-
mitted its report to the President. The Commission was
headed by Thomas K. Finletter. Discussing research
and development needs, the Commission statea that

"Mhe rapid development of long-range missiles for
offense, and of accurate, high-altitude target-seeking
missiles for defense are of great lmportance to our
national security." It stressed that research in these
areas should be given the highest priority and adequate
funds. However, it cautioned that because missile
development was extremely complicated and expensive,
time and money would be wasted unless a reasonable
balance could be maintained between research progress
and development demand. 'Here is a case where making
haste slowly will certainly pay," the Commission con-
cluded.

-~
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(U)

"suprvival in the Air Age," Rpt by the

President's Alr Pclicy Commission, 1 Jan L8,
pp. 82-84, JCS Hist Sec riles.




2 Apr 48

J 21 Apr 48

In reply toc a memorandum from the Chairman, =DB, the
Secretary of Desfense stated that the paper cn [uncticons
of the armed forces and the Jos, wnen finall;, issued
(see item of 21 April u8Y), would not modify or arffect
the authority or duties of the Research and Developr-
meﬁt Roard 2s defined in his directive of 18 Decemrer
1947,

(U) Memo, SecDef to ChmRDB, no subj, 2 Apr 48,
Encl to (U) JCS 1812/7, Note by Secys, "Directive to
the Research and Development Board," 6 Apr 48,
cCcS 334 RDB (2-28-46) sec 3.

The Secretary of Dcfense promulgated a statement of
functions of the armed forces and the JCS (the Kzvy
West Agreements). Among the dutiles prescrited for the
JCS was "To recommend to the gecyetary of Defense the
assignment of primary responsicility for any functicn
of the Armed Forces recquiring such determination."
They were also to provide the Szcretary of Defense with
atatements of military requirements, including research
and development programs, based upon agreed strategic
considerations. Service functions most relevant to the
development of guided missiles were the following:

Army 1. To organize, train, and esquip Army
forces ror the conduct of prompt and sustained
combat operations on land. 3Specifically: a. To
defeat enemy land forces. b. To selze, occupy,
and defend land areas.

2. To organize, train and equip Army
antiaircraft artillery units.

6. To provide Army forces as required for
the defense of the United 3tates against air
attack, in accordance with joint doctrines and
procedures approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Navy 1. To organlze, train, and equip Navy
and Marine Forces for the conduct of prompt and
sustained combat cperations at sea, including
operations of sea-based aircraft and their land-
based naval air components. Specifically: a. To
seek out and destroy enemy naval forces and To
suppresc snemy sea commerce. b. To gain and
maintain general sea supremacy. C. TO control
vital sea areas and to protect viTal sea lines of
communication.. d. To establish and maintain local
superiority (including air) in an area of naval
operations. e¢. To selze and defend advanced
naval bases and to conduct such land operations
as may be essential to the prosecution of a naval
campaign.

o>. To conduct air operations as necessary
for the accomplishment of objectives in a naval
campalgn.

8. To provide sea-tased air defense . . . .

Air Force 1, To organize, train and equi
Air Force Torces for the conduct of prompt and
sustained combat operations in the air. Specifi-
cally: a. To be responsible for defense of the
United STates against air attacl in accordance
with the policies and procedures of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Lb. To gain and maintain general
air supremacy, C. TO defeat enemy air forces.
d. To control vital air areas. 2. TO establisn
Tocal air superiority except as otherwise assigned
herein,

_9_ lgw
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1 Jul 48

21 Aug 48

11 Dec 48

3, To be responsible for strategic air war-

fare. -
5, To furnish close combat . . . air support
to the Army, to include . . . interdiction of

enemy land power and communications.

7. To provide Alr Force forces for land-based
air defense, coordinating with the other Services
in matters of Jjoint concern.

8. To develop, in coordination with the other
Services, doctrines, procedures, and equipment for
air defense from land areas, including the conti-
nental United States.

(U) Jcs 1478/23, Note by Secys, "Punctions of the
Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff," 26 Apr 48,
ccsS 370 (8-19-45) sec 8.

The Secretary of Defense approved a JCS memorandum for
the record on functiomns of the armed forces and the JCS.
Based on notes taken in March at the conferences that
1ed to the functions paper of 21 April 1948, this memo-
randum stated that no arbitrary restrictions would be
placed on developrment progrems that were considered by
the Services to be essential to the proper discharge

of their responsibilitles as stated in the functicns
paper. Ultimate use of weapons developed by the indi-
vidual Services would of course be subject to examina-
tion and recommendation by the JCS.

(c) JCS 1478/24, Memo by SecDef, "Memorandum for
the Record on the Functions of the Armed Forces and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff," 7 Jul 48, ccs 370 (8-19-45)
sec 9.

Adopting a recommendation of the JCS, the Secretary of
Defense issued a supplement to the functions paper of
21 April 1948, stating that “aach Service, in the fields
of its primary missions, must have exclusive responsi-
pility for programming and planning," but in determining
the requirements for performance of a primary functilon,
each Service '"must take into aceount the contribution
which may be made by forces from other Services."

(U) Jcs 1478/26, Note by Secys, "muncticns of th
Armed Forces and the Joint chiefs of Staff,” 21 Aug &
cCcS 370 (8-19-45) sec 10.

coft

2

The Secretary of Defense authortized the JCS and the
Chairman, RDB, to issue a directive establishing the
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG). The directive
stated that the purpose of the Group was to "provide
rigorous, unpre judiced and independent analyses and
evaluations of present and future weapons systems . . "
It was issued in March 194G, after Lt Gen John E. Hull
had assumed his duties as WSEG Director.

(U) Memo, SecDef to JCS and ChmRDB, "Establishment
of Weapons Systems Evaluation Group," 11 Dec 43, Encl
to (U) Jcs 1812/15, Memo by DJS, "Nomination of a
Director for the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group,"

15 Dec 48. (U) RDB Directlve 150/3, Draft No. 8,
App to (U) JCS 1812/13, Note by Secys, "Proposed
Directive for Weapons Systems Evaluation Group,"

1 Dec 48. Both in CCS 334 WSEG (2-4-48) sec 1.

(U) Memo, Lalor for JCS to Lt Gen Joan E. Hull, USA,
"Establishment of Weapons Systems Evaluation Group,"
14 Mar 49, same file, sec 2.
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20 Dec 48

A US-UK estimate of Soviet intentions and capabilitiles
in 1949 and 1956-57 was forwarded to the JCS by the
JIC. It stated that by 1957 improved versions of the
7-1 and V-2 with ranges up to 600 miles were likely tTO
be in quantity production by the USSR. That these
missiles would employ atomic warheads was thought to
be unlikely.

(TS) JCsS 1924/2, Rpt by JIC, "Soviet Intentions
and Capabilities--1949, 1956/57," 20 Dec 48, ccs c92
USSR (3-27-45) sec 35.
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26 Apr 49 A Joint US-UK study cf the Soviet ~uided missile pro-
gram, dated March 1349, was received by the JIC. The
report concluded trhat tae immediate aim of the Soviets
was to get a selection of reasonably effective guldea
missiles into service as soon as possible. Desiring
to demonstrate that the USSR was capable of bulldinz
the most modern weapons, they were prepared, in the
opinion of the study group, to accept relatively un-
satisfactory weapons which were imnediately avallable
pather than wait for greatly improved designs which
might not be ready for many years.

(TS) Joint Anglo-American Conterence Report, "A
Study of the Soviet Guided Missile Programme,'" Mar 43,
ces 471.6 (5-31-44) BP pt 2, Attachment to (TS) JIC
441/6, Note by Secys, "Unlted States British T.chnical
Study of Soviet Guided Missiles," 26 Apr 49, same file,
sec 2, pt 1.

16 May 49 In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, the Acting
Secretary of the Army stated that duplication in guided
missiles programs could best be eliminated by assigning
to each Service research and development responsibllity
for those missiles which 1t eventually would use in
operations. He recommended that: (1) the Army be assign-
ed operational responsibility--and research and develop-
ment responsibility--for all land-launched surface-to-
air and surface-to-surface missiles; (2) the Navy be
assigned primary cognizance for research and develcp-
ment in the field of ship-launched surface-to-air
and surface-to-surface missiles; and (3) the Air Force
be assigned primary cognizance for research and develop-
ment in the field of air-to-air and air-to-surface
missiles., :

(C) Memo, ActgSecArmy to SecDel, "Assignment of
Responsibility for Guided Missile Operations and
Development," 16 May 49, Ann to App "A" to (C) JCS
1620/4, Note by Secys, same subj, 27 May 49, CCS 334
GMC (1-16-45) sec 2.

J 20 May 49 The Technical Evaluation Group (TEG) of the Committee
on Guided Missiles, RDB, issued a report which con-
cluded, among other things, that there was no "alarming

unbalance of effort" in the national gulded missiles
program and that there should be no major shift of em-
phasis in the program in FY 1951. On 21 July 1949 the
RDB forwarded the report to the JCS, requesting comment
on the TEG's list of missiles pricrities and 1its esti-
mate of the current milltary situation, which had been
based on information from JC3, CIA, and other sources.
The TEG estimate stated that: (1) the probability of
active warfare was expected to ilncrease gharply in the
period 1951-52 and be critical after 1955-56 (the
dates corresponding roughly to the anticipated develop-
ment of the first Soviet atomic weapon and to Soviet
stockpiling of a mocderate gquantity of A-weapons);

(2) it was prcbable that any war would be of extended
duration, thus permitting tactical use of weapons for
which the basic research and engineering development
nad been accomplisied prior to the initiation of
hostilities; and (3) the Soviet Unicn would have a
strategic bombardment force using aircraft comparable
to the B-29 by 1951-=2. Small numbers of higher per-
formance bombers might be expected by 1955-56 and
gulded missiles by 1351-52.

=
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25 May 49

14 Jul 49

20 Jul 49‘

/10 Aug 49

(S) Memo, ChmRDB tc JCS, 'Tstablishment of a
Military Basis for Guided Missile Program Planning, "’
21 Jul 49, and (8) Rpt of TEG, 20 May 49, Encl and App
to (S} JCS 1620/6, Note ty Secys, "Establishment of a
Military Basis for Guided Missile Program Planning,"
29 Jul 49, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 2,

The Secretary of Defense sent to the JCS and to the
RDB copies of the memorandum of 10 May 1949 from the
Acting Secretary cf the Ammy, with requests for advice
from the JCS on assizgnment of operational responsibili-
ties for missiles and from the RDE on assignment of
responsibilities for missile research and development.
on 2 June 1949, the Chairman of the RDB replied that
he would defer making final recommendations until the
JCS had made z decision on operaticnal responsibllities.
(c) Memo, SecDef.to JCS, "Assignment of Responsi-
bility for Guided Missile Operations,” 25 May 49, and
(C) Memo, SecDef to ChmRDB, "Assignment of R:sponsibili-
ty for Research and Development in the Fleld of Guided
Missiles," same date, Encl and App "B" to (C) JCS
1620/4, Note by Secys, "Assignment of Responsibility
for Guided Missile Operatilons," 27 May 49, (C) Memo,
sgd Rinehart for ChmRDB to Sec Def, no subj, 2 Jun 45,
App to (C) JCS 1620/5, Note by Secys, "Assignment of
Responsibility for Guided Missile Operations,” 14 Jul
49, All in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 2.

The JCS informed the Chairman of the RDB that they
felt additional emphasis should be placed on research
and development for a guided missile or missiles
employing an atomic warhead for use in support of land
operations. If this request should materially disturb
existing priorities, the JCS sald, the RDB should ask
them for a new opinlon on priorities,

(TS) Dec On~ JCS 2012/2, "Research and Development
for Weapons for Support of Land Operations," 12 Jul 49,
source of (TS) SM-1331-49, Ives for JCS to ChmRDB,
seme subj, 14 Jul 49, cCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 2, pt 1.

Responding to the JCS memorandum of 14 July 1949, the
RDB said that it preferred to postpone any increase in
emphasis on guided missiles with atomic warheads, pend-
ing a report by an ad hoc committee that was studying
the use of such warheads on missiles (see item for

14 September 1949).

TS) Memo, ExecSecy RDB to Secy JCS, "Present
Considerations with Regard to Guided Missiles Carrying
Atomic Warheads," 20 Jul 49, Encl to (TS) JCS 2012/3,
Note by Secys, "Research and Development for ‘Jeapons
for Support of Land Cperations--Atomic Warheads for
Guided Missiles,"” 21 Jul 49, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 2,
pt 1. -

The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 were
approved. This legislation gave the Chairman of the
Research and Development Board "power of decision on
matters falling within the jurisdiction of the Board,"
subject to the authority of the Secretary of Defense,
The Board as a wnole was now charged with coordination
of research and development among the military depart-
ments and allocation of responsibility for specific
programs, whereas under the National Security Act of
1947, it had been authorized only to "recommend”
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measures of coordination and zllocation of responsibili-
ty. Among other major provisions cof the 1940 =mendments
was the creation of the orffice of Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

P. L. 216, Blst Ccng, CCS 4G (11-2-43)

1433

ec o.

19 Aug 495 In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of the Air Force proposed that the Depart-
ment of Defense state as policy that new weapons viould
be considered available for use by "any service whose
operational responsibility (+. e. normal functions) is
determined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to establish
a requirement therefor."

(C) Memo, SecAF to SecDef, "Assignment of Hesponsi-
bility for Guided Missile Operations,’ 19 Aug 49, CCS
334 GMC (1—16-45) sec 2. .

31 Aug 49 The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense, in response
to a memorandum from him, that they thought it advisa-
ble that a Joint Long-Range FProving Ground Command be
established under their directilon, with the Chief of
Staff of the Air Force as executive agent. On 14
September 1949 the Secretary of Defense replied with
the suggestion that joint commands be established at
all guided missile testing stations, The JCS, however,
opposed this plan and reaffirmed their 31 August
recommendation in a memorandum on 27 October 1349,

(R) Dec On JCS 1576/9, "Establishment of a Joint

Long-Range Proving Ground Command,"” 30 Aug 49, source
of %R) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, 31 Au 4g,
(R) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 14 Sep 49, Encl to %R) JC3
1576/11, Note by Secys, "Establishment of a Joint
Long-Range Proving Ground command," 24 Sep 43. (R)

- Dec On JCS 1576/12, "Establishment of a Joint Long-
Range Proving Ground Command," 27 Oct 49, source of (R)
Memo, CNO for JCS to SecDef, same subj and date. All
in CCS 684 (11-17-45) sec 2.

V/l& Sep 49 An gg_ggg.committee headed by Lt Gen John E. Hull, WSEG
Director, which had been formed in June 1949 at the

request of the Sccretary of Defense, completed 1ts
study of coordinated development of missiles and atomic
warheads. The committee found that four missiles then
having development priority could be adapted with
reasonable technical effort to atomic warheads--the i
HERMES A-3, REQULUS, RASCAL, and SNARK. It recommended :
that close technical liaison be established between :
agencies responsible for selected missile projects and ;
those responsible for atomic weapons development, and
that the Department of Défense, in collaboration with
the Atomic Energy Commission, conduct an intensive
study of the use and relative effectiveness of missiles
with atomic warheads. On 29 September 1949 the report
was forwarded to the JCS for comment.

(S-RD) Memo, Lt Gen J. E. Hull, USA, et al., to
Deputy to the SecDef for Atomic Energy MatTers, no subj,
14 Sep 49, and (S-RD) Memo, SecDef to JCS, "Guided
Missiles with Atomic Warheads," 29 Sep 49, Encl and
App to JCS 2012/4, Note by Secys, "Guided Missiles with
Atomic Warheads," 30 Sep 49, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 2,
pt 1.
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28 Sep 49

26 Qct 49

The JSPC, after attempting to draft a reply to the
memorandum of 23 May 1349 from the Sceretary of Defense
on operaticnal responsibilitles ror xuided missiles,
reported to the JC3S that it had teen unable to reacn
agreement, Two basic points were at issue, the J3PC
said: (1) whether operaticnal responsibilities Tor
guided missiles should be assigned at this time and on
what basis, and (2) a definition of "operaticnal
responsibility.” The Air Force member favored post-
poning an assigmment until missiles development was
more zdvenced. Then, he contended, eadch missile
should be assigned to the Service or Services whica,
on the basis of agreed functions, were found by the JCS
to have an operational requirement Ior the missile.
The Army-Navy view was that an assignment should be
made immediately, conforming essentially to the plan
proposed by tne Acting Secretary of the Army to the
Secretary of Defense on 16 May 1949. This would have
given the Army and the Navy contrcl over surface-
launched missiles, although it was mutually agreed that
a decision on responsibillity for long-range surface-to-
surface missiles should be postponed. The Air force
member maintained that the Army-Navy proposal, by
assigning responsibilitles for troad categories orf
missiles, would "create a future function” for a
Service by predetermining control over a weapcn., The
divergence over definition of "operational responsi-
bility" stemmed from the following sentence, which the ;
Air FPorce member wished to include in the definition )
and which the Army and Navy members wished to omitrs :
"The Service or Services to which such operational res-
ponsibility 1is assigned will normally have command and
control over units employing the weapon.’ (For
resolution of tuese differences and the JCS reply to
the Secretary of Defense, see item of 17 November U3.)
(s) JCcS 1620/8, Rpt by JSEC, "pAssignment of
Responsibility for Guided Missile Operations,”
28 Sep 49, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 2.

The JCS replied to a request from the RDB for comment s
on the report of the Technical Evaluation Group dated i
20 May 1949. They found the TEG's estimate of the
military situation satisfactory as a basis for planning
of guided missile research and development programs,
but recommended that the word "sharply" be deleted
from the statement that the probability of active war-
fare would increase sharply in the period 1951-52.

They also provided a statement of enemy missile capa- :
bilities that was more detailed,:.snd, in their opinion, i
more accurate than that cf the TEG. Further, the JCS
furnished the RDB with a missiles priority list that
they said would more clearly express milltary require-
ments than that of the TEG.

The top three priorities, in a list totaling 13
items, were given to three different categories of air
defense missiles. Long-range surface-to-surface mis-~
siles with atomic warheads ranked eighth.

(8) Dec On JCS 1620/9, "Establishment of a Mili-
tary Basis for Guided Mlssile Program Plenninz,” 25 Cet !
49, source of (S) SM-2161-49, Lalor for J4CS to ChmRDB, ;
same subj, 26 Oct 49, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 3.
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17 Nov 43

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense, in reply to his memorandum of 25 May 1249,
that "t is impracticable at this time to assizn to the
several services respensitilities for the entire
guided missile field." However, they stated as a
general rule that zuided missiles would be employed by
fhe Services in the manner and to the extent required
to accomplish their assigned functions. They then
assigned responsibilities within four categories of
missiles, following in general the prineiple that a
missile supplementing or replacinz an existing weapcns
system should be the responsibility of the Servide
which, on the basis of 1ts assizned funetlons, nad
cognizance over that weapons system. For example, in
the category of surrace-to-air missiles, the JCS
stated that:

(1) Guided missiles which supplement, extend
the capabilities of, or replace anti-aircraft
artillery will be a responsibility of the U, S.
Army and the U. S, Navy as required by their
assigned functions. (2) Guided missiles which
supplement or replace fighter interceptors will
be a responsibility of the U. S. Air Force and
the U. 3. Navy as required by thelr assigned
functions. _
Similarly, zuided missiles used for alr-to-air

combat and those used by aircraft against surface objec-
tives were assigned to the Alr Force and the Navy.
Guided missiles which supplemented or replaced artillery
fire (coming under the category of short-range surface-
to-surface missiles) were assigned to the Awmy and

Navy. No assignment was made 1in the category of long-
range surface-to-surface missiles. Undesirable dupli-
cation in research and development should be aveoided

by careful screening of projects, the JCS sald, and
when appropriate, by assignment of research responsi-
bility by the RDB. Finally, they recommended that the
Secretary of Defense issue the following policy state-
ment:

Employment of new or improved weapons, and
related equipment, resulting from research and
development will not be restricted by reason of
the interest or responsibility of a particular
Service in the development cf a weapon. On the
contrary, new weapons developed by the programs
of the several Services will be considered
available for employment by any 3ervice which re-
quires them in the discharge of its assigned
functions as determined by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff within the structure of the approved
"punctions of the Armed Forces and the JCS." The
initial determination of such requirement shall
be made by individual Services, subject to final
approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the basis
of its contribution to the overall war effort in
any case whers conflicts of functions or economy
may arise. A Service charged with primary res-
ponsibility for development of a weapon shall
invite the participation of any other Service hav-
ing an operational interest in the weapcen,
on 6 December 1949, the Armed Forces Policy Council

approved the recommendations in this memorandum, with
the understanding that the assignments made by the JCS

pe
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30 Dec 49

had covered operaticnal, not developmental, responei-
pilities. Later, the Council zaltered the declaraticn
of pclicy in the [inal paragrarh ci the JCS memorandun
to state that determinazticn cf rsqguirements Ircr nev
weapons would be subject O deme examination anc recom-
mendation” of the JCS rather than "final approval” Lty
them.

(TS dgz C) JCS 1620/12, Note Ly Secys, "Assignment
of Responsibility for Guided Missiles," 17 Nov 49,
source of (TS dg Ce Memc, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and
date, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 3. (TS) Memo, Secy
AFPC to AFPC, "Significant Actions cf the Armed Forces
Policy Council at Its Meeting of G December," 5 Dec 49,
CCS 334 AFPC {12-2-47) sec 5. (€ dg U) JCS 1620,16,
Note by Secys, "Assigument of Responsibility for Guided
Missiles," 14 Mar 50, CCS 334 GiC (1-16-45) sec 4.

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that they con-
curred in the recommendations of the ad hoc committee
headed by Lt Gen John E. Hull (see item TSr 14 September
1949), and considered it urgent that steps be taken to
insure close coordination of tae development of guided
missiles and atomic warheads. They recommended & pro-
gram for achleving coordination.

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/5, "guided Missiles Atomic
warheads," 30 Dec 49, source of (TS-RDz Memo, CJCS to
SecDef, same subj and date, CCS 471.6 5-31-04) sec 2,
pt 1.

—
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/16 Jan 50

\/‘ 18 Jan 50

3 Feb 50
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The Secretary of Defense replicd to 2 nemorandun, dated
3 December 1949, in which the Actinz Chalrman, IDB,
had endorsed the Hull committee's rzcommendation tha
HERMES, REGULUS, RASCAL, ond SHARK missiles be adaptzd
to atorlc warncsads (see item ror 1= September 1GU4Q).
The Secretary of Defense concurred in "the need for
additicnal erphasis on research and development of
guided missiles employing atomic warneads and in the
choice of the four types of missileg which should
receive special consideration at this time." He
instructed the Chairman, RDB, to request the collabo-
ration of the AEC in the initiation and pursuit of a
program to insure coordinated development of missiles
and atomic warheads.

(TS-RD) Memo, SecDef to Chm, RDB, "Gulded Missiles
with Atomic Warheads," 16 Jan 50, Encl to (TS-RD)
jcs 2012/11, Note by Secys, same subj, 20 Jan 50.
(S) Memo, ActgChm RDB to SecDef, same subj, 8 Dec U9,
Enel to (S) JCS 2012/9, Note by Secys, Same subj,
19 Dec 49. Both in CCS 471.6 (5-31—H&) sec 2, pt 1.

The JCS sent memoranda to the Director of WSEG and to
the Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons Project,
explaining steps that had been taken by the Secretary
of Defense to insure coordination of gulded missile
and atomic warhead developments.

They asked WSEG, in collaboration with the AEC,
to initiate a study of the effectiveness of missilles
with atomic warheads. A major purpose of the study,
the JCS said, would be to provide guidance for
technical development 1n cases where military require-
ments had not yet been made clear. The Chief, AFSWP,
was instructed to act as the representative of the
Defense Department for effecting liaison with the AEC
at Sandla Base. . .

(TS—RD) 8M-123-50, Lalor for JCS to Chief, APFSWP,
"guided Missiles Atomic Warheads," 18 Jan 50, and
(TS-RD) SM-124-50, Lalor for JCS to Dir, WSEG, same
subj and date. Both in CCS 471.6 (5~31-44) sec 2,
pt 1.

A Special Interdepartmental Guided Missiles Board,
composed of the Undersecretary of the Navy, Assistant
Secretaries of the Army and the Alr Force, and the
Acting Chairman, RDB, 1ssued its report to the three
Service Secretaries. (A copy was received by the

JCS on 11 February 1950.) Having studied each of the
guided missile projects, the Board reconmended which
should be continued. It also recommended that
separate proving grounds bve maintained by each of the
Services and that the JCS revoke their recommendation
for a Joint Long-Range Proving Ground Command; further,
that an Interdepartmental Operational Requirements
Group for Guided Missiles be formed with a member
from each Service to recommend measures for coor-
dination of the guided missiles program.

Commenting to the Secretary of Defense on the
report, the Secrctary of the Air Force on 8 February
declared that in view of the Soviet menace, the U.S.
missile program should be changed from one of
"Relatively casual research to one which demands
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14 Feb 50

15 Mar 50

production hardware at the earllest rossible date.”
But unleas very heavy additional amounts of money
were to be appropriated for micsile research and
development, a2 said, diversifled avperiments would
have to be more efficlently coordinated. He urged
that no Service be allowed to pursue more than one of
the existing missile projects in any single field of
i1ts operational responsibllity. This policy would
result in elimination of 10 of the 23 projects then
being pursued, he stated, adding that savings thus
realized should be used to accelerate remaining
projects. The Secrctaries of the Army and Navy opposed
this restrictive policy and supported the recom-
mendation of the Board majority for continuation of
nearly all of the 23 projects.

(S) JCcs 1620/13, Note by Secys, "Guided Missiles
Program,” 15 Feb 50, CCS 334 grc (1-16-45}) sec 3.
(S) Encls 1-4 to Rpt of Special Interdepartmental
Guided Missiles Board, same file, DF pt 1.

The Chairman of the Munitions Board replied tc a
request from the Secretary of Defense for suggestions
about administration of the guided missiles program.
It was, he felt, clear that Joint actlon by the
Services could not be expected to eliminate dupli-
cation in the field of guided missiles. It seemed to
him also that the Research and Development Board had
not lived up to its responsibilities in this respect.
He therefore recommended that one nan, preferably a
civilian, be glven authority to define and allocate
areas of responsibility for gulded missile research
and development. Initially, this individual should
be appointed for six months, he said, but during that
time a study should be made to determine whether his
work should continue or be returned to the Jurisdiction
of the Chairman, RDB. '

(S) Memo, ChmMB to SecDef, "guided Missiles,”
14 Feb 50, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 3.

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense of the
results of their review of the report of the Special
Interdepartmental Guided Missiles Board of 3 February
1950 and of their own previous reccormendations on the

~ assignment of Service responsibility for guided

missiles, dated 17 November 1949, The JCS memorandum
(1) 1isted their recommendatlons regarding guided
missile projects to be continued, continued with
certain qualifications, or discontinued; (2) endorsed
the recommendations of the Special Interdepartmental
Guided Misslles Board with respect to assignment of
missile testing facilities and the establishment of
3 Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational Require-
ments Group; and (3) offered a revised statement of
Service responsibillity for surface-to-surface gulded
missiles to supersede the one recommended on 17 November
1949, The new statement provided that:
(a) surface-launched missiles supplementing

or extending the capabilities of, or replacing

the fire of artillery or naval guns would be the

responsibility of the Army and Navy as required

by their functions; (b) surface-launched missiles
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21 Mar 50

21 Jul 50
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with the same relationship to support circrart

would be the respensibility of the Alr Force and

Army as required ty thelr functlions; (z) ship-

iaunched zuided missiles with the same relation-

ship to naval zirerarft would be a responsibility
of the MNavy as required by its runctions;

(d) surface-launched guided missiles with the

same relationship to Air Force aireraft, other

than support aircrart, would be & responsibilicy
of the Air Force as required by its functlons;
and (e) unnecessary duplication would be avoided
through a pericdic review by the JCS.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1820/17, "Department of Defense
Gulded Missiles Program,’ 14 Mar 50, source of (TS)
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, 15 Mar 50, Both in
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 4.

The Secretary of Defense approved the reconmmendation
of the Special Interdepartmental Guided Missiles Board
(3 February 1950) and the JCS (15 March and as presented
orally on 20 March) that a Guided Missiles Interdepart-
mental Operational Requirements Group be created in
the Defense Department. Consisting initially of an
Air Force general officer, an Army general officer,
and a Navy Rear Admiral, the Group was appointed by
the JCS on 24 March and charged with the "formulation
and initiation of such common policies as may be
necessary in the fields of guided missiles, for
issuance by the respective military departments, to
insure the integrated and efficilent operation of all
guided missiles proving grounds and ranges in such a
manner as to serve all three departments," The Group
was to formulate and recommend to the JCS by 1 July
1950, for use in the first annual review of the gulded
missiles program by the JCS3, scheduled for September
1950, a requirements program for guided missilles
research and development.

(Ts) JCS 1620/18, Note by Secys, "Department of
Defense Guided Missiles Program,’ 22 Mar 50, source
of {TS) SM-588-50, "Guided Misslles Interdepartmental
Operational Requirements Group," 24 Mar 50. 3Both in
334 gMC (1-16-45) sec 4.

The REDSTONE missile program was begun as a study
leading toward development of a weapon system with
a range of about 500 nautical miles. In early 1951,
when the weight of the REDSTONE warhead was increased,
the weapon's range was set at 175 nautical miles.

(s% 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U. S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,'" OCJCS
files.

The US and UK signed a 25-year agreement providing
for the joint operation of a long-range proving ground
for guided missiles in the Bahama Islands. The base
and launching site would be on the east coast of
Florida, and the range would extend southeast over
the Atlantic.

(U) New York Times, 22 Jul 50, b.,
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10 Aug 590

28 Sep 50

19 Oct 50

L ) . .
according to the iew York Times. Uader Secretary cof the
Air Force Jonn A. LicCone, seeini tne nerfecticn of gulded
ri3siles as the only means of providing an eflective
contirental defense and of supplying the strategic and
tactical weapons needed in future warrare, submitted &

memorandus to the Secretary of tie Air Torce that called
for a concentrated and sharply accelerated guided missiles
program. He Jjudged the progress to date inadequate
and blamed the "manner of organization . . . within
the three services . . . and the very serious lack
of funds." Therefore he called for a single project
with the highest priority under the "most capable
man who can be drafted . . . with absolute power over
the entire effort," with authorization to spend
initially at least $2 or $3 billion. In a furthrer
memorandum on 15 August, Under Secretary McCone maae
¢clear he was proposing a Manhattan District-type
project. He suggested that the new project director
control all funds and contracts for missile develop-
ment. The using Services would receive funds only for
the procurement of operational missiles. Hence tne
questions of roles and missions and Service responsi-
bility would not arise during the development stage.

(U) New York Times, 5 Nov 57, 30:5..

The JCS forwarded to the Chalrman, Munitions Board,

a brief statement on the potential effect of Soviet
atomic attacks on U. S. industrial population centers
in mid-1951. While pointing out that a dependable
evaluation of the problem would require better intelll-
gence than was available, the JCS nevertheless stated
that such attacks "followed and aggravated by
sabotage and, as & more remote possibility, by sub-
marine-launched gulded missile attack, could probably
result in casualtles of over one million persons.”
During the preparation of this statement the JIC had
submitted a report to the JCS, on 14 aApril 1950, that
ineluded a detailed study of the Soviet capability to
attack the U. S. with guided missiles launched f{rom
submarines. JIC had concluded that: (1) by mid-1951
the USSR could deploy 49 guided-missile-launching
submarines against the U. S. on D-Day, each carrying
two V-1 type missiles with a range of 150 miles and
accuracy only good enough, or slightly better, than
that required to hit area targets; (2) the use of
atomic warheads, radicactive dust, or V-2 type missiles
would not be within the Soviet submarine-launched
capability during this period; and (3) bilological
agents could be used in V-1 warheads or otherwise
dispersed from submarines.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1630/21, "gtrategic Guidance to g
Facilitate Planning Within the Joint Agencies,” 3
28 jun 50, CCS 381 (2-18-46) sec 3; source of (TS {
SM-2363-50, same subj, 28 Sep 50, same file, sec 4. :
Yrs; J08 1630/19, Rpt by JIC, same subj, 14 Apr 50; ;
73} Dec On JCS 1630/20, same subj, 9 May 50. Both o
in same file, sec 3. :

The JCS agreed to note a report by the JIC on "Soviet

TIntentions and Capabililtiles, 1950-1954." With
reference to guided missiles, the report concluded that
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V/24 Oct 50

29 Nov 50

// 18 De¢ 50

Soviet missiles that might be encountered in quantity

up to 1954 would probably be variztions of Cerman
types.

(TS) Desc On JCS 1924 /37, “oviet Intenticns and
Capabilities, 1950-1554," 19 Cct 350, CGS 092 USSR
(3-27-45) sec 51.

Apparently as an outgrowth of the memorandun of

10 pugust 1950 by the Under Secretary of the Alr Force,
the Secretary of Defense established the posiflcen of
Director of Guided Missiles, 0SD, and appointed to

the post Mr. K. T. Keller of the Chrysler Corporatlon.
Mr. Keller was to advise the Secretary of Defense on
the direction and coordination of guided missile
research, development, and production. Mr. Keller

was also to act as consultant and advisor to the
Research and Development Board and the Munitions Board
and, from time to time, advise the AFPC, JCS, and other
Defense agencies. On recommendation of the JCS, the
order establishing the new position stated that: "This
does not modify the statutory responsibllities of any
of the agencies of the Department of Defense."

(c) Dec On JCS 1620/27, '"Egtablishment of the
Director of Guided Missiles 1n the office of the
Secretary of Defense,” 10 Oct 50, and (C) N/H of
JCS 1620/27, 28 Oct 50. Both in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)
see 5. (U) New York Times, 5 Nov 57, 30:5.

The JCS recommended to the Secretary of Defense that
the Army offlcer who was assisting Mr. Keller as
Deputy Director of Guided Missiles, 0SD, report to

the JCS for additional duty in connection with the
Gulded Missiles Interdepartmental Operational Require-
ments Group, and that JCS designate him a non-voting,
ex-officio member of that Group. The Secretary of
Defense approved these recormendations during the
following week.

(R dg U) Dec On JC3 1620/31, "“Inter-Action of
Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational Require-
ments Group and the Office of the Director of Guided
Missiles, Office of the Secretary of Defense," 23 Nov
50, CCS 33% GMC (1-16-45) sec 5, source of (R dg U)
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, 30 Nov 50, same file,
sec 6. (R dg U) N/H of JCS 1620/31, 8 Dec 50, same
file, sec 5.

After making various amendments, the JCS approved the
recommendations in the first report of the Guided
Missiles Interdepartmental Operational Requilrements
Group. The gulded missile requirements set forth

in the reports were based on the assumption that the
¥, S. must be prepared for 2 change from cold war to
total war prior to 1 July 1954 and that it was there-
fore necessary to emphasize those projects which would
result in acceptable operational missiles by that
date. Among other things, the final JCS paper:

(1) listed approved operational requirements for
missiles for the three Services; (2) recommended
acceleration of eleven guided missile projects--four
having estimated dates of possible operational use in
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in 1952, four in 1953, and the remaining three in the
f4pst half of 1954--with the heaviest emphasis to be
placed on NIKE, TERRIZR, and SPARROY projects;: (3) listed
missile projects to be continued at 2 normal rate:
(4) called for dsvelcpment of cervain ailr defense and
anti-submarine missiles to fill "serious gaps"' In the
missiles program; and (5) authorized the Services
(a) to change characteristics of approved weapons as
necessary to incorporate improvements, without further
reference to the JCS, and (b) to introduce, subject
to Research and Development Board concurrence, new
projects or change established cnes to meet previously
approved operational requirements, provided inter-
Service agreement was reached.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1620/26, "Requirements Program
for Guided Missiles," 18 Dec 50, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)

sec 5,
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2 Feb 51 The JCS informed the Chairman of the Research and
Development Board tThat the currently effective
strategic guidance on guided missiles furnished by
them, which had been in effect since 26 Qctober 1049,
was now superseded. The new strategic zuidance t©ooit
the form of the recommendations of the Gulded Missiles
Interdepartmental Operaticnal Requirements Group
approved by the JCS on 18 December 1950,

(TS) Dec On JCS 1620/35, "Strategic Guidance to
the Research and Development Beoard on Guided Missiles,"
2 Feb 51, source of STS SM-298-51, same subj and date.

Both in CCS 334 GMC .(1-16-45) sec 6.

v 16 Feb 51 The JCS informed the Director of Guided Missiles, OS3D, :
of their ccncurrence in his recommendation that the ;
NIKE, TERRIER, and SPARROW guided missile projects be

accelerated.
(TS) Dec On JCS 1620/36, "Acceleration of Certain

Guided Missiles ProErams ('NIKE,' 'TERRIER,' 'SPARROW'),"
source of (TS) SM-447-51, same subj and date, CCS 334
GMC (1-16-45) sec 6.

/ 21 Mar 51 The JCS informed the Director of Guilded Missiles, 0OSD,
the Chairman of the Research and Development Board,
and other officials that they had approved BOMARC and
SNARK as guided missile weapons projects. In the g
18 December 1950 decision of the JCS and in thelr S
subsequent guidance to the Research and Development B
Board (2 February 1951) the SNARK had been listed as
a missile guidance system and test vehicle while
BEOMARC had been limited to the study and component
development stage. As approved weapons projects they
now took their place on the list of guided missiles
- to be developed at normal speed,

| . (TS) Dec On JCS 1620/37, "Status of BOMARC and
SNARK Guided Missile Projects," 20 Mar 51, source of -
(s) SM-755-51, JCS Secy to Dir of Guided Missiles,
0SD, et al., same subj, 21 Mar 51. Both .in CCS 334
eMc (T-16-U45) sec 6.

V/30 Mar 51 The Defense Department approved a recommendation by
the Director of Guided Missiles that the SNARK project
be accelerated--a recommendation that had been made !

six days before the JCS action of 21 March 51 that !
partly accomplished the same purpose by designating

the SNARK as a weapons project. The Acting Secretary

of Defense authorized the Secretary of the Alr Force

and the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)

to proceed immediately with implementation of the

accelerated program.

(S) Memo, Actg SecDef to SecAf and Asst SecDef
(Comptroller), 30 Mar 51, Encl to (s) Jcs 1620/40,
Note by Secys, "Acceleration of the TSNARK' Guided
Missile Program,” 25 Apr 51, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)
sec 7.

/ 16 Jun 51 The ATLAS project was reactlvated at Convair with new
Alr Force contracts.
(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U. S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, "
0CJCS filles.
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29 Oct 51 In a memorandum for the JCS, the Chief of Staff, Alr
Force, declared that there was a serious danger of
duplication in the various Service guided missiles
programs. He called for a reassessment cf Service
reaponsibilities. Asserting that the division of
guided missiles into surface-to-surface, surface-to-
air, air-to-air, and air-to-surface categories had
served "no real purpose' and had "led to confusion,”
he proposed that these categories be replaced by two
new ones that would "identify more accurately" current
missile projects. These were: (1) Robot Aircraft,
and (2) Guided Rockets, with the former of "primary
interest"” to the Alr Force and Navy, and the latter
"of concern” to all three Services. In accordance
with these categories, specific responsibility for
guided missiles would be divided as follows: (1) With
respect to air defense: (a) the Air Force would control
"211 maneuverable ailrborne weapons employed in air
defense," inecluding Robot Alrcraft and Gulded Rockets
developed for defense of the continental U. S. and
other land areas, and would be responsible for surface-
launched Robot Aircraft and Guided Rockets employed
in air defense of the U. S. and from other land areas;
(b) the Army would continue to be responsible for
predicted-fire weapons (artillery), but Guided Rockets
and Robot Aircraft would not be considered as an
improvement in antlaircraf®t artillery; (c)} the Navy
would be responsible for ship-launched Robot Alrcraft
and Guided Rockets employed in air defense of naval
forces at sea; and (d) the Navy and Air Force, con-
sistent with their primary functions, would be
responsible for air-launched Gulded Rockets employed
as alreraft armament., (2) With respect to missile
support of Army forces: (a) the Army would be responsible
for surface-launched support missiles integrated with
the fire and movement of the supported forces and
employed within the combat zones of opposing armies
(within 50-75 miles on both sides of the line of
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9 Nov 51

contact); ané (b) the Air Force would be responsible
for Guided Rccket and Robot Aircraft interdiction of
enemy land power and cormunications to the rear of

the enemy comtat zone. In additien tc these responsi-
bilities, the Air Force would procure those guided
missiles produced by the aircraft industry [for both
the army and Air Force. The Chief of Staff, Air Force,
proposed that these vlews be embodied in a memorandumn
issued as policy guidance for the Guided Missiles
Interdepartmental Operational Requirements Group.

(TS) JCS 1620/42, Memo by CSUSAF, "Policy Guldance
for the Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational
Requirements Group," 30 Oct 51, CCS 334 gMC (1-16-45)
sec 7. ;

The Chief of Staff, Army, commented on the memorandum 1
by the Chief of Staff, Alr Ferce, of 29 October 1951, :
and expressed his strong disagreement. He declared
that the Air Force proposal would deprive the Army of ;
the means to accomplish its mission, including the i
means necessary to prevent 1its surprise and destruction :
by hostile forces. Without surface-to-alr missiles, :
he stated, the Army could not combat attacking air-
craft and missiles; also, the principle of unity of
command, which included the responsibility of a
cormander for the success of his mission, dictated
that surface-to-surface missiles should be under AMmy
command. Moreover, while the assignment of responsi-
bilities proposed by the Alr Force would eliminate
"eertain" duplication, the Army Chiefl of Staff stated
that this duplication could be better eliminated by
allowing command to rest with the commander responsible
for the land battle and by assigning responsibility for
all land-based weapons not actually manned in flight
to the Army. He added that the responsibility for
procurement should be discussed separately only after
operational responsibility was fixed. He proposed that
policy guildance for the Gulded Missiles Interdepart-
mental Operational Requirements Group should state
that:‘(lﬁ the Army was responsible for combat operations
on land, the Alr Force for air operations--defined aa
including only operaticns to and from manned aircraft--
and the Navy for sea operations; (2) 21l land-launched
surface-to-surface and surface-to-air guided missiles
were "inherent to land combat" and were therefore the
responsibllity of the Army, with certain operational
responsibility permitted the Marines; and (3) specific
operational responsibllity for guided misslles was
assigned as follows: (a) land-launched surface-to-air
and surface-to-surface missiles to the Army and
Marines, (b) ship-launched surface-to-alr and surface-
to-surface missiles to the Navy, and (c¢) air-to-air
and air-to-surface missiles to the Navy and Air Force
as required by their respective functions,

The divergent views of the Chief of Staff, Army,
as expressed here, and of the Chief of Staff, Air
Force, as expressed in his memorandum of 29 Octobter,
were not finallﬁ resolved until the JCS decision of
9 September 1954 and its approval by the Acting
Secretary of Defense on 13 November 1954,

(TS) JCS 1620/44, Memo by CSUSA, "Policy Guldance
for the Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational
Requirements Group," 13 Nov 51, CCS 334 gMC (1-16-45)
sec T.
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23 Nov 51

In a reflection of the differences in Army-Air Force
views on guided missiles responsibility, the Guided
Missiles Interdepartmental Operational Requirements
Group was unable to agree on a report reviewing and
recommending a revised requirements program and fcre-
casting the integration of guided missile units into
the combat forces of the three Services., The identical
views of the Army and Navy members cf the Group were
in line with those expressed by the Chlef of Staff,
Army, in his memorandum of 9 November 1951. The Ailr
Force member pointed out that the problem considered
in the report was directly related to the divergence
in Army-Alr Force views and that it could not be
solved until these differing views were resolved. The
Alr Force member therefore reserved comment on the
conclusions of the report and did not concur in its
recommendations.

The JCS took nco further action on this paper or
on 8 succession of similar papers in which the Army-
Alr Force divergence of views prevented a unanimous
conclusion. After the JCS decision of 9 Septemter 1554
all such papers were withdrawn from consideration.

(TS) JCS 15620/46, "Report by the Guided Missiles
Interdepartmental Operational Requirements Group to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on Requirements Program for
Guided Missiles," 'S5 Dec 51, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)

BP pt 2. )
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31 Dec 52

The JCS established a military requirement for the
development of an atomic warnead for the HONEST JCHN
rocket. It was contemplated that +his would involive
adoption of a warnhead beinz developed for the CORPORAL
missile. The AEC was requested to coordinate with
the Army in the development of this weapon.

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/22, "Milltary Requirement
for an Atomic Warhead for Large-Callber Free Rockets,"
L Feb 52, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 3.

The JCS forwarded to the AEC their decisicn that the
development program for atemic warheads, less nuclear
elements, should be accelerated for MATADCR, RASCAL,
SNARK, REGULUS, CORPORAL, HONEST JOMN, HERMES A-3B,

and REDSTONE. The goal of this accelerated development
program was the production of a limited number of
proven atomic warheads for these missiles as they
became operational.

(TS-RD) Dec On JC3 2012/30, "Interim Military
Requirements for Atomic Warheads for Gulded and
Unguided Missiles," 5 Aug 52, source of (TS-RD) SM-1867-
52, iame subJ and date. Both in CCS 471.6 (5-31-44)
sec 4.

The JCS informed the Chairman, Military Lialson
Cormittee to the AEC, that they had established a
military requirement for the development of an air-
launched, rocket-propelled, atomic-warhead weapon and
associated system components for low-altitude delivery
vy aircraft against tactical targets. The weapon
might also be used as an air-to-air missile against
mass raids of aircraft. It would deliver a warhead
(the XW-7) already in existence. The Navy would
develop non-nuclear phases of the weapon; the AEC was
requested to provide the warhead and render technical
assistance. -

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 1620/65, "Military Requirement
for the Develcpment of an Air-launched, Rocket-Propelled,
Atomic-Warhead Weapon System," 13 Oct 52, CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 9, source of (S-RD) SM-2387-52, same
subj and date, same file, sec 10.

The Director of the Offlce of Defense Mobilizatiloen,
in his -final report to the President before leaving
office with the outgoing Truman administration, stated
that U. S. guided misslles were still "largely in the
stage of research, development, or limited assembly-
1ine production.”

(U) New York Times, 1 Jan 53, 1:2.
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J 27 Jan 53

28 Jan 53

19 May 53

/
J 3 Jun 53

The JCS established z military requirement for the
development of a surface-launched guided missile with
an atomic warhead, designed for air defense against
formations of aircraft. This would be a modificaticn
(TALOS W) of the TALOS. “hile the Navy proceeded with
the non-nuclear phases of TALOS W development, the AEC
was requested to make a feasibility study of adopting
an existing atomic warhead to the TALOS W.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 1823/111, "Military Require-
ments for Development of a Surface-Launched Guided
Missile with an Atomic Warhead, Air Defense Weapon
System," 27 Jan 53, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 4.

The Chairman of the Research and Development Board
established the Committee on Guided Misslles to assist
the Board in providing guidance for the research and :
development activities of the Department of Defense. ;
The Committee consisted of four members appointed by
the Chairman, RDB, and two members designated by each :
of the three Services. The directive creating the i
Committee superseded RDB Directive, Committee on Guided
Missiles, GM 1/4, dated 11 January 1949.

(U) DOD Directive No, 5128.15 (GM 1/5), "Charter
of the Committee on Guided Missiles, Research and
Development Board," 28 Jan 53, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)
sec 10,

The Annual Report of the Guided Missiles Interdepart-
mental Operational Requirements Group called for
resolution of the divergent views of the Army and Alr
Force on the questicn of missile responsibllity.
Commenting on. this on 22 June, the Chief of Staff,
Air Force, expressed his agreement and his conviction
that past failures to resolve these divergencies had
contributed to the "increasing numbér® of projects
not in confermance with assigned Service functions.
He called for a thorough review and clarification of
Service differences. On 20 July the Chief of Staff,
Army, in his comments on the Report, stated that
although existing guide llnes were clear, further
delineation of responsibilities for guided missiles
might be necessary in the interest of progress,
(TS-RD) JCS 1620/73, "Annual Report of the Guided
Missiles Interdepartmental Operational Requirements
Group," 19 May 53, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) EP pt 2.
(TS) JCS 1620/75, Memo by CSUSAF, "Annual Report of
the Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational
Requirements Group," 22 Jun 53, same flle, sec 10,
(TS) JCS 1620/76, Memo by CSUSA, "Annual Report of
the Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational
Requirements Group," 22 Jul 53, same file, sec 1l.

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that
"diametric points of view" existed on the question of
whether to allow the Army to procure REGULUS guided
missiles, and that this divergency of opinion pre-
cluded a settlement at either the Service or JCS level,
The Army-Navy views on the question, as outlined 1in
the JCS memorandum, were in line with the statement

of Army responsibilities made by the Chief of Stafr,
Army, on 9 November 1951; the Air Force view was 1in
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accordance with the memorandum by the Chilef cf Staff,
Alr Force, of 2G Qctober 1651, The JCS recormmended
that the Secretary or Defense make the deciszion on
Army procurement of REGULUS missiles.

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 1620/72, "Army Procurement or
'REGULUS' Cuilded Missiles and Auxiliary Equipments,”
3 Jun 53, source of (TS) Memo, Vandenberg fcr JCS tc
SecDef, same subj and date. Roth in CCS 334 GMC
(1-16—&5) sec 10.

4 Jun 53 ﬂ:: -
i

— ) :]
16 Jun 53 During a discussion of guided missiles at the Armed
Forces Policy Council, 1t was agreed that: (1) no
individual missile project holding promise of creating
an acceptable new weapon should be abandcned; (2)
constant attention should be given to eliminating
duplication in the various Service programs; and (3) a
continuous effort should be made to select a single
missile for production and use by all Services, within
each missile type, wherever standardization appeared
to be practicable. The Secretary of Defense requested
the Secretary of the Alr Force to organize a study
group to work with Service representatives to prepare
an analysis of guided missiles development. The
Secretary of the Air Force delegated this task to his
Special Assistant for Research and Development,
Mr. Trevor Gardner. The Special Study Group on Guided
Missiles began meeting late in June.

(S-RD) Off Asst SecDef (R&D), Coordinating Cmte
on Guided Missiles, "Report of Special Study Group
on Guided Missiles," 25 Jan 54, p. 1 and Supplements
B-1 and B-2, 0ASD (R&E) files.

26 Jun 53 In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, the
Director of Guided Missiles, 0SD, noted that he con-
sidered it his duty to advise the Secretary only on
research and development and the production of guided
missiles and that he had consistently refrained from
addressing himself to problems pertalining to Service
roles and missions. Accordingly, with reference to
the JCS memorandum of 3 June 1953, he thought 1¢
proper only to recommend that the Secretary of Defense
'see that decisions are made’ clarifying the roles
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30 Jun 53

18 Sep 53

and missions of the Services in relation to zgulded
missiles. Regarding the Army request that it be
allowed to purchase REGULUS missiles and egquipnment,
he recommended that it be denied "at this time" znd
that the Army be limited to participation in and
observation of the Navy and Marine REGULUS test
program pending clarification of gzuided missile roles
and missions,

(3) Memo, Dir Cuided Missiles, OSD, %o SecDerf,
"ppmy Procurement of REGULUS Guided Missiles and
Auxiliary Equipments," 26 Jun 353, App to (TS) JCS
1620/78, Note by Secys, same subj, 19 Aug 53, CCS 334
GMC (1-16-45) sec 11,

Under Reorganization Plan No. 6, the Munitlons Board,
the Research and Development Board, and some other
Defense agencles were apolished and the Secretary of
Defense was euchorized to apjpoint Assistant Secretaries
of Defense to take over thelr functions. On the same
date, Mr., Wilson established the posts of Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Research and Development) and
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Applications Engineer-
ing). He appointed Mr. Frank Newbury ASD (AE) on
18 August and Mr. Donald A. Quarles ASD (R¢D') on
1 September. Mr. Newbury's functions included the
preparations of policies and procedures in the field
of applicatlons engineering relating to the production
and maintenance of weapons and equipment. Mr. Quarlies'
functions included the development of policies and !
procedures for integrating and correlating the i
research and development prograrm within the Department ;
of Defense. i
(U) Reorganization Plan Mo. & of 1953 (67 Stat. ;
638), copy filed in CCS 040 (11-2-43) sec 10. S
(U) DOD Directive No. 5105.1, "Reorganization of the ;
Qffice Secretary of Defense,” 30 Jun 53, same file, i
see 11. (U) DOD Directive No. 5128.7, "Responsi- :
bilities of the Assistant Secretary of Defense i
(Research and Development)," 12 Nov 53, same file, i
sec 14. (U) DOD Directive No. 5129.1, "Responsi- ;
bilities of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Appli- :
cations Engineering)," 8 Dec 53, same flle and sec. :
(U) DOD Press Release No. 909-57, "Fact Sheet," 14 Sep :
57, OPI, DOD files.

Commenting on the memorandum of 26 June 1953 by the
Director of Guided Missiles, OSD, the JCS informed
the Secretary of Defense that a JCS review and analysis
of "concepts, strategy, and implementing programs"
was under way and that they intended to make the
necessary clarifying decisions on Service employment
of guided missiles. They also stated their acceptance,
"without prejudice to any ultimate decision'" on roles
and missions, of the 26 June recommendation by the
Director of Guided Missiles that the Army request for
REGULUS missiles and equipment be denied

(TS) Dec On JCS 1620/79, "Army Procurement of
'REGULUS' Guided Missiles and Auxiliary Equiprment,”
18 Sep 53, source of (TS) Memo, CJCS o SecDef, same
subj and date. Both in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 11.
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A major breakthrough that greatly increased the
feasibility of ICBM development was noted by Dr. John
von Neumann and the USAF Scientifilc Advisory Board,
who reported that thermonuclear weapons of small
weights and sizes could be produced. .

(S) 03D, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
files. . :
The Secretary of Defense promulgated a statement of
the functions of the armed forces and the JCS. Among
other things, the Secretary declared that: "Techno-
logical developments, variations in the availlability
of manpower and natural resources, changing economic
conditions, and changes in the world politico-military
situation may dictate the desirability of changes in
the present assignment of specific functions and
responsibilities to the 1ndividual services. This
determination and the initiation of implementing acficon
are the responsibility of the Secretary of Defense."

(U) "Functions of the Armed Forces and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff," 1 Oct 53, Encl "A" to (U) Jcs 1478/48,
NOtquy Secys, same subj, 21 Jan 54, CCS 370 (8-19-45)
sec .

The JCS agreed to accept a report by the JIC on the
"Magnitude and Imminence of Soviet Air Threat to the
United States - 1957." 1In this report the JIC stated,
with reference to guided missiles, that: (1) there was
no evidence of Soviet guided missile capabllity beyond
the stage of the German V-1 and V-2; (2) 1t was known,
however, that the USSR had been conducting an intensive
guilded missile research and developnient program;
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12 Nov 53

(3) 1t was considered that the USSR would not have
available by 1957 a guided missile that could endanger
the U.S. if launcned from Soviet-controlled territcery;
and (4) while there was no positive evidence of Soviet
experimentation in the field of submarine-launched
guided missiles, it was estimated that by 1957 the
Joviets could equip a limited number of submarines to
launch V-1 type missiles with a probable range of
200, and a maximum range of 500, nautical miles.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1924/76, "Magnitude and Imminence
of Soviet Air Threat to the United States - 1657,"
30 Oct 53, CCS 350.09 USSR (12-19-49) sec 5.

The Secretary of Defense cancelled the DOD memorandum
of 24 October 1950 that had established the position

of Director of Guided Missiles, 0SD. Mr, K. T. Keller,
who had held that post, had recommended to.the
President and the Secretary of Defense in June that

1t be abolished in view of the advanced state of guided
missile development. The Secretary also cancelled
related memoranda prescribing procedures for obtaining
release of procurement funds contained in.Service
budgets in the gulded missile field. He authorized

the Service Secretaries to "approve the gulded missile
programs of their respective Departments within the
framework of and consistent with established policiles
and procedure for interservice coordination, apportion-
ment and control of funds, and production scheduling, "
such approval to '"constitute the necessary authority

of their Departments to oblligate funds and proceed
with the implementation of the programs."

(U) Memo, SecDef to SecArmy, SecNav, and SecAF,
"administration of Guided Missile Programs,” 12 Nov 53,
Encl "C" to (C) JCS 1620/82, "Increase in Monthly
Production Rate of the 'NIKE' Surface-to-Alr Gulded
Missile," 15 Dec 53, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 11.

(U) DOD Press Release, 18 Sep 53. ,
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6 Jan Sl

25 Jan 54

V/ 25 Jan 54

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) estatlished:.
the Research and Develcpment Ccoordineting Ccommittee on
Guided Missiles., which superseded the Committee on
Guided Missiles Research and Development Boarad, estab-
lished 28 Jan 53,

(U) DOD Directive No. 5128.15, "Coordination of
Research and Development of Guided Missiles," 6 Jan 54,
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 11.

In a letter to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D),
Mr. K. T. Keller, former Director of Guided Missiles,
0SD, expressed his approval of the way in which the
ballistic missile program was being conducted. He
urged that more than one organization be used for the
worl:, "not from the standpoint of getting competition
but getting it opened up for a ccoperative endeavor
of the best scientists and people you can get intoc it."
He further recommended that, "at this stage, this
ballistic job should be headed up with people who are
primarily interested in it from the standpoint of devel-
oping the system rather than getting some hardware to
make in a factory,"

(S) 0sSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U. S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,” OCJCS files

The 3peclal Study Group on Guided Missiles, headed by
Trevor Gardner, presented its report on the development
of guided missiles. It covered all projects except
long-range strategic missiles, which were reviewed
concurrently by a separate civilian study group, the
Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee (see item of

10 February 1954). The Special Study Group reviewed in
great detail and generally approved all missile pro-
grams (except long-range missiles) then under way, and
offered its unanimous belief that these programs would
insure fulfillment of the three aims agreed upon by the
Armed Forces Policy Council on 16 June 53. The Group
also: (1) recommended that the CEP, payload weight,

and payload diameter requisites of missiles for which

- nuclear warheads were planned be re-examined in the

light of the higher yield nuclear weapons that would be
available in the time period in which the missiles
might become operational; (2) observed that studies
were under way or already completed to improve the
reliability and "producibility" of guided missiles,
but suggested that Service interchange of information
might materially improve matters in this "most pressing
technical problem area?; (3) urged technical integra-
tion of surface-to-air missile systems with other ele-
ments of the Continental Air Defense; and (4) emphasized
the major areas where laclk of program activity was
causing serious concern: (a) the anti-missaile missile,
(b) missile countermeasures and effective counter-
counter-measures, (c¢) &tomic air-to-air missiles, and
(d) low-altitude air-defense,

(S-RD) Off Asst SecDef (R&D), Coordinating Cmte on
Gulded Missiles, "Report of Special Study Group on
Guided Missiles," 25 Jan 54, OASD (R&E) files.
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The Strategic Missiles Evaluaticn Committee, which had
been working ccncurrently with tae Special Study Group
on Guided Missiles (see second item of 25 January
1954), presented 1ts repert on intercontinental missiles
and recommended improvements 1n the SNARK, lAVAHO, and
ATLAS programs, important aspects of which were viewed
as unsatisfactory. The Committee emphasized particular-
ly that recent progress toward larger-yleld nuclear
warneads had rendered "thoroughly ous-of-date’ the CEP
specifications of all three missile systems. For each
missile the report recommended that the current 1500-
foot CEP be extended to two or three miles. The
Committee also called for careful study of both missile
design and the layout of base facilities with a view to
providing an optimum eccmbination of low vulnerability,
high firepower, and short starting time.

The report recommended a major redirection of tne
SNARK program in order to develop a simplified, early-
operational missile. The simplified SNARKs could Dbe
used as reconnaissance vehicles, area decoys, local
decoy and saturation missiles, dispensers of chaff
ahead of and around a manned tomber, carriers of auto-
matic ECM, and carriers of bombs, radio-commanded by. a
mother bomber that could stay 100 to 200 miles away
from the local target defenses. The Committee noted
that such use would extend and prolong the userfulness
of SAC manned bombers and would also achleve an operea-
tional capability within four or five years, unattain-
able without such a simplifled program,

For various reasons the Committee believed the
NAVAHO should ve regarded as a complementary weapon to
the ATLAS, and not as an interim approach. Wwhile be-
lieving that the time had not come for acceleration of
the entire NAVAHO program, the Committee recommended
intensified effort in certain of its aspects. In par-
ticular the Committee favored emphasizing the develop-
ment of a medium-range (about 3500 mile) NAVAHO, re-
marking that insistence on 5500 miles as the operation-
al range might delay the availability of a highly
valuable lesser-range missile. .

With regard to the ATLAS, the only ballistlc mis-
sile of the three discussed, the Committee stated that
a radical reorganization and redirection of the ICBM
program was required 1f a militarily useful vehlcle
was to be had within a reascnable time. The ICBM
design must be based on a new and comprehensive wea-
pons system study, together with an exploratlon of
alternate approaches to several critical phases of
the problem. Further, certain outdated military
specifications must be reviewed in the light of current
warhead technology. To supervise these basic studies
and to davise and administer a redirected, expanded,
and accelerated ICEBM program, the Committee urged the
appointment of a new ICBM development-management agency,
manned by an unusually competent group of scientists,
engineers, and executlves, "drafted," if necessary,
from civilian 1ife. If unhampered by "excessive detaill-
ed regulation by existing government agencles" and
adequately supported with funds and project priorities,
this new agency should be able to acnieve the begin-
nings of an operational ICBM capability within siXx to
eight years.
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» The Committee =stimated that 17 1ts recommenda-
:1qnsﬁnere fol;”weg, the date ol I[irst production
ana of producticn in orsrational nuabers for each
missile system weuld ts: CSimpiiZied SNARK, 1757 anc

L?ES-BQ; 35CC-mile LAVARO, 1958-%3 and 1960-51:
©500-mile NAVAHO, 130C-81 and 1382-03; and ICTH
1360-61 and 1352-63. Y
(TS) "Recommendaticns of the Strategic Missiles

Evaluation Committee," 10 Feb 1954, encl to (TS) Mame
Asst SecDef (R&D) to CJCS, "Report entitled "Recom-
mgndations of the Stratezic Missilzz Evaluation
¢omritfeet RD-CGM 200/8," 10 Mar 1954, CJCS 471
(Guided Missiles) 1954, CCJCS files.

V/ 16 Feb =4 In a memorandum to the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(R&D), Mr. Trevor Gardner ralsed tne question of
certain "problem areas" in the missiles field that
had not been considered by the 03D Specilal Study
Group on Guided Missiles or the Strategic Missiles
Evaluation Committee. Mr. Gardner: (1) noted that
the question of roles and missions was "an extremely
important and still unresolved proclem,” with a
major bearing on the missiles programs; (2) recommend-
ed a careful study, to be followed by the necessary
revisilons, of missile production and procurement
quantities; (3) suggested an exploration of "alternate
methods" for accomplishing the purposes for which the
various missiles were designed; and (4) stated that
an operations analysis study of ground-to-ground
missiles, comparing them with catapult-launched
disposable manned aircraft, atomic cannon, and various
rocket weapons, might provide "s substantially new
approach" to the ground-to-ground missile problem.
, Further, Mr. Gardner noted that the members of the
B , Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee agreed that the
quality of U.S.. technical intelligence concerning the
Soviet capability was open to substantial improvement.
He cited four "substantially different" intelligence
estimates that gave the overall impression that the
USSR was significantly ahead of the U.S. in the fleld
of strategic missiles, and called for an intensive
interpretation of available intelligence data on
other missile types in order to obtain more accurate
technical estimates than were then available.
On 16 February, the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(R&D) forwarded Mr. Gardner's memorandum to the Chair-
man, JCS, with the suggestion that WSEG initliate an
operational analysis similar to the one suggested by
Mr. Gardner and that the Agssistant Secretary present
to the Armed Forces Policy Council a specific pro-
‘posal for a '"coordinated attack" on the problem of
strateglic intelligence. On 24, February Admiral
Radford stated that he agreed with these suggestions
and also noted that the JCS recognized the importance
of the roles and missions question and were in the
process of resolvi it.
(TS) JCcS 1620/3d5, Note by Secys, "Department of
Defense Study Group on Guided Missiles," 5 Mar 54,
ccsS 334 gMc (1-16-45) sec 1l.
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19 Feb =4

May 54

2 Apr 54

16 Apr 54

25 Jun 54

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) agreed to
the broad recrientation of the ICBM program croposed
by the Strategic Missiles Evaluation Ccmmittee

(10 February s4), and gave the AIr Torce responsibility

for evolving a definitive plan. The Alr Force estab-
1ished the Gillett Greoup, which studied existing
regulations and procedures and reconmmended the necs
essary reorganization to support eifectively an
accelerated ICBEM program. On 23 March the Chief of
Staff, Air Force, approved a decision of the Alr
Force Council to reorient and accelerate the ICBM
program.

(3) 0SD, “Chronology of Significant Events in
the UsS. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, "
OCJCS files.

Teats at Operation CASTLE 1n the Pacific confirmed
the feasibility of developing small, lightwveicrnt,
high yield thermonuclear weapons. i

(8) 02p, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, "
0CJCS files.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff established a military
requirement for the development of a high velocity,
air-to-air rocket with a nuclear warhead for use by
insterceptor aircraft. The AEC was requested to
undertake the warhead development in coordination
with the Ailr Force.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/44, "Requirement for
Development of a High Velocity Air-to-Alr Rocket
with Nuelear Warhead," 2 Apr 54, source of (S-RD)
SM-287-54, same subj and date; both in CCS 471.6

(5-31-44) sec 6.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) informed
the Chairman, JCS, it was his feeling that better
coordination was needed between hils office and the
JCS in order to clarify roles and missions of the
Services as they related to research and development
projects. Pointing out that 1nadequate coordination
of such matters was resulting in projects for missiles
of essentially the same tactical requirements under
different Services, he suggested that where necessary
the mission problem be settled by consultation be-
tween his office and the JCS before the initiation of
research and development projects that might involve
duplication.

(s) Jcs 1620/86, Memo, ASD(R&D) to CJCS
"Research and Development vs. Roles and Missions,"
16 Apr 54%. (C) N/H of JCS 1620/86, "Corrigendum, "
27 Jul S4. Both in CCS 334 GIMC (1-16-45) sec 11.

The Chairman of the JCS replied to the memorandum of

the Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) of 16 April 54,

concerning roles and missions of the Services in theilr
relation to research and development projects. The
JCS agreed that mission responsibilities should be
settled in the manner suggested by the Assistant
Secretary and would be glad to have any difficultles
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on that subject referred to them ror their considera-
tion and advice,

(C) Dec on JCS 1620/89, "Research and Development
vs Roles and Missions," 10 Jun 34, source of (C)
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subi, 25 Jun Z#, 3oth in
CCS 334 gMC (1-16-45) sec 1l2.

28 Jun 54 The JCS appointed an ad hoc committee, consisting of
a Major General each Trom the Air Force and the Army
and a Rear Admiral from the Navy, "to develop for
consideration by the Joint Chiefs of Staff a more
definitive assignment of responsibilitles for guided
missiles . . . within presently assigned Service
functions." The basic premise for the existing
assignment of responsibility was that "Service
responsibility for guided missile development, pro-
curement, and employment should be based on the
assigned functions and missions of that Service."
Overlapping areas of responsibllity between Service
assignments based on this premise showed that the
consideration of additional factors would be necessary (
to clarify the assignments. The ad hoc committee was
to develop, for consideration by The JCS, Service
assignments clarifled in this way.

(S) JCS 1£20/90 Note by Secys, Terms of Reference for
the Assignment of Responsibility for Guided Missiles,”
28 Jun 54, source of (S) SM-533-54, SJCS to Maj Gen.
Samuel R. Brentnall, USAF, et al., same subj and date.
(TS) SM-600-54, SJCS to same, "Assignment of Respon- :
sibility for Guided Missiles," 30 Jun 54, All in i
ces 334 gMc (1-16-45) sec 12.

20 - 21 According to a chronology prepared in the 0ffice of

_Jul 57 the Secretary of Defense, the Scientific Advisory
Committee of the Air Force held its-first meeting on
the ICBM. The Committee recommended an allocation of
systems responsibility for the ICEM, an experimental i
re-entry program, and "an additional propulsion ;
contractor and development facilities." '

(3) 0SD 'Chronology 2f Significent Events in the

U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, " .

/12 Aug 54 The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D), in a
memorandum to the Chairman, JCS, sald that the US:.
should designate a single point of contact for ..-
exchange of missile information with the UK, wnhich,
as a result of discussions with the US, was going to
undertake high priority development of an IREM.
Noting that the Air Force had been performing this
function, he stated nevertheless that the situation
yig-a-vis the UK would be clarified if the JCS would
"define the boundary between the Military Departments
in missiles of the Corpcral, Redstone, Snark, Navaho,
and Atlas varieties." He especially urged assignment
of the IREM to one service.

(5) Memo, ASD (R&D) sgad Quarles to Adm Radford,
"Roles and Missions--Ballistic Missiles," 12 Aug 54,
Encl to (8) JCS 1620/93, Note by Secys, same subj,

23 Aug 54, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 12.
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25 Aug 54

9 Sep 5

The ad hoc committee appointed by the JCS on 28 June
54 to develop a more definitive assignment of Service
responsibilities for guided missilies submitted a
report containing & number of divergent views. The
divergent views were resolved by General Charies L.
Bolte, USA, and General Thomas D. White, US8AF, who
submitted their revision of the committee's report
on 30 August 1954 for the consideration of the JCS.
(See item for 9 September 1954.)

(S) JCS 1620/94, Report by the Ad Hoc Committee
. . . "Assignment of Responsibilities for Guided
Missiles," 25 Aug 54. (S) JCs 1620/95, Note by
Secys, same subj, 30 Aug 54. Both in CCS 334 GMC
(1+16-45) sec 12.

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that they
nad agreed on an assignment of Service responsibilities
for guided missiles better suited than the existing
assignment for integrating guided missiles into the
combat forces and "designed to avoid undesirable
duplication in research and development." They
recommended that this new assignment of responsibilis-
ties be used by the Department of Defense as a basis
for coordinating its guided missile program. Accord-
ing to the agreement, which @as subject to periodic
review, the Air Force and the Navy would develcp,
procure, and employ such guided missile systems of

the air-to-air and air-to-surface categorles as were
required by their assigned functions. The Army, Navy,
and Air Force would develop, procure, and employ such
surface-to-surface missile systems as were required bty
their assigned functions; but those of the Army, .. .
though having no arbitrary limit on their range, would
be designed for use against "tactical targets within
the zone of Army combat operations that are the re=..
sponsibility of the ground force commander, as differ-
entiated from strategic targets," while the Alr Force
was specifically given responsibility for developing,
procuring, and employing "very long-range surface-to-
surface guided missile systems of the inter-continental
type." The Army, Navy, and Air Force would also .~
develop, procure, and employ such surface-to-air
guided missile systems as were required by their assign-
ed functions. However, the Army's surface-toealr
missiles would be designed for use against enemy air-
eraft and missiles within a horizontal range of approx-
imately 50 nautical miles, at altitudes expected for
such targets; in general, they would be designed and
located for optimum defense of specifled geographical
areas, clties, or vital installations. The Air Force's
surface-to-air guided missiles would be designed for
use against enemy aircraft and missiles beyond a
horizontal range of approximately 50 nautical miles,

at altitudes expected for such targets, and in general
would be employed with ground equipment designed and
jocated for blanket defense over wide areas to inter-
cept enemy aircraft and missiles en route to attack
important areas. The JCS consideTred that the use of

- 39 - 1954




9 Sep 54

23 Sep 54

new or improved guided missiles was not restrictea
vecause of the interest or responsibility of a
particular Service in the develorment oI such weapcns;
developed missiles were avallable to any Service
(including the US Marine Corps) 1T required in the
discharge of its assigned functions. The initial
development of any requirements fcr new missiles
would be accomplished by the Service requiring them,
subject to the approval of the JCS, but a Service
charged with the primary respensibility for the
development of a missile should invite the participa-
tion of any other Service having an operational
interest., This assignment of Service responsibilities
for guided missiles superseded that announced by the

JCS on 17 November 1949, as amended by their memorandum

of 15 March 50.

(S) Dec On JCS 1620/95, "Assignment of Responsi-
pilities for Guided Missiles," 9 Sep 54, source of
(8) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date. Both in
¢CS GMC (1-16-45) sec 12.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) informed

the JCS that the Science Advisory Committee of the

8ffice of Defense Mobilization, at the request of

the President, had set up a Technological Capabilities

Committee (later Panel) under the chairmanship of

James R. Killian, Jr., President of the Massachusetts

Institute of Technology. The task of the committee

was (1) to assess the impact of scientific research

and technological developments on the ability of the

US to guard against and to resist surprise attack,

and {2) to suggest ways in which the resources of

science and technology might further enhance the

defense capabilities of the US against surprise attack.
(TS) Memo w/atchmts, Asst SecDef (R&D) to JCS

et al., 'Science Advisory Committee Study," 9 Sep 54,

g0s 040 (11-2-43) sec 15, '

The Secretary of Defense directed the Chairman, JCS,
to participate, with three Assistant Secretaries of
Defense, in the preparation of a report on the guided
missile program, to be submitted to the Senate
Committee on Appropriations by 15 January 1955. The
Senate -Committee in requesting the report, had com-
mented that testimony at its hearings on the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Bill, 1955, had
focused its attention on "what appears to be a dis-
organized situatlon relating to the gulded missile
program" and that almost all Service witnesses had
praised the missiles of their own particular Service
while tending tc disparage those of the other
Services. The Secretary of Defense diracted that the
report should review the missile systems according to
general types of targets to be destroyed and the basic
conditions of launching, without regard to existing
spheres of responsibility or the classification of
projects. The data and recommendations of the report
should be concerned with such matters as total long-
range cost of misslles, their effectiveness in terms
of eost for results achieved, standardization,
general program management, any special requirements of
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specifilc missiles or groups of missiles, and 'the
desirability of continuing alternate approaches to
the same general objectives.”

(U} Memo, 3ecDef to CJCS =2t al,, "Report cn
Guided Missiles,” 23 Sep =4, zici wc (Y) JCs 1620/97,
Note bﬁ Secys, same subj, 28 Szn , CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 13.

/ 28 Sep 54  The JCS forwarded to the Chairman, Net Evaluation
Subcommittee, National Security Council, separate
estimates by the Army, Navy, and Air Force on the
relative emphasis the USSR would give by 1957 to
various methods of attack, including guided missiles,
on US installations overseas., In the Armmy's opinion,
the Soviets would place primary emphasis on weapons
other than guided missiles for delivery of atomic
warheads outside the combat zone but would probably
make considerable use of short-range missiles against
tactical targets in Europe. The Navy estimated that
the principal Soviet naval effort would be made with
submarines using mines or torpedoes, though it
believed (with the Army and Alr Force concurring)
that submarine-~launched guided missiles would
probably be used also against various targets. The
Air Force estimated that by mid-1957 the Soviets
would be capable of developing numerous types of
guided missiles and of using atomic warheads on some
of them, but considered that the principal threat to
USAF overseas installations would be surprise attack
by Soviet light or medium jet bombers.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/153, "Estimates required
for the Naticnal Security Council Subcommittee on
Soviet Selection of Methods and Relatlve Emphasis
of Attack Against Key Overseas Installations,”

28 Sep 54, source of {TS) SM-858-54, SJCS to Chm
Net Cap Eval Scmte NSC, “"Information and Estimates
Required for the National Security Council Net
Capabllities Evaluation Subcommittee," 28 Sep 54.
Both in CCS 381 US (5-23-46) sec 43,
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2 Nov 5l

13 Nov &

1C Dec
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In a memorandum to the Chalrman of the Net
Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee of the NSC,
the JCS forwarded Service comments on the Sub-
committee's estimate ol the Soviet strategy and
plan of attack on the continental U.S. and key
U.S. installations overseas, assuminz war occurred
in mid-1957. Prepared with the cooperation of the
Services and the JCS, the study indicated that the
USSR would place almost exclusive reliance on air-
craft for the delivery of nuclear weapons. It was
assumed that the following targets were to be hit
by submarine-launched guided missiles: San Dlego,
Seattle, Bremerton, Hawaii, the Azores, the Panama
Canal, and Guam. These assumptions were not
questioned in the Service comments.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/162, "Informatlon and
Estimates Required for the National Security Council
Net Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee," 2 Nov
1954, source of (TS) SM-956-54, SJCS to Chm Net Cap
Eval Scmte NSC, same subj and date. (TS) Enclosures
to SPGM-83-54, "Requirements for NSC Net Capabilities
Evaluation Subcommittee," 1 Oct 1954, All in CCS
381 US (5-23-46) sees 50, 51, and 48 resp.

The Acting Secratary of Defense issued .a memorandum
approving the JCS assignment of Service responsibili-
ties for gulded missiles as set forth in a memorandum
to the Secretary of Defense on 9 September 1954,

(S) N JCS 1620/95, 18 Nov 1954, CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 12. o

Referring to a memorandum of 12 August 1954.from the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) to the Chairman,
JCS, the JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that
they considered: (1) that the Air Force should be the
point of contact for exchange of information with the
UK on the IRBM, and (2} that guidance on the assign-
ment of responsibility for missiles of the CORPORAL,
REDSTONE, SNARK, NAVAHO and ATLAS varietles was
contained in their memorandum of 9 September 1954 on
"assignment of Responsibilities for Gulded Missiles."

S} Dec On JCS 1620/101, Rpt by GMIORG, "Roles
and Missions--Ballilstic Missiles," 10 Dec 1954, source
of (S) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, 10 Dec 1954,
cCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 13.
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4 Jan 55 According to a chronclogy prepared in the Office of
the Secretary cof Defense, the ICEHN Scilentific Advisory
Ccommittee to the Secretary of the Air Force recormenged
that, to avoid interference with the ICBM rprograrm,
the Air Force should consider integrating an I573M
program, if one should b2 undertaken, into the ICBM
program,

(S) 0SD, "Chronolezy of Significant Events in

the U.S. Long Range Ballistic llissile Program, "
0CJCS files.

2 Feb 55 The Chairman, JCS, assured a House Appropriaticns
Subcommittee that the guided missiles program was
"peceiving all the attention that we can give 1t."
He added, "There 1s very little more that we can do to
improve our program, and not waste money."

(U) US Cong, HR, "Department of Defense Appropri-

ations for 1956," Hrgs before Subcmte of Cmte on
Appropriations, p. 151.

/’ 9-10 Feb 55 In classified testimony before the House Appropriations
Committee, the Air Force Chief of Staff, General
Twining, said 1t was llkely that the Soviliets already
had a missile with a range of about 350 miles, carry-
ing a warhead of 2,000 pounds. It was estimated thas.
py 1957 they could produce a missile with a range of
\ more than 900 miles, carrying a warhead of about
3,000 pounds. Possibly by 1960 and more probably by
1963, he said, the Soviets could have an ICEM with
sufficient range to destroy targets in the U.S.

(S) Proposed Remarks for Gen Twining before
Committee on Appropriations, HR, (dlvrd 9-10 Feb 55),
folder of (S) Twining speeches, Dec 54-Feb 55, 0CJCS

- files.

V/’lu Feb 55 In its report to-.the President, titled "Meeting the
Threat of Surprise Attack” (Killian Report), the

Technologlcal Capabilities Panel surveyed the entire
range of U.S. military weapons and programs., Among
1ts recommendations were the following: (1) The
National Security Council should formally recognize
the Air Force program for developing an ICBM (with a
maximum range of 5500 nautical miles and a megaton
warhead) as a nationally supported effort of the
highest priority. (2) An IRBM (with a range of 1500
nautical miles and a megaton warhead) should be
developed, conslderation bein iven to both land-
based and ship-based types. g%3 Nuclear warheads
should be adopted as the major armament for U.S. air-
defense forces, and the development, procurement, and
deployment of sufficient weapons to provide a high
k111 capability should rapidly follow, (4) An
intensified effort should be made to create effective
defenses at low and very high altitudes, accompanied
by a broadened attack on the basic technical problems
involved. Important elements of this program included,
among others: (a) further develcopment of air-to-air
and ground-to-air nuclear weapons; (b) drastic revision
of the function and traditional form of interceptor
aircraft to fit them as launching piatforms for guided
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V/i6 Mar 55

missiles; (c) a strong, btalanced nrogram of theorestlcal
and experimental investlgaticn o te basic problems in
intercepting and destroying nostile ICBMs.

(TS-RD) Report of the Tecrnclogical Capabilities
Fanel, ODM, to Pres, "Meeting tnc Threat of Surprise
Attack,” 14 Feb 55, JCS C&E Sect files.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D), in a memo-
randum to the Chairman, JCS, stated that he had
recently proposed the transfer from the Army to the
Alr Force of "primary responsibllity for financing
and general administration of the program for develop-
ing a land-based TALOS system,” in accordance with
the assignment of Service reaponsibllities for guided
missiles announced in the JCS memorandum of 9 September
1954, He had learned, however, that the Army. opposed
the transfer and felt that a review or clarification
of the range limitation applying to the Army's anti-
aireraft mission might be required at this time. There-
fore, he was withholding final action on the transfer
pending information from the JCS on whether existing
roles and missions responsibilities were being revised
in any way that would affect thls case.

(S) Memo, ASD(R&D) to CJCS, "Proposed Transfer
of Responsibility for Development of a Land-Based
TALOS System," 16 Mar 55, Encl to (s) J¢S 1620/105,
Note bﬁ Secys, same subj, 22 Mar 55, CCS 334 GMC.
(1-16-45) sec 13, e

17 Mar 55 {T:T \1

- St ®
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' 5-6 Apr 55 Secretary of the Air Force Talbott and Air Force Chief

13 Apr 55

of Staff Twining, in publlc statements before a Senate
Appropriations Subcommittee, warned that the Scviets
had been making progress on an ICBM, and declared that
the U.S. must be first to develop thls weapon. "I
believe that development of this ballistic missile

}15 probably the most eritical problem that faces our

country today," Secretary Talbott sald. Asked if the
Air Force had sufficient funds for missile research,
General Twining said that 1t did. :

(U) US Cong, Sen, "Department of Defense Appropri-
ations for 1956," Hrgs before Subcmte of Cmte on
Appropriations, 84:1, pp. 140, 166, 171.

The JCS replied to the memorandum of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (R&D), dated 15 March 1955,
regarding his proposal to transfer responsibility for
developing the land-based TALCS system from the Army
to the Air Force, The Chairman, JCS, the Chief cf
Naval Operaticns, and the Chief of Staff of the Ailr
Force reaffirmed the assignment of responsibilities
for guided missiles defined 1n the JCS memorandum of
9 September 1954 to the Secretary of Defense and
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18 Apr 55

v~ 28 Apr 55

stated that :he guidance set forth therein fully

suppcrted the proposed transfer. <oIn the other hand,

the Chief of Staff of the Army objected to the

proposed transfer, and recommended that the memorandum

of 9 September 1954 be amended bty deletion of the

passages relating to surface~to-air missiles that

1imited the horizontal range of the Army's anti-

aireraft mission to approximately 50 nautical miles !

and defined missions beyond that range 2as Air Force ‘

interception missions. §
(s} JCS 1620/106, Note by Secys, "proposed Transfer 1

of Responsibility for Developing a Land-Based TALOS i

System," 13 Apr 55, source of (3) Memo, CJCS to SecDef,

same subj and date. Both in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)

sec 13.

The JCS forwarded to the Seeretary of Defense their
comments on the report of the Technological Capa-
billities Panel {see item for 14 February 1955), con-
curring, in general, 1n the recommendations relating
to guided missiles (see item for 2 June 1955).

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/200, "Technological Capa-
bilities Panel Report," 18 Apr 55, source of {TS) Memo,
cJCS to SecDef, same subj and date, CC3 O40 (11-2-43)
sec 17 pt 1.

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense of the recom-
mendation of the Chief of Staff, Army, that an atomic
capability for the NIKE I weapons system be achieved
at the "earllest possible date" in view of the need
for an increased air defense effectiveness to counter
the growing Soviet capability. The Joint Chiefs also
noted, however, that the Chief of Naval Operatlons

and Chief of Staff, Alr Force, did not agree with this
recommendation. -The CNO and CSUSAF held that the
earliest attainable warhead for the NIKE I would have
to utilize gun-type nuclear components. :
The gun-type warhead, they stated, would be relatively
inefficient and would reduce the atomic stockpile.
Moreover, the NIKE I with an atomic warhead would
compete with other, more efflcient missiles (DING DONG,
NIKE B, and TALOS-W) for critical material. Neverthe-
less, the CNO and CSUSAF agreed that a program for
the development of a small-diameter implosion-type
warhead, compatible with air-to-air and surface-to-air
weapons (including NIKE I) should be pursued, with

the decision on which weapons would use this warhead
to be made later.

On 29 June the Secretary of Defense informed
the JCS that, in line with the recommendations of the
Technical Advisory Panels on Atomic Energy and Aero-
nautics and the advice of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (R&D), he-had concluded that the '"earliest
practicable" atomic capability for the NIKE system
could be achieved through the priority develcpment of
the implosion-type warhead for NIKE B, and that the
feasibility of developing a warhead more efficlent
than a gun-type for NIKE I should be studied for this
and other applicatlons,

(TS) Dec On JCS 2012/62, "Requirement for an Atomic
Capability for the NIKE I Weapons System," 28 Apr 5%,
source of (TS) Memo, Ridgway for JCS to SecDef, same
subj and date; (TS) N/H of JCS 2012/62, 26 Jul 55. All
in CCS 471.5 (5-31-44) sec 7.
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12 May 55

20 May 55

/24 May 55

2 Jun 55

,~ ceera M Ll Dwe Wb

In a speech before the Industrial College of the Armed
Forceg General Twining warmned against underestimating
Soviet technology. In the question period, however,
when asked to ccmment on the progress of the U.S. and
the USSR on the ICBM, ne stated: "I think that the
United States is well in the lead. That would be my
diagnosis. We have to ve. Certainly we have the best
brains in this country working on that program. We
must get that weapon first.'

S) Address by Gen Twining, 12 May 35, Industrial
College of the Armed Forces Pub No. 155-140, in folder
of (S) Twining statements, Mar-May 55, 0CJCS files,

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense the :
Secretary of the Army stated the opinion that if the '
Air Force were gilven responsibiliiy for development i
of the land-based TALOS system it would constitute an
invasion of the mission of the Army.

(TS-RD) Rpt by Surveys and Investigations Staff,
U.S. House of Rep, "A Report to the Cormittee on
Appropriations, U. S. House of Representatives, on
Guided Missiles, Department of Defense," Jan 57,
p. 81, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 17, BP pt 6.
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An Alr Force document, prepared for use by Gen Twinlng
and Secretary Talbott in answering questions
anticipated at a Congressional hearing on this date,
said: (1) It was estimated that the Soviets could have
by 1960, at the earliest, a balllstic missile with a
range of 5,500 nautical miles and carrying a 3,000- .
pound warhead. It was considered that a more probable
date of avallability was about 1963. (2) There was R
no evidence that any balllistic missiles were avallable
to the USSR for operaticnal use, In view of develop-
ment of the Army's REDSTONE, 1t was believed that the
U.S. had a capability equal to or better than that of
the Soviets in the field of balllstic missiles with

s range of 100-500 miles. (3) It was believed that

1t would be 1957, and more probably 1959, before the
USSR would have available ballistic missiles with a .
range of 1,300 nautical miles. It was considered

that the U.S. was not behind the USSR in development
of missiles of intermediate range. (4) The Air Force
had given the ICBM program the highest possible
priority. (5) The ICBM program had not encountered
any major problems of procurement, nor was time being
lost as a result of difficultles in acquliring
facilities. (6) There was no way in whlch Congress
could help speed development of the ICBM. (7) The

Air Force did not favor issuance of a speclal
Presidential directive assigning the ICBM a unique
priority among national defense programs,

' {TS) Tabs A-23 through A-29, filed w/(S-RD) Ltr,
Sen Jackson to SecAF, 20 May 55, in folder of

(TS) Statements by Gea Twining, 1954-56, 0CJCS filles.

The Department of Defense forwarded to the National
Security Council 1ts comments on the report of the
Technological Capabilities Panel (see item for

14 February 1955). Stating the concurrence of both
the Seceretary of Defense and the JCS in the Panel's
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recommendation that the ICBHM dsvelorment be made 2
et

nationalily supported efrort -7 the ighest nriority,
the Department pointed cut crat £hat program nhad reen
zreatly accelerated in the $as3t ear, with an increase
in its planned funds fcr FV. 1355 from $32 milllion TS

$180 million. The JCS and thne Secretary alsc concurred
in the Panel's recommendaticn that a2 1500-mile IREM
be developed, with consideration tc both land-basing
and ship-basing; however, 1t pointed out that a
decision whether or not to undertake a separate U.S.
program would have to await the outcome of talls then
in progress with a view to a collaborative US-UK IRBM
prozram. Further, the JCS and the Secretary concurred
in the Panel's recommendation that nuclear warhezads
be adopted as the majer arrmement for U.S. air defense
forces, and in the recommendaticn that an intensified
effort be made to create effective defenses at low
and very high altitudes. The Secretary agreed that
the design of interceptor aircraft would have to change
as speed and maneuverablillity were transferred firom the
aircraft to the air-to-alr rnissile launched by 1it,
vut observed that the existing promise of performance
of air-to-alr missiles made capability for high-
altitude performance in interceptor aircraft greatly
desirable for the next five years. The Secretary also
concurred in the recommendation that theoretical and
experimental jnvestigations should be conducted into
the basic problems involved in the interception and
destruction of hostile ICBNMs. The formation of a
full-time technical group tc study the whole question,
as recommended by the Panel, was under consideration.
(TS) "Department of Defense Statement in Regard
to the Report of the Technolcgical Capabilities Panel,”
1 Jun 55, w/atchd memo of 3 Jun 57 fwdg a copy to
Dir JS and stating date of submission to NSC, CCS 040

(11-2-43) sec 17

The Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum trans-
ferring primary responsibility for financing and
general administration of the progran for developing
a land-based TALOS system from the Army to the Alr
Force. This transfer did not affect the exlsting
responsibllity of the Navy for technical development
of the-land-based TALOS system. The Assistant
Secretary of Defense (R&D) was to review the project
at discretionary intervals and report, with appropriate
recommendations, any significant changes in the
premises on which this decision was made.

(C) N/H of JCS 1620/106, 9 Jun 55, CCS 234 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 13.

The ICBM Scientific Advisory Cormittee to the Secretary
of the Air Force (1) recommended to the Secretary that
the ICBM program be exempt from the national industrial-
dispersal policy because 1t was interfering with the
program, (2) expressed concern that a satellite program
would interfere with the earliest possible attainment

of an ICBM operational capability, (3) agreed that a
multiple approach in the ICEM program was necessary,
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24 Jun 55

16 Jul 55

and (4) agreed on the need for "an additlonal suidance
contractor.’

(S) 08D, “Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Ranze Ballistic HMissile Program,” 0CJCS
files.

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (AE)
produced a document titled "Review of Gulded Missile
Program,” which included 35 recommendations for
improvement of the program. (See item of 25 January
1956 for comments by DOD agencies on the more important
recormmendations.

(S) OASD(AE), "Review of Guided Missile Progranm, "

24 Jun 55, QCJCS files.

Senator Henry M. Jackson, Chairman of the Milltary
Applications Subcommittee of the Joint Congressional
Committee on Atomic Energy, said that development of
an intercontinental missile should be placed on a
"orash basis," similar to the Manhattan Project of
world War II. Otherwise, he said, the USSR "stands a
good chance of developing one before we do."

(U) New York Times, 17 Jun 55, 29:1.
...—‘I
28 Jul 55 E
!
| -
o 4oaugss ([ ‘x,!
f ‘;.
. i a
e
|
--'
M
- 48 - 1955
~peP—STCRET —

“ ST




15 Aug 55

27 Aug 55

2 Sep 55

The Guided Missiles Report Committee sent a memorandum
to the Secretary of Defense interpreting its assign-
ment (see item 23 September 1954 ) as consisting or

two parts: (1) the preparation of 2 report responsive
to the request of the Senate Committee on Appropri-
ations as made in that Committee's report on the
Department of Defense appropriations bill for 1355,
and (2) an analysis of and report on the guided missiles
program and 1its management, for the use of the Secretary
of Defense. The Guided Missiles Report Committee con-
sidered thet the first part of 14s asgsignment had been
completed, the Secretary having forwarded the
Committee!s report to the Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Appropriations on 16 February 1955. As
to the second part, the Conmittee obgerved that the
existing management organization and procedures for
the guided missile program, including the Joint (AE-RD)
Coordinating Committee on Guided Milssiles, had been
established so recently that further time would be
necessary to "test fully" the effectlveness of the new
structure. For this reason, and because progress was
being made, the Committee did not recommend any
further changes "at this time," dut suggested that
certain staff studies prepared within the offices of
the respective Committee members would be useful to
agencies of the Office of the Secretary in carrying
out their responsibilities in the guided missiles
field. With the understanding that the Chairman, JCS,
and the interested Assistant Secretaries of Defense
would make timely and appropriate reports to the
Secretary on progress achleved in resolving various
questions ralsed by the mentloned staff studies, the

 Committee recommended that 1t be discharged.

(U) Memo, GMR Cmte to SecDef, "Report on Guided
Missiles Pursuant to the Secretary of Defense Memo of
23 Sept. 1954," I5 Aug 55, CJCS 471 (Guided Missiles)
1955-56, 0OCJCS filles.

Referring to the memorandum of 15 August 1955 from
the Guided Missiles Report Committee, the Secretary
of Defense discharged the Committee, subject to the
understanding, mentioned in the memorandum, that he
would be kept informed of progress in resolving various
outstanding questions.

(U) Memo, SecDef to CJCS et al., "gulded Missiles
Report Committee - Discharge of, "™ 27 Aug 55, CJCS 471
(Guided Missiles) 1955-56, OCJCS files.

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that a
proposed NSC action to give the ICBM program a status
of the "highest priority" to be prosecuted with all
"practicable speed” by the Secretary of Defense was
acceptable from 2 military point of view.
(TS) Deec On JCS 1899/230, "Intercontinental

Ballistic Missiles Program,' 2 Sep 55, source of

TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date, CCS 040

11-2-43) sec 18. (TS) Memo, ExecSecy NSC to NSC,
"Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles Program,' 30 Aug
55, Encl to (TS) JCS 1899/228, same subj, 31 Aug 55,
same file, sec 17.
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the Deputy Sscretary cr Defense o
Secretary of “efense (F&D) to or 2,
with the Military Departments, & repert fcr the NSC
on the five IZ2EM development ccssibilitles teing con-

1

ted the Assistant
, in ceollsboration

sidered by the Defense Department. These possitillities

were: (1) development of an IREM as & by-product =r
the ATLAS program, (2) establishment of a separate

Air Force IRBM project, (3) U.S. participation in a
U.K. IRBM program, (4) development of a ship-based
IRBM, and (5) continuation of the Navy's TRITON as an
interim program. The report was to discuss, primarily
for the periocd 1958-65, (1) the relationship cof the
proposed emplcyment of the IRBM to that of other major
weapons systems under cdevelopment at the same time,
particularly that of other guided missiles, nuclear-
propelled aircraft, and the ICBM; (2) the strategic
potential of the IRBM in relation to basic national
security policy; (3) the technical feasibility of
producing the IRBM within the above perlod; and

(4) specific development plans recormended, including
funding.

(TS) Memo, Dep SecDef to Asst SecDef(R&D) et al.,
"1500-Mile Ballistic Missile,” 6 Sep 55, Encl to ~
(TS) JCS 189%/231, Note by Secys, same subj, 2 Sep 55,
CCS 040 (11-2-43) sec 18.

13 8ep 55 )'IE
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17 sep 55 L=
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Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the Secretary
of the Air Force to prosecute, within his assigned
responsibilities, the ICBM research and development
program "with maximum urgency.'

(TS) Memo, Dep SecDef to SecAF et al., "Inter-
continental Rallistic Missiles Program," 17 Sep 55,
Encl to (TS) JCS 1899/234, Note by Secys, same subj,
21 Sep 55, CCS 04O (11-2-43) sec 18.
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20 QOct 55

25 Oct 55

2 Nov 55

Stating that the need for an IFEBM was "now recognized
to be critical" and that plans were under way to .
initiate the urgent development of sucn a miss%le with
a range of approximately 1500 nautical miles, che
Seeretary of Defense requested the JCS to prepare a
recormendation on the proper Service assignment oI
1al IRBM capability. '
= in%;sadg S) Memo, SeeDef to CJCS, "Definiticn of
Mission Requirements of the Military %ervices for the
Intermediate R e Ballistic Missile,"” 20 Oct 55,
Encl to (TS dg S) JCS 1620/113, Note by Secys, same
subj and date, CCS 334 GMC (1-15-45) sec 14,

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that they
had established an operaticnal requirement for an
atomic capability for the LITTLE JOHN (formerly termed
HONEST JOHN, Jr.) surface-to-surface free rocket
delivery system. This delivery system was being
developed by the Army to dellver a small implcsion
warhead of approximately 11.5 inches in dlameter. The
JCS asked the Secretary of Defense to notify the
Chalrman of the Atomic Energy Commission.and request
his cooperation in the furtherancg of the project.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 1620/112, "An Atomic Capability
for the 'LITTLE JOHN' Weapons System,"” 25 Oct 55,
source of (S-RD) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and
date. Both in CcS 334 GMC (1-15-45) sec 14,

Referring to the memorandum from the Secretary of
Defense dated 20 October 1955, the JCS stated that
they had been unable to agree on a recommendation for
the Service assignment of an initial IRBM capability.
The Chief of Staff of the Army, maintalning that

"all Services have a requirement for the IRBM in
support of primary missions," observed that each
Service had a current ballistic missile program that
could be converted into a development program for the
IRBM and pointed out that the use of new or improved
guided missiles was not restricted (under the

9 September 1954 assignment of roles and missions)
because of the responsibility of a particular Service
in the development of such weapons. He concluded that
"the matter of roles and missicns with respect to
primacy of 1interest in this weapon should not be the
controlliing factor in the assignment of 1ts development
to a particular Service." Because of the Army's
capabllity for developing a land-based IRBM, resulting

1955
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6 Nov 55

.~ 8 Nov 55

from its facilitiles at the Redstone Arsenal and 1ts
axperience with the REDSTONE missile, e recommended
that the Army be assigned jcint responsibility with
the Navy for develoring the IFEHM, tiie Navy to vorK
on a sea-based version.

The Chief of Naval Cperations and the Chlel of
Staff of the Air Force agreed that the Navy should
work on a sea-based version tut believed that nelther
"the roles or missions presently assigned, nor those
which might logically be assigned in the foreseeable
future, can be interpreted as constituting a valid
requirement for assignment of an IRBM capability to
the Army." They recommended that responsibility for
developing the land-based version be assigned to the
Western Development Division of the Department of
the Air Force, because of the hizh probabllity that
an IRBM would "fall out" of the development of the
ICBM, on which that Division was already working.

They further recommended the appeintment of an Advisory
Board, consisting of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(R&D) and one Assistant Secretary from each of the
three military departments, to be responsible for
reviewing the programs for the land-based and sea-based
IREMs and the ICBM. The Chairman, JCS, concurred in

the recommendations of the Chiel of Haval Operations and

the Chief of Staff, Air Force.

(S) JCS 1620/115, Note by Secys, "Definition cf
Mission Requirements of the Military Services for the
Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile," 2 Nov 55, source
of (S) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date.

Both in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 1k,

Appearing on the National Broadcasting Company
television program Meet the Press, Secretary of the
Air Force Donald A. GQuarles stated that, though 1t was
"always possible™ that the USSR was ahead of the U.S.
in developing an ICBM, he was "quite confident we are
ahead,"

(U) New York Times, 7 Nov 55, 13:6.

The Secretary of Defense directed, as "part cf the
process of streamlining organizational alignment,
management controls and administrative procedures”
connected with the ICBM and IRBM development programs,
the establishment of an OSD Ballistic Mlssilles
Committee (OSD-BMC). He appointed to the Committee
the Deputy Secretary of Defense as chairman, the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) as vice-chairman,
three other Assistant Secretaries of Defense as
additional members, and an executive secretary. The
Alr Force was to present its annual program for the
ICBM and IRBM #1, and the Jjoint Army-Navy Committee
was to present its annual program for IRBM #2, to the
0SD-BMC for review and approval by 1 October of each
year. The 0SD-BMC was to give immediate consideration
to the financial plans for FY 1956 and the proposed
plans for FY 1957, the review of which was to be
accomplished by 1 December 1955, The Bureau of the
Budget had been asked to assign a representative as a
member of the Committee to assist in expediting the
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8 Nov 55

8 Nov 55

25 Nov 55

30 Nov 55

special financial and budgeting arrangements reguired
by the programs tc be reviewed oy the Cormittee. The
Secretary of Defense reguested a prozZress report
following each mesting cf the OSD-ELC.

(S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS et al., "Establishment
of the OSD Ballistic Missiles Committee (OSD-BMC),"
8 Nov 55, Enel tc (S) JCS 1620/117, same subj, 16 Nov
55, CCS 334 amc (1-16-45) sec 15.

According to a chronology prepared 1n the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Defense
informed the Services that IRBM programs would be
funded independently of the regular Service budgets.

(S) 0sD, '"Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Balllstic Missile Program," OCJCS
filles,

The Secretary of Defense 1ssued a memorandum that:

(1) assigned to the IRBM program a priority second ;
only to that of the ICBM programn, pending clarification :
by the National Security Council; (2) assigned i
management responsibility for a land-based IRBM (IREM i
#1) program to the Air Force, which already had :
management responsibility for the ICBM program; and '
23) assigned Jointly to the Army and the Navy an IRBM

IREM #2) program with the dual objective of developing
an early shipboard capability for the missile and a
jand-based alternate to the Air Force program. The
TRBM #1 and ICBM programs were to be coordinated through
the Western Development Division under the supervision
of an Air Force Ballistie Missiles Committee headed
by the Secretary of the Alr Force. The IREBM #2 program
was to be monitored by a Jjoint Army-Navy Committee
with the Secretary of the Navy as the chairman and the
Secretary of the Army as vice-chalirman, Liaison was

to be established immediately between the Alr Force
and joint Army-Navy programs to assure full interchange

of information. Any conflicts amcng themselves that

the Services could not resolve were to be referred to

the Chairman of the 0SD Ballistic Missiles Committee.

(TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS et al., "Intercontinental

Ballistic Missile ICBM; and Intermediate Range

Ballistic Missile (IRBM Programs," 8 Nov 55, Encl to
TS) JCS 1620/116, same subj, 16 Nov 55, CCS 334 GMC
1-16-45) sec 15,

According to a chronology prepared in the 0ffice of
the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Army-Navy Ballistic
MissileS Committee approved a plan providing for
1; a "preliminary IRBM system description,” and
2) a development program calling for (a) testing
JUPITER components on REDSTONE missiles beginning in
March 1956 and (b) firing the first JUPITER con-
figuration in May 1957.

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, "
0CJCS files,

The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (R&D) notifying them that one of
the periodic reviews of the TALOS land-based system
development required by the Secretary of Defense
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was 1n progress and requesting infcecrmation cn any
change in the assignment or Service responsibilities
for gulded missiles set ferth by the JCS cn 9 September
1954 that would affect this case. The Joint Chiers
of Staff stated that there had t=en no change rertinent
to the review in question.

(C) Memo, ASD(R&D) (sgd Macauley) to CJCS,
"Review of TALOS Land Based System Development,"
16 Nov 55, Encl to (C) JCS 1620/118, Note by Secys,
same subj, 23 Nov 55, (S} Dec On JCS 1620/113, same
subj, 30 Nov 55, source of (C} Memo, CJCS to SecDef,
same subj and date. All in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)
sec 15.

1 Dec 55 Ei:
|
|

2 Dec E5

5 Dec 55
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According to a chronology prepared in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, the Army and the Navy
approved terms of reference for a program to produce
a. . 1500-mile missile. The terms covered military
characteristics and performance for a single missile,
precduced by the Army Ballistic Misslle Agency, sultable
for both land- and sea-based use. The sea-based
requirements were not to be compromised by any con-
sideration of cbtaining an early land-based capability,
except by Jjoint agreement cor directlon of higher
authority.

(s) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
filles.

According to a chronology prepared in the Offlce of
the Secretary of Defense, a REDSTONE missile using a
complete guidance system with an alr-bearing gyroscope
made a successful flight. {The same type gyroscopes
are now used for the JUPITER missile.)

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
files.
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21 Dec 55

28 Dec 55

3

Secretary of Defense Wilscon told a Pentagon press
conference that a recent recorganization and speed-up
of the over-all guided missiles program in the three
military departments was due to advances in technology
rather than concern over Soviet progress. He did not
know whether the U.S. was ahead of or behind the USSR

in guided missiles.
~ (U) New York Times, 21 Dec 535, 16:5.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) informed the
Secretary of Defense that the Joint Coordinating
Committee on Guided Missiles had concluded that there
was no reason to reconsider the 7 June 1955 action
of the Secretary of Defense transferring primary
responsibllity for the TALOS system from the Army to
the Air Force. B

(TS-RD) Rpt by the Surveys and Investigations
Staff, U.S. House of Rep, "A Report to the Committee
on Appropriations U. S. House of Representatives on
Guided Missiles Deﬁartment of Defense," Jan 57, p. 82,
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 17, BP pt 6,
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11 Jan 55

17 Jan 556

20 Jan 56

The Joint Chiefs of Starf informecd the Secretary of
Defense that they ccncurred in ccontinued AEC develop-
ment of the components necessary o adapt the Maric 7
warhead to the NIKE 2 missile on & tine scale con-
sistent with production of NIKE = missiles, and alsc
in the wailver of the requirement for complete warhead
interchangeability in thils instance. The JCS also
stated that the rate of Iintroduction of optimized
weapons into the stoclipile was ncot adequate to meet
military requirements, and warned that failure to
accelerate tnhnis rate would delay modernization cof the
stockpile.

TS-RD) Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Interchangeability
of Mark 7 Warhead," 11 Jan 56, CJCS file, JCS Memos
to SecDef, Jan 56, 0CJCS files.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense that, in the light of hils decislon of

8 November 1955 establishing two IRBM programs. they
had reviewed their recommendation of 10 December 1954
that the Alr Force be the point of contact for exchange
of information with the UK on the IREM. The Chief of
Staff of the Army and the Chilef of Naval Operaticns
recommendeéd that thls Air Force function be canceled
and that exchange of information pe carried out in
accordance with normal, established precedures. The
Chief of Staff of the Alr Force opposed thls recom-
mendation because, 1ln his opinion, the designation of
other points of contact than the Air Force (1) right
be considered a violaticn of the Wilron-Sardys agree-
ment, which had established the existing arrangement;
(2) would adversely effect the status and work cf the
Joint US-UK Advisory Committee on ballistic missiles,
also established under the existing arrangement; 83)
could be a source of confusion to the British; (4
would be a departure from normal U,S, practice in
similar cases; (5) would complicate the managerial
problern of assuring adherence to security policies and
preventing duplication of effort. He recommended that
the Air Force be directed to establish the necessary

~arrangements for including both U.S. IRBM programs in

the exchange of information with the UK.

(S) Memo, SM-26-55, Phillips to Gen Twining, Gen
Taylor, and Adm Burke, "Exchange ol Information
Between US-UK Concerning the Development of the
Intermediate Range (1500-mile) Ballistic Missile {
(IRBM)," 16 Jan 56, w/encl. (S) JCS 1620/123, Note
by Secys, same subj, 17 Jan 56. (S) Memo, Twining
for JCS to SecDef, same subj, 17 Jan 50, All in
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 15.

According to a chronology prepared in the QOffice of
the Secretary of Defense, the Scientific Advisory
Committee was transferred from the Air Force to the
Secretary of Defense,

(S) 08D, "Chronclogy of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,"
OCJCS files.
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24 - 25
Jan 55
///25 Jan 56.

Discussing missiles programs btefore 2 House
Appropriations Subcommittee, 3scretary of lefense
Wilson stated that missiles were just one vart of the
total military orogram and should not be overemphasized.
"I think the importance ol these missiles at this time
is possibly as much in the psychological area as 1in
their actual total addition to military power,” he
said. However, when Committee members pressed him
for assurances that long-range missiles were receiving
sufficient attention he replied: 'We will make sure
that the money is not limiting us in %this area, which
is one way of saying it has top priority. We are
doing evérything we can." He declined to state that
the U.S. led the Soviets 1in development of an ICEBM.
"We cannot say with great certainty that we are going
to be ahead of the Russians in everything,” he
observed. "It depends upon what they concentrate
their efforts on," the Secretary added, after having
observed that they had been concentrating cn missiles
since World War II..

(Uy) US Conz, HR, 'Department of Defense
Appropriations for 1957," Hrgs before Subcmte of
Cmte on Appropriations, 84: 2, pp. 53, 84-85.

As directed by the Secretary of Derfense, the three
Service Secretaries and the Assistant Secretarles

of Defense for Research and Development, Applicatiocns
Engineering, and Comptroller completed their joint
study of the “Review of Guided Missile Program" that
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (AE) had submitted
on 2! June 1955, Their joint report, from wnich the
Comptroller abstained, reproduced and commentad on
all 35 recommendations of the original "Review,”
including the following:

(1) Recommendation. Since TALOS-GB was in
exlstence,” the other two weapcns under development
for air defense (BOMARC and X-7B) should be carefully
evaluated. :

Comment. TALOS-GB was not programmed as
an interim weapon., but as a complement to BOMARC.

(2) Recommendation. The REDSTONE should be
discontinued as & weapons project and retained only
as a test vehicle for inertial guidance systems.

: Comments. After careful review, the Army
was proceeding with its program to weaponlize the
REDSTONE, in order to fill the requirement for a
dependable jam-pro6f missile with a range falling
between SERGEANT and the IRBM. REDSTONE's expected
availability in 1958 would provide a high yield weapon
at least two years before the IRBM.

(3) Recommendation. The planned operational
date for SNARK was believed to be hopelessly
optimistic. Accordingly, funds for use after 1 January
1956 should be withheld until that date, when a de-
cision whether or not to continue the SNARK project
could be made on the basis cf its progress compared
with other ICBM projects.

Comment. Fund restrictions previously
placed on The AIr Force for the SNARK program had
been lifted, the decision having been made 1n the
velief that SNARK could provide the first truly
intercontinental capability. Proceeding under con-
tinued serutiny, the SNARK project could be discon-
tinued if schedule slippage occurred that indicated
the weapon would not be perfected appreciably ahead
of other ICEM systems.
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1 Feb 56

/3 Feb 56

(4) Recommendation. The adequacy of both effort
and cocrdination 1n the anti-missile field should be
reviewed,

~ Comment. %hen attempting toc determine
responsibility icor anti-missile development the
Research and Develorment Policy Ccuncll had concluded
that the question involved Service roles and missions
and was not, therefore, within the purview of the
Council. In order not to delay the Army's develoovment
program, funds previously held back had been released,
but the need for a roles and missions decision was
recognized.

Regarding a number of other recommendations of
the review the joint report observed that the problem
highlighted had been recognized and that useful
studies were under way or other appropriate action had
already been taken. Recommendations disposed of by
suash comments included those related to the need for
unblased operational analysis studlies of competing
systems and components, of missiles as alternatives to
manned aireraft and to anti-aircraft guns and rockets,
and in several other areas. The joint report also
commented in this manner on recommendations that either
HAWK or TARTAR be selected for use by both the Army
and Navy, that the IRBM program be planned to benefit
to the maximum from the other ballistic missile pro-
jects of the Army and the Air Force, that a long range
research program directed at providing guidance systems
for weapons ten or more years in the future be in-
stituted, and that both missiles systems reliability
and missile countermeasures should receive increased
emphasis. _

(S) Memo, OASD [R&D) to SecDef, "Comments on
Report Entitled 'Review of Gulded Missile Program’ -
0ASD (AE)", 25 Jan 56, OCJCS files.’ .

Senator Jackscn, Chairman of the Military Applications
Subaommittee of the Joint Congressional Committee on
Atomic Energy, proposed that the US balllstic missile
project should be carried out with the maximun effort
of which the nation was capable, and that, as a flrst
step, the program should be placed under a full-time
civilian administrator who would report directly to the
Secretary of Defense and to the President. A few hours
later Secretary of Defense Wilson announced that he
would soon appoint such an administrator, or missiles
‘ezar,' though he also said that the Department of
Defense was already "working quite effectively in the
missile field" and had been doing so for some years.
(U) New Yorl Times, 2 Feb 50, 1:5, 10:7.

According to the New York Times, Trevor Gardner sub-
mitted his resignaticn as Assistant Secretary of the
Alr Force (R&D)., His letter of resignatlion "expressed
strong disagreement with budgetary and research
development policy," according to the press report,
which noted that Gardner had twice sought extra
research and development funds but had been turned down
by Secretary of the Alir Force darold E. Talbott and his
successor, Donald A, Quarles,

(U) New Yori Times, S Feb 56, 1:7.
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8 Feb 56

8 Feb 56

/9 Feb 56

On the television crogram Meet the Press, fsnator
Stuart Symington issued &z warnln; oucernir: Soviet
nrogress in missile developwnnt cnaracterized by the
New York Times as the ''first ol such positiveness by
Any prominent wWashington figure.” The senator said
that he did not merely "believe’ the Soviets were
ahead of the U.S., but stated {latly that '"they are
ahead of us in ballistic missiles.” The U.S. was
dropping behind, he charged, because 1lts program was
"on & five-day week," and he criticized the Adminis-
tration for putting out what he called misleading and
overly optimistic statements on the situation.

(U) New York Times. 6 Feb 56, 1:7, 10:6.

President Eisenhower, in response to a request to <o
comment on the views cof Senators Symington and Jackson
that the U.S. was seriously lagging behind the USSR
in its missile program, sald that he was "always
astonished at the amount of information that others
get that I don't."” He added that he was sure the U.S.
was ahead in some filelds in missile development and
that he thought the Soviets were probably ahead in
certain other fields, but these were "limited fields
in a great blg field.”

% New York Times, 9 Feb 56, 10:5.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff requested the Weapons Systems
Evaluation Group to study the following subjects,

among others, in the order in which listed: (1) +iao-

evaluation of the threats to be expected in 1960, and
of the SAGE system; (2) the operational kill effective-
ness of present and planned surface-to-alr and air-to-

alr missiles; (3) the tactical employment and effective-

ness of 1ndividual defense weapons against air-to-
surface missiles .and intercontinental ballistic
missiles.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899 248, "Schedule of Continental

Defense Study Programs," Feb 56, source of (TS)
SM-102-56, SJCS to Dir WSEG, same subj, 8 Feb 56,
Both in CCS 381 US {5-23- 465, secs 65 and 66, resp.

In classified testimony before a House Appropriations
Subcommittee, the Alr Force Chilef of Staff, General
Twining, 8ald that the Soviets could have a 1,400-mile
ballistic missile ready for series production as early
as 1957 and a 1,600-mile version by 1957 or 13958. He
estimated that they could have an ICBM ready for series
production by 1960-61. The test program of the Alr
Force IRBM would begin in late 1956 or early 1957, he
said, and that of the ICBM in early 1957. The

schedule called for the first IRBMs for emergency use
in late 1958 and the first ICBM for emergency use in
1959. ICEMs were to be introduced into operational
units in 1960, There was no guarantee that these
schedules could be met, General Twining emphasized. He
testifled in open session that the Alir Force could not
effectively use more money for missiles research and
development.
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10 Feb 59

11 Feb 56

V/ié Feb 56

16 Feb 56

(TS) Statement or Gen Twining before the Sub-
committee on Department of Defense Appropriations cof
the Committee on Appropriaticns, 4R, 9 Feb 355, in
folder of STS) Twining Statements, 12584-55, CCJCS
files, (U) US Ccny; ER, '"Department of Defense
Appropriations for 1957," Hrgs tefore Subemte of
Cmte on Appropriations, 84:2, p. 772.

In a Joint memorandum to the Chairman, OSD Ballistic
Missiles Committee, (summarized in a missiles
chronology prepared in 0SD) the Secretary of the Army
and the Secretary or the Navy stated that the funding
of the IRBM program withln budget ceilings imposed by
the Department of Defense would considerably reduce
the amount of funds available for other essential
programs, and appeared to be inconsistent with the
provisions of the 8 N-ovember 1955 memorandum of the
Secretary of Defense.

(S) 08D, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
filles.

The Scientific Advisory Committee made its first report
to the Secretary cof Defense on balllstlc missilles.
According to a chronoclogy prepared in OSD, the
Committee recommended that IRBM programs 1 ancd 2 be
continued, but with some adaptation of the Jjoint Army-
Navy program (#2) to meet Navy requirements for a sub-
marine-launched missile. It also recommended that the
Navy's development of a solid-propellant IRBM be
given priority equal to that of the other IRBM
programs,

(s) 08D, "Chronolegy of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Balllistic Missile Program,"
OCJCS files. )
Appearing before a House Appropriations Subcommittee,
Trevor Gardner, who had Just resigned as Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force (R&D), testified: "The
[missile] program has not been fund=limited within the
Air Force or within the Department of Defense. Mr.
Wilson, Mr, Talbottf, and Mr. Quarles have supported
it with all the funds that we needed." He added,
"Infortunacely those funds all came out of other funds
and {thatl has had the net result of reducing our air-
plane program,'

(U) US Cong, HR, "Department of Defense
Appropriations for 1957," Hr%s before Subemte of Cmte
on Appropriations, 84:2, p. 876.

As a result of a recommendation of the Scientific
Advisory Committee on Ballistic Missiles, the Secretary
of Defense requested the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
undertake a study of the tactical and strategic uses
of missiles with a range of more than 750 miles. The
JCS were to submit their recommendations "at an early
date" on (1) the families of desirable weapons and
their interrelated characteristics of range, mobility,
mode of use, and probable circular error with related
warhead-yield requirements; and (2) the number and
production scheduling of the various missiles required.
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16 Feb 56

,/ 17 Feb 56

21 Feb 56

15 Mar 56

27 Mar 56

(S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 156 Feb 56, encl to
(S) JCs 1620/124, iote by Secys, "Reccmmendations
Concerning Ballistic Missiles," 23 Feb 56, CCS
334 gMc (1-16-45) sec 15,

Anastas Mlkoyan, First Deputy Premier of the Soviet
Union, said, among other things 1n a speecnh to the
Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party in Moscow,
that the USSR had the ability to deliver atomic and
hydrogen bcmbs by aircraft or rockets "to any spot
in the world."

(U) New York Times, 18 Feb 56, 2:4,

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense that they had established an operatiocnal
requirement for an atomic capability for the
TRITON surface-to-surface, ship- and submarine-
launched guided missile.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/72, "Atomic Capability
for the TRITON Gulded Missile Weapon System," 17
Feb 56, CCS 471.6 {5-31-44) sec 7; source of (S-RD)
Memoé CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date, same flle,
sec O.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense that they: (1) had established a military
requirement for the development of a gulded air-to-
air rocket capable of delivering a low yield, small
diameter atomic warhead; (2) desired the Department
of the Alr Force, with AEC cooperation, to develop
such a rocket; and (3) would advise the Secretary of
Defense at a later date concerning the establishment
of a requirement for an atomic warhead for this rocket.

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/73, "Military Require-
ment for Development of a Guided Aircraft Rocket
Capable of Delivering an Atomic Warhead," 21 Feb 56,
source of {TS-RD) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj
and date; both in CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 8.

The Chairman of the Military Llaison Committee
requested information from the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on the number of ICBM and IRBM warheads required
through at least FY 1961. He needed this information
for the Director of Military Application, Atomic
Energy Commission, who had pointed out the necessity
for careful planning well in advance in order to
avold a shortage of tritium, an element belng
increasingly used in atomlc warheads. -

(8-RD) Memo, CMIC to QJCS, "Request for Informa-
tion on ICEM and IRBM Warhead Requirements," 15 Mar
56, w/app, encl to {S-RD) JCS 1620/125, Note by
Secys, same subj, 20 Mar 56, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)
sec 15.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense that they had established an.operational
requirement for an atomic capablllity for the
LACROSSE and SERGEANT surface-to-surface guided
missiles. They stated that feasibility studies of
atomic warheads for these missiles were underway.
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27 Mar 56

4 Apr 56

16 Apr 556

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/77, "An Atomic
Capability for the LACROSSE and SERGEANT Missiles
(Confidential)," 27 Mar &, scurce of (S) /sic/
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date; coth in
CCS L71.6 (5-31-44) cec <.

The Secretary of Defense issued a directive creat-
ing the 0ffice of Specilal Assistant to the Secretary
of Defense for QGuided Missiles {SAGM). The SAGM
was gilven responsibility for the direction and
coordination of all activitles in the Department of
Defense connected with the research, development,
engineering, and production cof guided missiles,
except for those types already adopted for Service
use. It was expected that the SAGM would devote
major attention to missiles of the long-range variety,
particularly ballistic missiles. In the same
directive the Secretary of Defense appointed SAGM as
Chairman of the 0SD Ballistic Missiles Committee.
(U) DOD Directive 5105.10, 27 Mar 56, CCS 334
gMC (1-16-45) sec 15.

CINCONAD, in a letter to the Chilef of Staff USAF,
as Executive Agent for the JCS, wrote that Soviet
development of ICBMs and IRBMs posed "a threat which
cannot be countered by the existing air defense
system." He stated that the means avallable, and
soon to be avallable, to counter the air-breathing
missile threat would be of limited value against
pallistic missiles. There was, therefore, a need
for a vast improvement in the detection and
destruction capabilities of the air defense system
in an extremely short time. "In the inberest of
economy, time, and limited resource facilities,"
and in view of the over-all Air Force responsibility
for the air defense of the U.S., CINCONAD recommended
that the develcpment of the ICBM defense system be
made the responsibillity solely of the Alr Force.

(s) Ltr, CINCONAD to CofS, USAF, "Assignment
of ICEM and - IRBM Defense Responsibility in CONAD,"
3 Apr 56, CCS 381 U.S. {5-23-46) sec T7.

According to a chronology prepared in 0SD, the QSD
Ballistic Missiles Committee approved a Navy plan
to conduct, within IRBM program #2, system studies
and component development, including propulsion
flight testing, to determine the feasibility of a
solid-propellant missile.

(S) 08D, "Chronclogy of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,"

QCJCS files.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) sent a
letter to the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission
defining the "level of effort" considered appropriate
by the Department of Defense for the nuclear rocket
propulsion program. He requested a level of effort
gufficient to cdemonstrate by January 1959 the tech-
nical feasibility of developing a nuclear rocket
motor. The AEC should proceed con the expectation
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that the Department of Defense would have a program
pointing teoward achievement cf a flight test in 1962
put should also plan tudgets and facilities so aslts,
permit AEC support of an earlier light capability 17
such should later bte deemed necessary and feasiblé.
The Assistant Secretary stated nis understanding
that this level of erffort would not affect adversely
the AEC's planned weapons development program during
the pericd in question.

(S-RD) Ltr, ASD (R&D) to Chm AEC, 16 Apr 56,
%Egct% eﬁcl t; (?-RD) JCS 1620/127, Notg by Secys,

ork on Project 'Rover,'' 26 Apr
GMC (1-16-45) sec 15, ’ pr 36, C0s 334

20 Apr 56 Referencing a memorandum from the Secretary of
Defense dated 16 February 1956 and one from the Chair-
man of the Military Liazison Committee dated 15 March
1956, the Joint Chilefs of Staff provided the Secretary
of Defense with tentative estimates of ICBM and IRBM
warhead requirements for 1 October 15358, 1 January
1959, 1 July 1959, and 1 January 1960. Observing

that the earliest possible achievement of ICBM and
IRBM capabilities appeared to make appropriate the
provision of emergency capability with engineering
prototype missiles, the Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed
out that on this basis the initlal warhead require-
ments for the missiles were limited by development
considerations rather than tactical and strategic
needs. The tentative estimates zgiven. though not
extended as far into the future as was lSuweuted

were believed snffirient to meet the most urgens .. -
quirements of tne Atomic Energy Commission for pro-
duction guidance regarding atomic warheads currently
under development. ,

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 1620/126, "Recommendations
Concerning Ballistic Missiles," 20 Apr 56, source of
(TS-RD) Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Recommendations Con-
cerning Ballistic Missile warheads," 20 Apr 56.

Both in CCS 334 gMC (1-16-45) sec 15.

23 Apr 56 Nikita S. Khrushchev, Secretary of the Communist Perty
" In the Soviet Union, sald in a speech at Birmingham,
England, that the USSR would make a guided missile
with a hycrogen-bomb marhead capable of hitting any
target in the world, Though some accounts reported
him as saying this would be "quickly" or "very soon
the New York Times denied that Xhrushchev had indicated
when The USBR would have the missile described.
Commenting on the speech, Seeretary of the Air
Force Quarles said that he thought the US and the
USSR would require five to ten years to perfect inter-
continental missiles, and that the manned bomber
would be the preferred method of delivering tne a
hydrogen weapon during the next five years and un-
doubtedly important during the next ten years.
(U) New York Times, 24 Apr 56, 1:6,08.

24 Apr 56 The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense that the Services had developed high-power
radar systems for antimissile defense using
frequencies in the 216-225 MCS band.

(3) Memo, JCS to SecDef, "The Provision of
Radlc Frequencies for Military Early Warning and
Control Radars," 24 Apr 56, CJCS file, JCS Memos to

SecDef, Apr 56, 0CJCS filles.
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Y 26 Apr s6

2 May 54

3 May 56

V// 8 May 56

15 May 56

l .

—

The Deputy Secretary of Defense informad the Chairman,
JCS, that in implenmentaticn or in ggresment vith the

Secretary pf the Air. Force on the zeceleration or the

NAVAHO Program,

ie was approving the inelusion or 23

NAVAHO missiles, znd the facilities necessary for
these missiles in Category "S" of the Department or
Defense Master Urgency List. The development testing
phase of NAVAHO also was to be accelerated.

(S) Memo, Dep .SecDef to CJCS, "Military Urgencies
(Navaho Program)," 26 Apr 56, 0CJCS.

The Joint Chlefs of Staff recommended that planning
for IRBM bases on foreign soil proceed on the assump-
tion that these bases would be required in 1958, of
the seventeen countries they felt should be considered
88 possible sites for the IRBM, six were listed as
"most desirable": Turkey, Norway, the UK, Japan,
Okinawa, and France.

(TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Base Rights and
Megaton Missiles," 2 May 56, CJCS file, JCS Memos

to SecDef, May 56, 0CJCS files.

C

J —

According to a chronclogy prepared in 0SD, the
Sclentific Advisory Committee, in its third report to
the Secretary of Defense, expressed concern that 0SD
had n6t yet authorized the Navy's development of a
solld-propellant IRBM as a full-fledged missile pro-

Ject,

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events 1in the

U.S. Long Rang=

Ballistic Missile Program," QCJCS files.

In an article in Look magazine, Trevor Gardner, former
Assistant SecretaTy of the Air Force (R&D), charged
that the U.S. missile brogram was bteing hampered by

"an intolerable

rivalry" among the Services, poor

administrative procedures, confusiocn of program prior-
itles, and excessive reliance on management personnel
rather than scientists. He recommended the appointment

BOR SRR
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of a missiles boss with authority to solve all
~missiles problems, cstablishment of a clear order of
priority among missiles programs with the ICBM in
first place, clear definition of Service roles and
missions with respect to missiles, appropriaticn of
misslles money to a special fund, to be administerad
by the missiles boss, and establishment of a Joint

Congressional committee to monitor the missile program.

(U) Trevor Gardner, "Our Guided Missiles Crisis,"
Look, XX (15 May 56), u46-52.

18 May 55 General Donald L. Putt, Deputy Chief of Staff for
Development, Hgs, USAF, told the Symington Committee
(Ailr Force Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services
Committee) that he doubted that additional funds would
expedite development of the ICBM. He had testifled on

17 May, however, that in the past research and develop-

ment funds had not been sufficient to maintain an
adequate missiles program, Additional funds could
have been spent wisely on both the SNARK and the : ...
NAVAHO, he said. General Putt opposed any changes in
the organization of the ICBM program, declaring that
it was "immeasurably better than the Manhattan type

of or%anization that was used to develop the atomic
bomb, '

' (U) US Cong, Sen, "Study of Airpower," Hrgs

before Subemte of Cmte on AF of Chite on Armed Services,

84:2, pp. 585-587, 672, 689-690.

31 May 56 -The National Security Council noted the President's

statement that the Department of Defense, the National
Sclence Foundation, and the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare should devise programs of action
in their respective spheres of responsibility to meet

) the problem of maintaining free-world technological
superiority over-the Soviet bloec.

(TS) NSC Action No, 1566, 31 May 56.

13 Jun 56 The Joint Chiefs cf Staff advised the Secretary of
Defense that they believed that the promise of nuclear
rocket propulsion warranted pursuit of the program
objJectives outlined by the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (R&D) to the AEC Chairman on 15 April 1956,
provided that the program did not interfere signifi-
cantly with development of weapons. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff desired to be kept informed of the status of
the program.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 1520/128, "AEC Work on Project
'Rover*," 13 Jun 56, source of (3-RD) Memo, CJCS Eo
SecDef, same subj, 13 Jun 56, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45)
sec 15,

/14 Jun 56 qu
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According to a chronology prepared in 0SD, a test shot
in Cperation REDWING at the Pacific Proving Ground
established the faect that a high-yield warhead could
be bullt within the weight carrying capaclity of an
TREM. _

(S) 08D, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,"

- 0CJCS files.

Commenting on Mr. Stassen's proposal of 29 June 1956,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff warned that, without a com-
prehensive and effective inspection system, ostensibly
peaceful research into outer-space missiles and travel
could easily be adapted to the clandestine production
of weapons.

(TS) JCS 1731/199, “"Disarmament Policy," 7 July
57, source of (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, same subj, same
date, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 64,

In a memorandum to the Chairman, JCS, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense noted that both the Army and Air
Force were programming surface-to-air guided missile
defenses for tihe same overseas areas and that no
coordinated or jointly agreed worldwide anti-aircraft
requirements had been established. Therefore, to
allow Department of Defense development of a program
for overseas deployment and employment of surface-to-
air guided missile weapons, he requested the JC3 to

- 66 - 1956




T

16 Jul 56

16 Jul 56

provide him with their views and recommendations con
the nature of and ccncepts fcr employment of surface-
to-air zuided missiles in overseas unified commands
(exclusive of CONAD regquirementzs ror Alaskan znd lorth-
east Areas) and for Military assistance Preograms.

(S) Memo, Dep SecDef to CJCS, “Overszas Anti-
aircraft Defense ESurface-to-Air guided Missiles),"
11 Jul 56, CJCS file, SecbDef Memos to JCS, oCJCS files.

The Senate Committee on Armed Services amended the
pill authorizing construction for the Military Depart-
ments by deleting the authorization for "certain
TALOS land-based operational facilities." The otject
of the Senate Committee was to deny authorization for
the land-based TALOS sites until the relative merits
of the NIKE and TALOS systems had been "positively
tested" and ths roles and missions question clarified.
The Committee desired that a scientific test be made
as soon as- possible, and suggested that "an impartial
board be established, composed of professicnally
qualified members who, on an unbiased basis, are
competent to evaluate the two systems and produce a
recommendation consistent with the best interests of
the Nation." As subsequently passed by Congress and
approved by the President on 3 August 1956, the bill
authorizing construction for the Military Departments
contained no authorization for land-based TALOS sites.

(U) Sen Rpt No. 2775, 84th Cong, 2d sess,
"authorizing Construction for Militarﬁ Departments,"
16 Jul 56. {(U) P.L. $68, chap 939, 8hth Cong, 2d sess,
approved 3 Aug 56 (70 Stat 991).

The House Commnittee on Appropriations instructed i1ts

Surveys and Investigations Staff to inquire into : "ol

aspects of the national gulded missiles program with
special attention to: (1) alieged interservice rivalry
and duplication in (a) the military mission of each
Service in relation to the various missiles each had
under development; (v} research and development
activities on similar missiles; and (ce assignment of
certain missiles for operatlonal use; 2} the nature
and extent of activities of the Office of the Secretary
of Defense in the guided missiles programs, including
possible duplication between this office and the .. .77
Services as well as between offices within OSD; (3)
the status of development of each missile, including
a check of the evaluations of the present and prospece
tive capabllity of each; (4) total fund allocatlions,
py type of missile, during 1956 and 1957, and pro-
posed for 1958; (5) present and sventual production
cost of each missile; (6) required lead-time for
volume production of each type of missile; and (7) the
estimated total investment and annual cost (including
number of personnel) of operatlng gcround installations
for certain comparable types of missiles when they
were made operational. (See item of ol} January 1957)
(TS~-RD) Rept by Surveys and Investigations Staff,
US House of Reps, 'A Report to the Committee on
Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives, on
guided Missiles, Department cf Defense," Jan 57, p. 1,
cCcS 334 aMc (1-16-45) sec 17, ZP pt E.
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18 Jul 56

19 Jul 56

24 Jul 56

16 Aug 56

The Scientific Advisory Committee's fourth report to ¢
the Secretary of Defense, accordinz to a chronolegy
prepared in 0SD: (1) reafiirmed the Committee's
approval of alternate approaches in balllstic missiles
development, at least until complete systems nad teen
tested in flight; (2) recommended that Navy develop-
ment of a solid-propellant missile be given program
status, independent of the Army's JUPITER; and (3)
recommended consideration of a missile with a range

' less than that of the IRBM.

(8) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,
QCJCS filles.

Appearing as a witness tefore the Symington Committee,
General Twining was asked 1f he thought the U.S. was
ahead of the USSR in development of an ICBM. He
replied: "I feel we are, and in pushing that weapon
we are strides ahead of them. I don't think the margin
is great, but we are a little shead of them."

(U) US Cong, Sen, "Study of Airpower," Hrgs
before Subcmte on AF of Cmte on Armed Services, 84:2,

p. 1835.

In a memorandum to the Chalrman of the Joint Chlefs
of Staff, the Secretary or Defense reaffirmed his
designation of the Alr Force as the sole point of
contact between the U.S. and the UK for exchange of
information on ballistic missiles. Noting that there
must be "full and frank exchange of information within
the terms of the agreements between the U.S. and U.K.,
on all aspects of the ballistic missile programs,"
including the Army and Navy IRBM activities, he
stated that he had requested the Air Force to augment
the U.S. membership on the Joint US-UK Advisory
Committee with Army and Navy personnel. The Alr Force
would alsoc establish the necessary procedures for and
expedite the handling of Army-Navy ballistlic missile
information useful to the UK in the achievement of a
2500-mile ballistic missile capabillity.

(S) N/H of JCS 1620/123, 26 Jul 55, CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 15.

In a conference in the offlce of the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, and in a memorandum on 17 August, the
Department of the Army protested actlon by the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) to hold up its
$1.5 million apportionment request for weaponization
of the REDSTONE. The Army view was that denlal of
this request would jeopardize the entire program, for
which an additional $65 million in procurement funds
had been allotted for FY 1957. The Chief of Staff,
Army, pointed out that: (1) halting development of the
REDSTONE would force him to revise his concept of
streamlining divisions; (2) the Army required the RED-
STONE, since the Air Force was drastically decreasing
the number of 1%ts Tactical Air Support wings; (3) the
Army intended to organize six REDSTONE battalions, the
first to be ready by FY 1958, the last by FY 1960; {4)
of the $65 million procurement money, about half would
be for the REDSTONE missile itself and the rest for
REDSTONE support of JUPITER; and (5) the employment of
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the REDSTONE was in accord with the concepts of the

JSCP, 1960. The Comz-roller commented thet the main -
reason for his sction in holiding up the $1.5 miillion
spportionment request wes his desire to evold dupli-
cation. '

(S) Memo, Griffiz to CJCS, 'Tactical FEDSTCNE
Missile for the Army,’ 4 Sev 56, CJCS 471 (Guided

Missiles) 1355-56, OCJCS files.
- 17 Aug 56 The Secretary o? ﬁefengé forwarded to the Chairman,

JCS, a memorandum, dated 14 August 1956, in which

the Secretary of the Air Force had outlined his
recommendations for settlement of certain issues in
dispute between the Army and the Air Force, including
several relating to responsibilities for missiles.

He recommended, among cther things: (1) that the Army
be encouraged to continue development cf surface-to-
surface missiles for close support of fleld operations,
but that the range of such missiles be limited to 200
miles, and(2) that i1f it were deemed "inexpedient" to
place the entire air defense system under the Air
Force, a compromise be adopbed limiting the Army's
air defense role to point defense,

He stated that there had been 'gross over-
emphasis" on development of a land-based IRBM and
suggested that Army development of this weapon cease,
If, as the Air Force belleved, its own IRBM project
was more advanced, 1t should be continued until limited
deployment was achieved. Thereafter, the Secretary of
the Alr Foree said, the IRBM should be reduced in
priority and 1ts production and deployment carefully
controlled. The Secretary of Defense asked the JCS to
comment on these recommendations as a matter of : L
urgency.

- (S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, no subj, 17 Aug 56, and
(S) Memo, SecAF to SecDef, "adjustment of Army/Air
Porce 'Differences,'" 14 Aug 56, encl and app to (S)
JCS 1478/67, Note by Secys, same subj, 20 Aug 56, CCS
370 (8-19-45) sec 55.

29 Aug 56 In response to a letter from the Chairman, Atomic
Energy Commission, requesting that a priority be set
for the nuclear rocket project (see item of 16 April
1956) in relation to the ICBM project, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense informed him that the nuclear
rocket project had a lower priority than the ICBM/IRBM
project. However, he added that a joint AEC-DOD
committee had been established to make a comparison
of nuclear and chemical rocket propulsion, and that
the results of this comparison would permit establish-
ment of a schedule for future development of a nuclear

rocket system.
{ (S-RD) Ltr, Dep SecDef to Chm, AEC, 29 Aug 56,

\

reproduced as N/H of JCS 1620,128, 10 Sep 56, CCS 334
GMC (1-16-45) sec 15.

5 Sep 56 The Deputy Secretary of Defense authorized the FY 1957
program for the REDSTONE missile (see item of 16
August 1956) to proceed "on an expedited busis" with-
the understanding that: (1) the $1.5 million in R&D
funds would be allotted for weaponization of the RED-
STONE; (2) crders would be placed at once, and appor-
tionment immediately requested, for $31 million worth
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14 Sep 56

Mid -
Sep 56

of missiles to be used as test vehicles within the
framework of the JUPITER program as approveda ty the
0SD Ballistic Missile Committee; and (3) as a result
of the REDSTONE program, there would be a "substantial
and measurable reduction” in the Army's requirement
for tactical air support. The Deputy Secretary re-
quested that the Army provide him, as soon as possible
but not later than 1 October, with an estimate cr the
amount by which its need for tactical air support would
be reduced, in order toc reflect this in the Alr Force's
program. He also directed the Airmy to prepare to
order the balance of missiles and equipment for the
REDSTONE program, but pointed out that final decision
on the appertionment of the remaining $34 million
would be made on receint of the estimate of the drmy's
reduced need for tactical air supporc.
(C) Memo, Dep SecDef to SecArmy, no subj,

giSep 56, CJCS 471 (Guided Missiles) 1955-~56, 0OCJCS

les.

In response to a request from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense (5 September), the Acting Secretary of the
Army forwarded information concerning the expected
reduction in the Army's need for tactical air support
arising from implementation of the REDSTONE program.
He explained that, while it had been agreed that
there would be reductions in fighter bomber support
for the Armmy as surface-to-surface misslles were
phased into its organization, no precise relationship
had been established between fighter bomber reduction
and missile phase-in on a year to year basis. However,
it was planned (JS0P, 1960): to reduce fighter bomber
wings from 17 in FY 1957 to 13 on 1 July 1960 and to
have six Army REDSTONE missile battalions by that date.
The Army believed that annual reductions in fighter
bomber support for the Army should be determined by
the Air Force once final guidance was received from
the Secretary of Defense, subject to JCS approval of
Service force goals. The Army also belleved that
phasing-in of its REDSTONE and other missiles should
reduce Army dependence on tactical air support, Ifrom
other Services, by missiles as well as alrcraft. In
conclusion, the Acting Secretary pointed out that the
Army was prepared to order the balance of REDSTONE
missiles and equipment, and he urged 0SD approval of
the remaining %34 million in procurement funds,

(S) Memo, Actg SecArmy to Dep SecDef, "Tactical
REDSTONE, " 14 Sep 56, CJCS 471 (Guided Missiles)
1955-56, 0CJCS files.

According toc a chrohology prepared in O0SD, Atomic
Energy agencies estimated that a 600-pound, one-megaton
warhead could certainly be achieved by 1965, and that
there was an even chance of achieving it by 1963.
This reduction in warhead weight led later in the year
to approval of the Navy's POLARIS, which became the
only active ballistic misslle project taking advantage
of the anticipated improvements in warheads.

(8) 08D, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long-Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
files.,
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According tc a chronology prepared in 0SD, the JUPITER-
C, a missile designed t:c test recovery rrccedures, was
successfully rired. It attained a range cf 3,335
miles, an altitude of Sc2 miles, and a velccity of
Mach 18.

(S) 0SD, “"Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Rallistic Missile Program," CCJCS
files.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense that, in their cpinion, & State Department
proposal of 31 August 1956 to anncunce a unilateral
suspension for one year, of large-seale nuclear-
weapons tests was militarily unacceptable. Such a
suspension would (1) have a pronounced degenerative
effect on the entire weapons development program;
(2) prevent proof-testing of large-yield stockpile
weapons, thus freezing programs for high-yield weapons
in their existing state and seriously damaging the
ICBM/IRBM and the anti-ICBM/IRBM programs; (3) cut off
collection of certain effects data essential to
passive-defense measures and the development of
operational delivery techniques.

(TS-RD) JCS 1731/210, "Limitations on Nuclear
Testing," 3 Oct 56, source of (TS-RDZ Memo, CJCS to
SecDef, same subj and date, CCS 092 (4-14-15) sec 65.
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10 Oct S5

15 Oct 50

23 Oct 56

25 Qct 56°

The Chairman of the Sclence Adviscry Committee, CDM,
informed the Director of Defense Mobilizaticn that
the Committee was 'concerned" “hat the implementation
of the Technological Capabilities Panel's recommenda-
“ion for the development of an IRBM was proceeding on
too narrcow an interpretation with respect to missile
range and warhead yield. A broader interpretaticn,
permitting greater design flexibility and therefore
profiting from advance in nuclear warheads and solid
propulsicn systems, could lead te the development of
effective missiles of lesser range bubt more suitable
for launching from ship or submarine as well as from
the ground.

(S) Memo, Chm Sci Adv Cmte to Dir Def Mob, 10 Oct
56, CCS O40 (11-2-43) sec 20.

At the request of the Secretary of the Army, the
Secretary of Defense clarified his memorandum of 24
July 1956 and designated the Alr Force as the sole
point of contact between the U.S. and UK in matters
relating to the exchange of 1nformation on inter-
mediate as well as long range ballistic missiles.

(S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, "Excihange of Ballistic
Missile Information Between the United States and the
United Kingdom," 15 Oct 56, CJCS file, SecDef Memos
to JCS, Oct 56, 0CJCS files.

According to a chronology prepared in 0SD, the
Scientific Advisory Committee, in its fifth report to
the Secretary of Defense, expressed a bellef that both
THOR and JUPITER could meet their initial operatiomal
capability dates if base rights were obtained. The
Committee also reiterated its recommendation that the
Navy's solid-propellant missile be given pricrity
equal to that of other IRBMs, and urged that design
of submarines capable of handling solid-propellant
missiles be pushed at high priority.

(S8) 08D, “Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS

files.

In reply to the 17 August 1956 memorandum of the
Secretary of Defense, the JCS provided him with thelr
views on two of the issues in dispute between the

Army and the Alr Force. In one memorandum they dis-
cussed development and use cof IRBMs. In another they
discussed Air Force tactical support of the Army, in-
volving as a central issue the range of Army surface-
to-gurface missiles. In both cases, the views of the
Chairman, JCS, and of each of the three Service Chilefs
were presented separately.

All four concluded that both IRBM projects should
be continued with high priorities, but the Chairman
of the JCS and the Chielf of Staff of the Air Force
believed that the joint Army-Navy project should be
directed toward achievement of a shipboard capabllity,
and that the Air Force should be assigned sole re-
sponsibility for the land-based IRBM. The Chief of
Staff of the Army did not propose any change in the
objectives of the Army-Navy project, and maintained
that the Army, on the basis of 1ts capabilities and
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requirements, should employ the land-tased IRBM. The
Chief of Naval Cperations tooi the position that the
Mavy should te assigned "full ~esponsibility to
acquire a ship-borne IRBM weapon system,' Ffurthermore,
ne declared that after IRBM flight tests had met the
U.S. need for a propaganda demonstration, priority on
achievement of a land-based capability should be re-
moved.

In the memorandum on Alr Force tactical support
of the Army, the Chairman of the JCS, the Chief of
staff of the Air Force, and the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations maintained that Army surface-to-surface missiles
should be regarded as tactical weapons, to be employed
by tactical units against comparable enemy ground

forces that engaged them in the land battle and directly

threatened accomplishment of the missions of ground
force commanders. This concept of employment would
ustify Army missiles with a range of about 200 miles

in the opinion of the Chairman, JcS, and the Air
Force Chief of Staff) or 200-250 miles (in the opinion
of the Chief of Naval Operations). The Chief of Staff
of the Army maintained that the advent of long- and
medium-range missiles with atomic warheads had tended
to blur the distinction between the terms "tactical"
and "strategic," and that the ranges of thess weapons
had greately enlarged the combat zone. Hence there
should be no arbitrary limitation placed upon the range
of the Army's surface-to-surface missiles, he said.
The greater the range of these missiles, the greater
would be the Army commander's ability to perform
successfully his fundamental mission of destroying
enemy ground forces.

All three Service Chiefs and the Chairman agreed
that in view of the Army's development of missiles,
certain reductions in tactical air forces should be
effected, and that the Air Force should continue to
furnish close air support as required by the Army
against targets beyond the reach of crganic Army
weapans. o

(TS dg S) Dec On JCS 1478/71, "Adjustment of
Army/Air Force 'Differences’'; Intermedliate Range
Ballistic Missiles," 25 Oct 56, CCS 370 (8-19-45)

BP pt 7, source of (TS dg S) Memo, CJCS to SecDef,

same subj and date, same file, sec¢ 57. (TS) Dec On
JCS 1478/70, "Adjustment of Army/Alr Force 'Differ-
ences'; Alr Force Tactlcal Support of the Army," 25
oct 56, CCS 370 (8-15-45) BP pt 7, source of (TS) Memo,
CJCS to SeeDef, same subj and date, same file, sec 57.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff appecinted
General Carl A. Spaatz, USAF (Ret), General Thomas T.
Handy, USA (Ret), Admiral John J. Ballentine, USN (Ret),
and Dr. Albert G. Hill, Director of Research, WSEG, as
members of an Ad Hoc Committee to study and submit
recommendations to the JCS on the general problem of
defense of North America against air attack. (For the
report of the committee see item of 30 June 1957)

(TS} Memo, CJCS to General Spaatz et al.,
"Establishment of Ad Hoc Committee on Alr D= fense of
North America,” 7 Nov 56, App "A" to Encl N VLY
Report and Recommendations to the JcsS," Ad Hoc cmte on
Air Defense of North America, 30 June 57, CCS 381 U.S.
(5-23-46) BP pt 10.
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The JCS furnished the Szcretary or Defense with thelr
views on Amy-Air Force differences over air defense,
in reply to his memorandum cr 17 Auzust 1356, {ZFor
earlier responses to the same memo, :i23€ item of 2%
October 1956.) The Chisl of Staff cf the irmy declared
that the Army should te assigned responsibility Ior the
development, procurement, and employment of all
elements of land-based surface-to-&ir missile systems,
with the exception of those required in naval otera--
tions. The Chierf of Staff of the Air Force held that
the Air Force should be charged with responsibllity
for development, procursment, and employment of all
elements of land-based air defense weapons systems,
with the exception of those required for self-defense
of Army units in the fizld and those required in naval
operations. The recommendations of the Chief of Naval
Operations represented a compromise between these two
positions. The Chief of Staff of the Army and the
Chief of Staff of the Air Force also recommended com-
promises to be adopted in case their basic recommendas
tions were rejected,

The Chairman of the JCS proposed that the Army be
given responsibility for the development, procurement,
and manning of land-based air defence weapon systems
required for point defense. The Air Force, he said,
should be agsigned comparable responsibllity for manned
interceptors and land-based surface-to-air missile
systems for use in area defense. He added that de-
velopment of an anti-missille weapon system should be
ecarried out under a joint program with high priority.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1478/69, "Adjustment of Army/Alr
Force 'Differences'; Alr Defense," 9 Oct 56, CCS 370
(8-19-45) sec 56, source of (TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef,
same subj, 14 Nov 50, same flle, sec 37.

The final version of Mr, Stassen's memorandum of 29
June 1956 was approved as national policy by President
Eisennower. The section dealing with missiles, as
amended on 5 December, stated that the U.S. should
seelk to assure that the sending of "objects" into outer
space should be solely for peaceful and scientific
purposes and that production of "ohjects" designed for
travel in or projection through outer space for
military rurposes should be prohibited. Therefore,
contingent upon the establishment of an effective
inspection system, the U.S. should propose inter-
national inspection of and participation in all tests
of outer space "objects."

(TS) Annex to NSC Action Mo, 1553, 21 Nov 56.

In a memorandum to the Armed Forces Folicy Councii,
the Secretary of Defense announced his decision on
several interservice issues relating to roles and
missions, including the 1lssues discussed in the JCS
memoranda of 25 October and 14 November 1956. He

also sent memoranda to the Chairman cf the JUS deal-
ing separately with each problem. As a result of the
Secretary's action: (1) The Army was assigned respon-
sibility for the develorment, procurement, and manning
of land-based surface-to-air missile systems for point
defense. (Among missiles in tiis category was the
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land-based TALOS, cevelopment of which had bteen an

Alp Force responsibility since 7 June 1955.) (2) The
Alpr Force was assigned responsibiliiy for the develop-
ment. procurement and manning of land-basec surfzace-
to-air missile systems for area defcnse. (3) The Navy
was assigned respensibility for development, crocure-
ment and employment of ship-based air defense weapon
systems for the accomplishment of its assigned .
functions. (4) The Marine Corps was authorized fo - . o
adapt to its organic use such surface-toc-air weapons
systems developed by the other Services as might bte
required for the accomplishment of its assigned
functions. (5) The Army was to continue its develop-
ment of surface-to-surface missiles for close support
of field operations, but a range limitation of about
200 miles was placed on such weapons. Tactical air
support beyond the capabilities of Army missiles
remained the function of the Air Force. (6) Operation-
al employment of the land-based IR3M was made the
responsibility of the Air Force. (7) Operational
employment of the ship-based IRBM was made the respon-
sibility of the Navy. (8) The Army was prohibited
from planning for the operational employment of the
IREM or any other missile with a range beyond 200
miles. Feasibility studies in this area, however,
were to be permitted.

Addressing himself to the Chairman, JCS, the
Seeretary of Defense asked for JCS recommendations on
elimination of some Air Force tactical wings and their
replacement by Amy guided missile and rocket units.
He stated that, for the time being, he conszidered that
development of an anti-missile weapon system should be
carried forward jointly by the Army and the Air Force.
The Office of the Secretary of Defense would monitor

- and coordinate the programs of the two Services to
prevent unwarranted duplication, The Army, he said,
would be responsible for anti-missile missiles for
point defense and for equipment needed at the defend-
ing point. The Air Force would be responsible for
all other developments for defense against missiles.

(U) Memo, SecDef to AFFC, "e¢larification of Roles
and Missions to Improve the Effectiveness of Operatlion
of the Department of Defense," 26 Nov 56, Encl to (U)
JCS 1478/81, Note bg Secys, same subj, 15 Mar 57, CCS
370 (8-19-45) sec 58. (C) N/H of JCS 1478/69, 27 Nov
56, same file, sec 56. (C) N/H of JCS 1478/70, 27 Nov
56, same file, BP pt 7. (C) N/H of JCS 1478/71, 27
Nov 56, same file, BP pt 7.

L 30 Nov 56 The Director of WSEG forwarded to the Chairman, JCS,
an abstract and summary report of WSEG's evaluation
of the NIKE B and TALOS systems, prepared for the
Special Assistant for Guided Missiles. A ntrincipal
conclusion of the study was that neither system had
as yet demonstrated "sufficiently pronounced over-all
advantages" to warrant elimination of either system
from the surface-to-air development programs. WSEG
recommended that the development of both the NIKE B
and TALOS systems be continued, that emphasis be
given to the continued study of both systems to insure
the most effective use of components and techniques
of each system, and.*“hat a composite operational de-
ployment program including poth systems be developed
and implemented when appropriate,
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(TS-RD) Rpt by WSEG, "Volume I, WSEG Report No.
19, A Study of NIKE B and TALOS IM-70 Systems," 29
Nov 36. (c) Memo, Dir WSEG to CJCS, "NIKE = - TALOS
Evaluation,” 30 Nov S&. 3oth in 0CJCS.

1 Deec 56 E

8 Dec.56

13 Dec 56

21 Dec 56

1 — ~

According to a chronology prepared in 0SD, the
Secretary of Defense authorized the Navy to terminate
participation in the Army's JUPITER project and to
proceed with development of the solid-propellant
POLARIS.

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
g.s. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," 0OCJCS

iles.

According to a chronology prepared in 0SD, the AEC,
in response to an Army request of 1 November 1956,
informed the Military Liaison Committee that starting
in January 1958, the XW-28 warhead could be provided
for the JUPITER, (RD)

(8) 0sD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
flles.

During his briefing of the NSC on USAF Force structure
and the FY 1958 budget, General Twining said that
although a high development rate for ICBMs and IRBMs
was being maintained, some slow-up in production
deliveries of these missiles was planned, It was
anticipated that the IRBM would be introduced into Air
Force units by the end of FY 1960, and that the ICEM
would be introduced shortly thereafter. The SNARK
program had been held to one wing, to be equipped with
at least 60 missiles by the end of FY 1960.

(7S} sec 1 and és¥ sec 2 of Remarks by Gen Twining
before NSC, 21 Dec 55, in untabbed folder of (TS)
stafements by Gen Twining, 1954-1G56, OCJGS files,
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2 Jan 57 ii;

10 Jan 57

11 Jan 57

14 Jan 57

15 Jan 57

1

In referring to U.S. policy on disarmament in his
State of the Unicn message to Congress, President
Eisenhower expressed U.3. willingness to make any

- “pellable agreement"” that, among other things, would

"mutually control the outer space missile and satellite
development." His mention of outer-space missiles and
satellites in connection with disarmament was the
first public reference of this sort by any world
statesman,.

(U) New York Times, 11 Jan 57, 1:6=7; text, State
Department Bulletin, vol. XXXVI, No. 918 (28 Jan 57),

pp. 123-126. _

STV

T

As part of his presentatlon of new U.S. disarmament
proposals before the UN Political and Security Com-
mittee, Ambassador Lodge proposed that experiments on
outer-space objects should be "devoted exclusively to
peaceful and scientiflc purposes,’ under "international
inspection and participation.”

(U) DPC Note No. 108, "Opening Statements at First
Committee," 18 Jan 57, CCS 092 (4-14-45) BP pt 7.

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 0SD/SAC
recommended that both the THOR and JUPITER programs
be continued, with JUPITER considered as a backup to
the THOR. This recormendation was based on the
assumption that neither JUPITER nor THOR would fail,
but that insurance against failure was desirable, and
that JUPITER would provide basic information for
future ballistic missile development.

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," QCJCS
files.
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24 Jan 57

24 Jan 57

The JCS provided guidance for tae forthecoming US-UK
jefense talks, recommending, emong otaer things, that
the IRBM weapon system (less nuclear warheads ) ce
provided to the UX at the earliest practlicaple azate.
These defense talks were.neld in Washington Irom

28 January through 1 February.

(TS) Dec On JCS 2116/109, "7isit of U.K. ilinister
of Defense, 28-29 January 1957 (U)," 24 Jan 57, source
of (TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, same date,
ccS 337 (4-15-50) sec 17. (TS) JCS 2116/110, "U.S.-
U.K. Talks, January 28-February 1, 1957 (U)," 18 Feb 57,
same fille.

The Surveys and Investigations 3taff of the House
Committee on Appropriations provided the comniittee
with a long, detailed report on the guided missiles
programs of the Department of Defense. (See item for
16 July 1956.) The Staff report included discusslons
of: (1) inter-service rivalry and "examples of past,
present, and potential duplication” (NIKE B-TALOS,
THOR-JUPITER-POLARIS Ballistic Missiles, TARTAR-HAVK,
SPARROW-FALCON, REGULUS I-MATADOR, REGULUS IT-RASCAL II,
and anti-missile missiles); (2) activitles of OSD 1n
gulded missiles programs; (3) the status of development
of each missile and the evaluation of the exlsting
and prospective capablllty of each missile by category
(air-to-air, air-to-surface, surface-to-alr, surface-
to-surface); and (4) total fund allocations by type
of missile, existing and eventual production costs,
1ead time for volume producticn of each missile, and
estimated total investment and annual cost of ground
1nstallations for comparable types of missiles.
According to the Staff report, service rivalry
and duplication stemmed from the allocation or lack
of allocation of service roles and missions. New
concepts of warfare and improvement in missile
performance capability had "rendered obsolete any
general pronouncements which allocated roles and
missions." Each service had striven to assure that
it would not suffer in the reallocation of responsi-
pilities, and the costly duplication of missiles nhad

" resulted. Expressed in the report was the view that

the problems of inter-gervice rivalry and duplication
might be solved by "(1) the best possible, however
imperfect, assignment of roles and missions, with 1its
jnevitable weakness compensated for by (2) strong and
effective control and administration by the Office

of the Secretary of Defense.”

The Staff also found evidence of overlapping
responsibilities and duplication within 0SD (especially
in the offices of the Assistant Secretaries of Defense
for Research and Development and for Applications
Engineering), lack of effective review action at the
0SD level, and duplication between OSD and the Services.
The report indicated that "probably the greatest
single weakness in the missile program is the failure
of OSD to have an effective organization for the
evaluation of missiles"; it was through the failure
of the evaluation process that duplicatioy = vevurred
and obsolete programs had been ra-—<lCE to continue,
Competent and thorough evaludtion, stated the report,
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J 24 Jan 57

/7 28 Jan -
1 Feb 57

was essential, for it might very well mean the
"difference between an erfective defense which can
be tolerated by the Nation's economy and an utter
dissipation of toth national rescurces and Naticnal
defense." Perhaps the single major conclusion of the
Staff survey was that in the guided missile program
the Department of Defense had nct exercised its
authority effectively.

Finally, referring to the &% June 1955 review of
the national guided missile program produced by the
Assistant Secretary of Defense ), the Staff found
that the recommendations in the review had resulted .
in "1ittle, if any, impact on the guided missiles
programs.” (See item of 25 January 1956.)

(TS-RD) Rpt by Surveys and Investigations Staff,
House of Reps, "A Report to the Committee on Appropri-
ations, U.S. House of Representatives, on Guilded
Missiles Programs, Department of Defense," Jan 57,
CCS 334 aMC %1-16-45) sec 17, BP pt 6.

According to a chronology prepared in 0SD, the 0OSD
Ballistic Missiles Committee noted that the Secretary
of Defense had assigned high DOD priority to the
POLARIS program, but not the highest research and
development priority. The Committee agreed that in
order to maintain effective liaison between the POLARIS
project and other ballistic missile programs, the
organizational channels that had been set up to govern
Navy participation in the JUPITER program should
continue to be used for the POLARIS.

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
files,. '

Secretary of Defense Wilson and Rritish Minlster of
Defense Duncan Sandys held talks in Washington con-
cerning the mutual US-UK defense posture, with the
following among the results: (1) The British wers
given information on the THOR and the JUPITER, without
commitment by either side but looking toward possible
deployment of a U.S. IRBM in the U.K.; conditions

‘under which nuclear warheads for the IRBM could be

made avallable to the U.K. were also discussed.

(2) Arrangements were made for the Britlsh to examine
the TALOS with a view to 1ts possibly replacing the
British BLUE ENVOY missile, production being at British
expense. (3) The U.S. agreed to study the British
air-to-air missile BLUE JAY and the British ground-to-
ground missile RED ROSE, and report 1ts findings to
the U.K. .

(Ts) Memo, Asst SecDef (ISA), (smd Fox), to CJCS
et al., "US-UK Talks, January 28-February 1, 1957,"

IT Feb 57, Encl "A" to (TS) JCS 2116/110 (13 Feb 57)
Memo by CJCS, same subj, 15 Feb 57, CCS 337 (4-19250)
sec 17. (TSS Tabs A, B, D, E, and F to preceding,
same file, BP pt 6.
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20 Feb 57 In a prepared statement before the House Cormittee on
Appropriaticns, General Nathan F. Twining, Chief of
Staff, USAF, cocmpared USAF capapilities with those crf
the USSR. Concerning guided missiles, ne said that
"we pelieve we are ahead in some areas of development,
Nevertheless, the sum total of evidence indicates that
the Soviets are making considerable progress.” It
was estimated that by 1960 the Soviets could have
thousands of missile launchers in their air defense
system, and zlready industrial complexes were ringed
by air defense missile sites; Moscow alone had 60
such installations. Advances in the development of
air-to-air missiles could also be expected to enhance
the Soviet zir defense. Turning to Soviet offensive
capabilities, General Twinlng estimated that by the
end of 1957 the USSR could have an effective alir-to-
ground missile with a range of 55 miles, extended to
100 miles by 19560, and that high yield warheads were
already available for this weapon. He predicted that
defense azainst Soviet surface-to-surface missiles
would become a major problem within a very few years.
It was believed that "right now" the Soviets probably
had ballistic missiles with 350 and 300 mile ranges,
carrying relatively low yield warheads. By 1959,
however, the USSR might have an IRBM of 1600 mile range,
and "by 1960-61, the Soviets could have achieved the
ICBM and actually be producing these 5500 mile weapons, "
with high yield warheads. ‘

During his discussion of U.S. missiles, General
Twining sald that plans called for the SNARK to become
operational by mid-1958, the THOR IRBM in 1959-560, and
the ATLAS ICBM by 1960. He emphasized that the
ballistic missile program was continuing to receive
top priority, that all Air Force projects were sub-
stantially on schedule, and that he lmew of nothing
further that could be done to accelerate the develop-
ment of operationally effective balllstic missiles.
(General Twining gave substantially the same informatlon
to the Senate Armed Services Committee at hearings
held 4-5 April 1957, and to the Senate Committee on
Appropriations on 29 May 1957.)

' (TS) Draft of Statement by General Twining before
the House Appropriations Committee, 20 Feb 57, CVC T3
34-57, TS speech File - 1957, CJCS files. (TS) State-
ment by General Twining Before the Senate Armed
Services Committee, 4-5 Apr 57, CVC TS 64-57, same
f1le. (TS) Statement of Gen Twining to Senate
Appropriations Committee, No. 14, Speeches April 1957 -
June 1957, CJCS files.

V/'27 - 28 In hearings before the House Committee on Appropri-
Feb 57 ations, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. Robertson,

and the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
for Guided j/issiles, Mr. l[Murphree, discussed, explained,
and defended the Defense Department's management of
the guilded rmissiles program. Much of their prepared
statements and testimony was concerned wlth questions
raised by the report of the Surveys and Investigation
Staff of the House Committee on Appropriations; the
report had teen provided to the Defense Department
well in advance of the hearings. (See item of
24 January 1957.)
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Concerning the overlapping and duplication in
0SD mentioned in the House rerort, ir. Robertscn
stated that it had occurred mostly in the development
stage, where the contributlons of the researchers were
teing phased out and the engineering efforts were
picking up the project. The Defense Department had
been aware of the problem for some time and had
recently acted to eliminate it by combining the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Research and
Development) and the Office of Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Applications Engineering) into one: the
0ffice of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research
and Engineering. It was Mr. Robertson's belief that
competition among the military departments had been
beneficial in stimulating progress in the early stages
of missile development, He believed, too, that the
over-all rate cof progress was "consistent with the
growth of our basic technology and that it has not
been limited by lack of financial support.” However,
the U.S. had now reached a point where clearer
definitions of roles and missions were necessary, and
Mr. Wilson's recent decisions on this question
represented a major step in this direction. (See
1tem for 26 November 1956.)

On the question of duplication of missiles,

Mr. Murphree stated that there had been only one case
of undesirable duplication--MATADOR-REGULUS. In
other cases of duplication the Department of Defense
had felt that the duplication was either "desirable

to insure success" or '"the time factors were such
that it was not feasible to eliminate parallel
developments." The THOR and JUPITER programs were a
case of deliberate duplication to insure success.
After flight-test information on the two missiles
became available, THOR and JUPITER would be evaluated,
and only one would be continued, as an Alr Force
responsibility. Concerning the NIKE B (HERCULES )-TALOS
situation, Mr. Murphree stated that it had been
recognized that the development of a land-based TALOS
system would be difficult and expensive, but the Alr
Force had felt that the acquisition of such a system
would not only be a valuable complementary weapon to
the air-defense force, but would also provide a
valuable stepping stone toward the BOMARC system. In
the past year the Department of Defense had taken four
basic steps to resolve future questilons concerning

the NIKE B-TALOS systems: (1) operaticnal responsi-
bilities had been reviewed, and the concept of a point
defense system defined; (2) fundamental review of
both systems had been completed, and recommendation
aimed at optimizing both systems had been made; (3) the
Army had been reassigned the re.ponsibility rer
evaluation and determination of requirements for the
land-based TALCS; and (4) the development flight-test
program and evaluation programs were belng very
carefully monitored for indicaticns of the relative
rate of progress and effectiveness of the two systems.
Turning to the question of antl-missile missiles,

Mr. Murphree stated that the Antiballistic Missile
Committee was currently engaged in determining the
amount of effort that could be applied effectlvely to
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v/i2 Mar 57 [::

this weapons system. It was expected that the
managerial vroblems involved would be resolved within

a few weeks, and that a "ccordinating mechanism tetween
the services” would ke functicninz satisfactcrily in
the very near ruture.

Questioned on the statement 1n the House renort
to the effect that an outstanding weakness of the
guided missiles program was the failure of OSD to
evaluate effectively the different missiles, Mr.
Robertson stated that he believed OSD had conducted
"very tight reviews" of misslle duplicatlons. The
Department of Defense was attempting to provide strong
staff supervision and contrel while keeplng the
operational and development aspects decentralized to
the Services, .

(U) Hearings on Dept of Def Apprns for 1958
Before the Subcmte of the Cmte on Apprns, HR, 85th
Cong, 1ls% sess, pt 2, pp. 1333 ff.

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that an
operational requirement existed for a low-yield atonic
warhead for the HAWK I surface-to-air missile. They
stated that, if practicable, the warhead selected
should be one of a type already under active develop-
ment for use in other weapons of comparable size.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/85, "Requirement for an
Atomic Warhead for the HAWK I Surface-to-Alr Missile
(S)," 28 Feb 57, source of (S) [sic] Memo, JCS to
SecDer, same subj and date. Both in CCS 471.6
(5-31-44) sec 9.

In a letter to the Chief of Staff, USAF, CINCONAD
reiterated his "deep concern" over the future Soviet
ICBM threat to the U.S. It appeared, he said, that
the USSR could achieve an ICBM capability as early as
1959, and certainly by 1661. Evaluation of available

- information on the current U.S. anti-ICBM program
. made 1t apparent that a "successful defense system"

would not be available to counter this threat unless
a greatly accelerated and intensified program were
undertaken. Such a defense system was the "most

" urgent future CONAD requirement." CINCONAD concluded

by stating that it was of the "utmost importance that

; full recognition be accorded this critical requirement
' for ballistic missile defense and that immedlate and

definitive action be taken to bring an adequate
defense system into being in time to meet the cal-
culated threat."

(S} Ltr, CINCONAD to CofS, USAF, "Defense Against
Ballistic Missiles," 7 Mar 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46)
sec 77.

Y
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The Secretary of Defense recommended to the President
that he approve deployment of IRBMs to the U.K. and
suggested that the necessary arrangements be concluded
with the British at the forthcoming meeting of the
President and Prime Minister at Bermuda. The Depart-
ment of Defense, with the concurrence of the State
Department, belleved that the entire planned IRBM
production of the U.S. through mid-1960 should be
deployed to the U.K. However, both Departments agreed
that it would be undesirable and unnecessary for the
U.S. to commit 1tself to placing all of the deployed
missiles in British hands by the end of 1960, as
previously proposed, They recommended instead that
two squadrons (30 missiles) be transferred to the
British, lzaving two squadrons under U.,S., control.

The following political understandings should be
obtained from the British, they said: (1) The IRBMs

to be tranaferred to them would be deployed only in
the U.K. (2) They would be used only against the
Communist bloc in case of general defensive war against
the Soviet Union. (3) Their use would be the subject
of Joint determination by the two governments.

(4) Selection of targets for IRBMs in British hands
would be coordinated with over-all U.S.-U.K. target
plans, (5) The U.K. would give sympathetlc and prompt
consideration to future requests by the U.S. to deploy
additional IRBMs in the U.K. or U.K,-controlled
territory.

(ng Memo, SecDef to Pres, "Intermediate Range
Ballistic Missiles for the U.X.," 14 Mar 57, 0OCJCS
files.
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o 21-24
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28 Mar 57 ]—I-E
|

1 Apr 57

In a move to eliminate overlapping and duplication of
function within the Department of D=fense, the
Secretary of Defense combined the pcsitions of
Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) and Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Engineering) into the single
position of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Research
and Engineering). (The position of Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Applications Engineering) had been
redesignated Assistant Secretary of Defense (Engineer-
ing) on 4 October 195G.)
(U) DOD Directive Mo, 5129.1, "Responsibilities

of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Research and
Engineering),"” 18 Mar 57. (U) DOD Directive No. 5129.4,
"Responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
Engineering)," 4 Oct 56. Both in CCS 040 DDD

3-2-56), secs 2 and 1, resp.

President Elsenhower and Prime Minister Macmillian
and thelr staffs conferred at Bermuda and, among other
things, discussed the transfer of U.S. missiles to
the U,K. The U.S. and the U.K. tentatively agreed to
the stationing of four squadrons of IRBMs in the U.K.,
two to be turned over to the British, and two to be
U.S., units, Detalls on funding and other technical
matters remained to be worled out. Also, 1t was agreed
that the British would cobtain approximately $30.5
million worth of CORPORAL missiles from the U.S. The
U.K. agreed to commit the CORPORAL units to SACEUR.
Warheads for both the IRBMs and the CORPORAL missiles
would remain under full U.S. control.

(TS) Memo, Dep SecDef for SecArmy, et al.,
"Summary of Items Covered at the Bermuda Gonierence
of Major Interest to the Department of Defense," 1 Apr
57, CJCS flle, SecDef Memos to JCS, Apr 57, 0CJCS files.

N PR—

In a briefing given to the White House Staff, General
Twining stated that not only must the U.S. have an

‘effective air force-in-being, but it must keep this

R

force modern with new weapons "in order to keep ahead
of the improvements the Communists are making.”
Important among these new weapons was the missile.
While missiles were expensive and difficult to produce,
once they were integrated into the inventory of
weapons, they should be less costly to operate than
the manned aircraft force, General Twining did not
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anticipate that missiles would replace "manned air-
craft to a great extent for a long, long time.”
Eventually, however, missiles could be made accurate
and effective enough to take over =2 significant share
of the offensive air tasks. Until, nhe said, these
offensive missiles were proven weapons, and until
they could be relied upon as an effective delivery

i system, "we must, in effect move down two different
iroads at the same time." For the next four or five
| years the Air Force must divide its efforts and

' pesources between two major systems, the manned air-

\craft force-in-being and the long range gulded
'missiles. "Solving this problem within the practlcal
1imits of the resources avallable is the greatest
single problem we face today . . . . If we allow our
missile development program to fall behind, we could
be coriceding our enemies a technological victory of
grave importance, If-in the meantime-we neglect the
manned aircraft force, we weaken our deterrence and
invite even worse dangers. . . .1t 1s essential, 1f
not vital, to our security that we travel both of
these roads successfully."

(S) Presentation, Gen Twining to White House Staff,

"ppesentation to White House Staff," 1 Apr 57,
Speeches April 1957 - June 1957, CJCS.

In response to the request of the Secretary of Defense
made at the 19 March 1957 meeting of the Armed Forces
Policy Council, the Air Force presented data it had
develcped on the advantages and disadvantages of siting
the ICBM inside, as compared with siting 1t at various
places outside, the continental U.S. The Alr Force
concluded, on the basis of ten major eriteria, that
selected locations in the north central U.S. would be.
more advantageous than locatlons in-Alaska, northern
Canada, or selected islands 1n the Pacific like Salpan
or Tinian. Admiral Radford commented that there was
undue emphasls on the disadvantages of locatlions out-
side the U.3. and pointed out that dispersal of ICBM
sites outside the U.S. would complicate enemy planning,
and that enemy attack on such locations would be a
form of early warning. The Secretary of Defense
directed that JCS request the Weapons Systems
Evaluation Group to make a thorough study of the
advantages and disadvantages of alternative ICBM
deployments, and that no declsion should be made by
the Alr Force to deploy both ATLAS and TITAN until
more performance data were avallable.

(S) Advice of Action, Spec Asst to Members, AFPC,
"ICBM Siting and Deployment," 12 Apr 57, CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 17. :

With reference to their memorandum of 21 February
1956, the JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that
they had established a military requirement for the
development of an atomic warhead for the SPARROW-X
air-to-air guided missile.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/89, "Military Requirement
for Development of an Air-to-Alr Guided Missile
Capable of Carrying an Atomic Warhead (C)," 10 Apr 57,
source of (S-RD) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and
date. Both in CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 9.
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19 Apr 57

¢/19 Apr 57

:25 Apr 57
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The Chief of Staff, USAF, orought to JCS attention

* The expression of concern by CINCONAD regarding U.3.

Zefense against balllstic missiles. CINCONAD had
tointed out that while the USSR might achieve an ICBM
capabllity in the period 1959-15061, it did not appear
that a successful system of defense would be available
2y that time unless a greatly accelerated and intensi-
Tled development program was undertaken.

(8) Jcs 1899,/322, Memo by CSAF, "Ballistic Missile
Defense," 12 Apr 57, CCS 381 (1-24- ﬁ2) sec 72,

According to a chronclogy prepared in 0OSD, the :
Secretary of the Army recommended to the Secretary of :
Defense the 1nitiation of a program to adapt the :
XW-28 warhead to the IRBM to provide the U.S., with an :
early emergency IRBM capability by late 1957. He 5
argued that cancellation of the XW-28 warhead require-
ment would make impossible overseas deployment of the
IRBM before 1©59. 1In another memorandum on ¢ May,
the Secretary of the Army repeated and expanded on his
19 April recommendation.

(TS-RD) 0SD, "Supplement to Chronology of Signifi-
cant Events in the U.S. Long Range Balllstic Missile
Program," OCJCS files.

According to a chronoclogy prepared in 0SD, the i
Secretary of Defense replied to a memorandum of 4 March ;
1957 in which the Secretary of the Navy had requested
that the POLARIS be given a priority equal to that of :
other ballistic missile projects. (On 16 April 1957, i
the Scientiflc Advisory Committee had again repeated !
its recommendation that such a priority be granted.) :
The Secretary of Defense stated that the POLARIS was '
properly a part of the ICBM-IRBM program, but it was
not to interfere with accomplishment of the earlier ;
capablillity dates set for the land-based IRBM and ICBM. j
All other factors being equal, conflicts would be i
adjudicated in favor of the IREM and ICBM programs
that had earller capability dates.

(S) 0SD, '"Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Lonb Range Ballistic Missile Program,” 0CJCS

files,

The UN Disarmament Subccemmittee, meeting in Londen,
turned to a discussion of missiles and outer-space
cbjects., In a general restatement of U.S. policy,
Mr, Stassen called for internaticnal inspection of and
rarticipation in all tests of ocuter-space objects. He
emphasized the importance of achleving early control
ocver missiles and rockets. Soviet representative Zorin
called for coupling missile control with a ban on
nuclear weapons, and said that the general discussion
should be expanded to include all missiles, rockets,
and atomic artillery,

(S) Msg, London (Whitney)} to SecState, 5816, 25 Apr
57, RZRA Sect. (U) New York Times, 26 Apr 57, 6:2.

In memorandums to the Secretaries of the Army and Navy
the Special Assistant for Guided Missiles informed them
that the Antil-ICBM Committee had reviewed the Anti-ICEBM
rrogram and submitted 1ts recommendations on the program
to the Secretary of Defense on 7 March 1957. After

- 86 o 1957




1 May 57
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"pe-wording” one of the recommendations, the Secretary
nad on 12 April approved the recommendaticns. These
recommendations were as fcllows:

(1) That the Air Force proceed with research and
development directed toward a systematic development
of an early warning system as planned.

(2) That the Air Force carry out research and
development directed toward the advanced acquisiticn
radars required for the active defense system against
the ICEM. The Committee also agreed that the Air
Force should carry out studies on the conmunication
problems involved in transmitting information to the
active defense system.

(3) That the Army carry out research and develop-
ment work on local acquisition and target tracking
radars along with a mecderate effort on the defense
missile for the active portion cf the ICBM defense
system at a level about that now planned.

(4) That an Army-Air Force Coordinating agency
bve established to work out ways and means to 1lnsure
that all effort was directed to the comman aim of
achieving proper phasing of all portions of the Anti-
ICBM system and the compatibility of the portions of
the system with each other as well as with other parts
of the Continental Air Defense system. ’

(S) Memo, SAGM to Secys Army and Navy, "Anti-ICBM
Program," 25 Apr 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46) sec T8.

Referring to a memorandum from the Secretary of Defense
dated 28 March 1957, the JCS informed the Secretary
that they had reviewed the proposal by the Secretary
of the Army that the Army be designated the offlecial
point of contact between the U.S. and allied nations
for exchange of information relating to land-based
surface-to-air missiles. The JCS considered that the
designation should be in conformity with the
26 November 1956 memorandum of the Secretary of Defense
clarifying roles and missions of the Services.
Accordingly, they recommended that (1) the Army be
designated the official point of contact regarding
land-based surface-to-air missiles used for point
defense, and (2) the Alr Force be designated the
official point of ceontact for land-based surface-to-
air missiles used for area defense. (See item for
11 June 1957.)

(S) Dec On JCS 1620/145, "Exchange of Surface-to-
Air Missile Information Between the United States
and Allied Nations (U)}," 1 May 57, source of (S) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, same subj and date. Both in CCS 334
GMC (1-16-45) sec 17.

In providing the Secretary of Defense their comments
on Mr. Stassen's "latest disarmament proposal,"
the JCS, among cther things, repeated their objections
to a 12 months' suspension of nuclear testing 2see
item for 3 October 1956) included in the propesal,
because such a suspension would "stagnate" development
programs for high-yield weapons and be "seriousl
detrimental" to the ICBM/IRBM and the anti-ICBM/IRBM
programs.

(3) Encl (p. 6) to (S) Memo, CJCS to SecDef,
"Disarmament,’ 22 May 56, JCS Memos to SecDef (May 577,
QCJCS files,
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21 May 57

The Secretary of Defense directed his Specizal
Assistant for Gulded Missiles to exercise specific
¢coordination within OSD cver the fcllowing programs:
antil-ballistic missile development, zguided missile
range extension and utilization, NAVAHO, SHARE, TRITCH,
REDSTONE, and any other ballistic missile with range
equal to or greater than REDSTONE (but excepting
ATLAS, TITAN, THOR, JUPITER, and POLARIS).

U) Memo, SecDef to SpecAsst for GM, "Functioning
of the Office of Speclal Assistant to the Secretary
of Defense for Gulded Missiles," 3 May 57, Hist Sec,
JCS.

The JCS considered WSEG Report Nc. 23, "The Relative
" Military Advantages of Missiles and Manned. Aircraft,”

prepared as the result of NSC Action No, 1690,

28 March 1957. The report pointed out that, ideally,
a weapon system to be employed as a counterforce
should have gl) a suitable CEP/warhead-yield com-
bination, (2) fast reaction and fast delivery time,
(3) low susceptibility to destruction by surprise
attack, (4) high penetration capability (through
eneny defenses%, and (5) good over-all operatiocnal
flexibility, The weapon systems considered in the
report included ballistic missiles (ATLAS, TITAN,
THOR, JUPITER, and POLARIS), aerodynamic missiles
(NAVAHO, SNARK, MATADOR B, REGULUS II, and TRITON),
and manned aircraft (B-47, B-52, B-58 with and without

powered pod, A3D, A4D, A3J). None of these weapon

systems had all the ideal characteristics mentioned
above, Manned aircraft had the required accuracy and
pay-load characteristics, and constituted the only
system with the necessary operational flexibility;
however, they had the defects of slow delivery tilme,
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deereasing penetration capability, and increasing base
vulnerability. 2allistic missiles would provide a
great improvement in reacticn/delivery time and
penetration capabillty, and a potentially large gain
toward base invulnerapility; tut their CEP/yield
combination was 1nadequate for many military targets
and their effectiveness was largely dependent on the
quality and completeness of the guldance and targeting
data. Aerodynamic missiles had better penetration
capabllity and shorter delivery time than manned air-
craft but lacked the operational flexibility of the
latter and also were inferior in accuracy/pay-load
combinations. Aerodynamic missiles had better accuracy/
yileld combinations than ballistic missiles, but their
delive times and vulnerabilities were greater., The
JCS: (§¥ noted the report's recommendation that a mixed
system of ICBEMs, IRBMs, manned aircraft, and zero-
dynamic missiles be developed for employment by the
U.S. during the period under consideration, 1961-67; A
(2) noted the recommendation that missile sites and !
air bases be "hardened" and dispersed as much as §
possible; (3) authorized WSEG to review this report a ;
year later; and (4) instructed the Director, WSEG, {
to prepare a written presentatilon, based on this
report and additicnal guidance provided by the JCS, g
for submission to the Secretary of Defense and for :
presentation before the National Security Council.

(TS) Dec On and Encl to JCS 1620/146, "Transmittal
of WSEG Report No. 23 (U)," 24 May 57, CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 17. :

4 Jun 57 The JCS forwarded to the Secretary of Defense WSEG
Brief No. 3, "The Relative Military Advantages of .
Missiles and Manned Alrcraft," 28 May 1957, based on "]
WSEG Report No. 23 (see item for 24-May 1957). The
substance of the-brief was the same as that of the
report, but the recommendations were omitted and the |
conclusions were to be considered as preliminary. i

(TS) Dec On JCS 1620/149, "Transmittal of WSEG
Brief No. 3 (U)," 4 Jun 57, source of (TS) Memo, CJCS
to SecDef, "Ballistic Missiles Programs (U)," 4 Jun 37.
Both in CCS 334 ¢MC (1-16-45) sec 18. -

11 Jun 57 Concurring in the recommendation made in the JCS
memorandum of 1 May 1957, the Secretary of Defense
(1) designated the Army the official point of contact
for exchange of information between the U.S. and
allied nations concerning land-based surface-to-air
missile systems used for point defense, and (2) desig-
nated the Air Force the official point of contact for
similar exchange of informaticn concerning land-based
surface-to-air missile systems used for area defense.

(C) Memo, SecDef to CJCS et al., "Exchange of

Guided Missile Information Between the U.S. and Alliled
Nations," 11 Jun 57, gquoted in N/H of 1620/145, 14 Jun
57. ©CS 334 gMC (1-16-U45) sec 17.

11 Jun 57 According to a chronolegy prepared in 0SD, the
Seeretary of Defense answered the memorandum of 19 April
from the Secretary of the Army by afflrming the can-
cellation of the XW-28 warhead requirement. He stated
that the XW=-35 warhead was scheduled for availabllity
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in October 1958. EC XW-35 weuld coincide with the
fully operaticnal IRBM and ITZM programs, and the
Secretary cf Defense did not feel that further con-
sideration should be given tc adanting the =28 for
interim use with the IRBM. “e did not believe 1t was
the intent of the NSC that the U.S. achieve some rorm
of early IRBM operational capabilitly at the expense
of possible delay in the achievement of a truly
overational IRBM.

(TS-RD) 0SD, "Supplement to Chronology of Signifi-
cant Events in the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Misslle
Program," OCJCS filles.

According to a chronology prepared 1in 0SD, the first
flight test of the ATLAS missile took place. The
missile was tested in operational configuration minus
the sustainer engine. Following successful launching,
a random valve malfunction in the propulsion subsystem
resulted in failure of cne of the booster engines
causing violent missile maneuver, after which 1t was
destroyed by the range safety officer. The missile
attained a height of 9,500 feet.

(s) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Prozram," OCJCS
files.

The Secretary of the Army recommended that the Secretary
of Defense authorize the Army to modify the existing
REDSTONE missile with a view to developling a weapon
effective against targets at ranges of 100 to 500
nautical miles. The recommendaticn was based on two
significant achievements by the Army: (1) the success-
ful firing of an unstable missile by means of a new
control device, the angle-of-attack meter, which would
permit substantial reduction of the weight of the
REDSTONE's pay load without reduction of its thrust
section to retain balance; (2) the successful pouring
and operation of solid-propellant rocket motors of

an unprecedented size. The new missile would probably
be less than one-fourth the size of the existing
REDSTONE, would be transportable by air and otherwise

" highly mobile, and would permif maximum economy in

the attack of targets in ranges between 100 and 500
nautlcal miles,

(S) Memo, SecA to SecDef, "REDSTONE Modernization
Program,” 15 Jun 57, Annex to App A to Encl to ()
JCS 1620/154, Note by Secys, same subj, 7 Aug 37,
ccsS 334 gMC (1-16-45) sec 19,

The Secretary of Defense told newsmen that the U.S.
would continue development of the ICBM regardless of
any international disarmament agreement banning
nuclear tests.

(U) New York Times, 16 Jun 57, 1:8.

The Director of the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group
presented WSEG Brief No. 3 (Revised), "The Relative
Military Advantages of Missiles and Manned Aircraft,”
before the Armed Forces Policy Council. Otherwise
essentially the same as WSEG Brief No. 3 (see item
for 4 June 1957), the revised brief recommended that
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(1) a mixed system of ICBMs, IRBMs, rBMs, manned
alrcrarft, and zerodynamic missiles te developed for
employment during the pericd 1961-57, and (2) SEG

be authorized to review this report a year later.

After making severzl technical changes, the iFPC zgreed
that the report was ready for presentatlion to the
Naticnal Security Council.

(S) Advice of Action, Spec Asst to Members, AFPC,
"Relative Military Advantages of Missiles and Manned
Alreraft," 21 Jun 57, Encl to N/H of JCS 1620/151,

26 Jun 57. WSEG Brief No, 3 (Revised), "The Relative
Military Advantages of Missiles and Manned Aircraft,"
17 Jun 57, App to Encl to (S) JCS 1620/151, Note by
Secys, "Transmittal of WSEGC Brief No. 3 (Revised

(U)," 19 Jun 57. All in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 18.

18 Jun 57 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the

Scientiflc Advisory Committee'!s eighth report to the
Secretary of Defense recommended that serious attention
be given to expanding fundamental physical knowledge,
in order to provide a basis for important military
developments.

(S) 0SD, "Chrcnology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Balllstic Missile Program,” QCJCS

files,

20 Jun 57 [::

———
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30 Jun 57 The Ad Hoc Committee on Alr Defense of North America
(see item for 10 October 1956) submitted its report
and recommendations to the Chairman, JCS. The cormittee
stated that "Soviet accelerated development and
production relative to our own has resulted in their
achieving capabilities which we are now unprepared to
counter effectively." Included among these capa-
bilitles were the posgsible Soviet use of air-to-surface
missiles, decoys, and other deceptive measures to
saturate U.S. defense, and "a near future ballistic
missile . . . against which, in the time period of
this report [through FY 631, there does not appear
to be much chance of achieving an effective active
alr defense." Such a defense was technically feasible,
but the U.S. was not currently organized to press its
development, Hence the committee recommended that

2 1957
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i0 Jul 57

the U.S. "accord oricrity to the research and develop-
ment program ror calllistic missile defense second

only to that given to the IC3M and IRBM pregrams, and
create an organization capable of crosecuting a
program to provide the earliest capability." The
committee also recommended that the U.S. move beyond
theoretical study and initiate an intensive test
program to determine the effects of nuclear detonations
on atomic warheads, since the development of effective
"weapons kill" was "an absolute must" in the defense
against ballistic missiles.

(TS) "A Report and Recommendations to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff by the Ad Hoc Committee on Ailr Defense
of North America,” 30 Jun 57, Encl to (TS} JCS 1899/339,
"Air Defense of North America," 8 Jul 57, CCS 381 U.S.
(5-23-46) BP pt 10,

[ g— -
‘“

J

According to a chronclogy prepared in 0OSD, the
Balllstic Missile Committee, in accordance with
instructions from the Secretary of Defense of 22 May,
reviewed the results of studies made by the Services
to determine the amount of overtime required to meet
the current ballistic missile program schedules. It
was determined that the use of overtime was justifiable
only for the purpose of resolving critical bottlenecks
in meeting approved ballistic missile program schedules,
and that the ratio of overtime hours to total hours
shogld not exceed 8% on a program basis by 1 January
1950,

(S) 0SD, "Chronolegy of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,' 0CJCS
files.

- 92 - 1957




i

11 Jul 57 The Secretary cf the Alr Force announced cancellation
o’ the NAVAHD as an econony measure.
(U) DOD Fress Release, 11 Jul 37.
—
;1 Au I
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2 Aug 57 The JCS replied to the 26 June 1957 request of the
Secretary of Defense for thelr views on two questions:
(1) Was there an-existing operational requirement by
the Army for a missile in the 500-nautical-mile range?
(2) If such a missile were developed by the Army, was
there an operational requirement for it on the part of
any other Service? The Chlef of Naval Operatlions and
the Chief cf Staff of the Alr Force, with the con-
currence of the Chairman, gave a2 negatlve answer to
both questions. The Chief of Staff of the Arny
contended that there would be many targets of interest
to both the Army and the Air Force in the range gap
between the Army's 175-mile REDSTONE and the 150C-mile
IRBM. Such targets at present could be struck only
with manned aircraft and air-supported missiles, both
obsolescent, Therefore, there was an over-all national
need for a 500-mile ballistic missile, In addition,
the Army had a specific need, for (1) Army Intelligence
believed the Soviet Army had such a weapon operational
and (2) 1t would be useful as a deterrent to surprise
attack on forward alrflelds and missile sites. The
quickest and cheapest way to develop a 500-mile
ballistic missile, he asserted, would be through
modification of the exlisting REDSTONE.

(S) JCS 1620/154, Note by Secys, "REDSTONE
Modernization Program (U)," 7 Aug 57, source of (S)
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, 2 Aug 57. (S) JCS
1620/155, Note by Secys, "Army REDSTONE Modernization
Program {(U)," 9 Aug 57, source of (S) Memo, C3A to
SecDef, same subj, 2 Aug 57. All in CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) sec 19.
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8 Aug 57

10 Aug 57

13 Aug 57

According tc a chronology prepared in CSD, & major
milestone in missile develczment was reached with the
f£light test and rescovery =0 & cne-thiird scale JUFITER
nose cone, designed for neat grotection of payload
upon re-entry into the ztmospnere. The pre-calculated
trajectory called for a ncse cone range ol approximately
1,100 nautical miles, and the missile foliowed the
predicted trajectory closely. Upon recovery of the
nose cone by Naval units, as planned, 1t was determined
that ablation was only cne-fourth to one-third cof
expectation. Future nose cone tests were planned on
full scale JUPITER missiles,

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events lIn
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,' OCJCS

files.

In a memorandum to the President, the Secretary of
Defense summarized his views on Army development and
use of ballistic missiles with ranges of 200 miles
and more. He enclosed the 2 August 1957 memoranda
in which the JCS had expressed thelr views on operational
requirements for a 500-mile missile. The Secretary
1isted the arguments against developing and employing
such a missile and against medifying the REDSTONE to s
achieve a 500-mile capability. (The Army had proposed 2
to accomplish this by altering the warhead and ‘
guidance system of the REDSTONE.) Recognizing, however,
that the Army needed a lighter, more mobile missile
than the REDSTONE, the Secretary stated that he was
prepared to initiate development of a solld propellant
missile weighing 10,000-15,000 pounds, carrylng a
1,500-pound warhead, and having a range of about 200 i
nautical miles. It could be expected that such a :
missile, with a 600-pound warhead and other anticipated i
improvements, would have a range up-to 500 miles. *
Thus, 1f a 500-mile missile were ever needed, it could
be obtained without excessive additional costs. The
Secretary asked the Presldent's approval for this
plan.

(S) Memo, SecDef to Pres, "Army Ballistic Missile

Program,” 10 Aug 57, OCJCS files.

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the
Secretary of Defense, in separate memoranda to the
Secretaries of the Army and of the Air Force, announced
the formation of a three-man committee for the purpose
of working out a single land-based IRBM program, and
directed that certain actions be taken to 1limit or
reduce long lead time commitments, In the case of

the THOR program, the maximum production rate was
1imited to two missiles per month, and in the case

of the JUPITER the rate was limited to one missile per
month until such time as a decision was made concern-
ing a single land-based IRBM approach.

The Secretary of Defense further limited allowable
overtime for both programs to 3 ner cent end such over-
time we&s to be solely for the purpose of resolving
critical bottlenecks. A reasonable amount of overtine
in excess of 3 nercent was permitted 1n direct support
of the static and flight tests.

(S) 0SD, 'Chronology of Significant Events 1in
the U.S. Long Range Bellistic ¥issile Progrem,’ OCJCS
flles.
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14 Aug 57

15 Aug 57

2T Aug 57

/ 30 aug 57

T

According to a chronology prepared in 0SD, the
Secretary of Defense ordered a 5 per cent reduction
in the POLARIS program, which--alcong with the rising
cost of test vehicles--Torced a stretchout of U to 7
months in the program.
(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in

Ehe U.S. Long Range Balllstic Missile Program,' 0CJCS
lles.

: CINCONAD recommended that a Manhattan District type

project be established to develop an anti-ICBM weapons
system.

{TS) Ltr, CINCONAD to CSAF, "Defense Against the
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (AICBM)," 15 Aug
57, Encl to (TS) JCS 1899/351, Memo by CSAF, "Balllistic
Misséle Defense," 4 Sep 57, cCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46)
sec 485,

The Soviet Unlon announced the successful testing,
several days earlier, of an intercontinental multi-
stage ballistlc missile, On 30 August, Defense Depart-
ment offlclals stated that the USSR had tested. at least
four, and probably six, intercontinental ballistic
missiles in the spring of 1957. :

3(U) New York Times, 27 Aug 57, 1:8, 31 Aug 57,
1:2-3, .

WSEG forwarded to the JCS a copy of a WSEG report

on defense agalnst ICBMs, prepared at the request of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D). The report
noted that an early warni system against ICBMs would
not be avallable before 1963, and that therefore the
U.S, early warning capability was out of phase with the
alert capability by at least one year and with the
estimated Soviet threat by at least two. Moreover,
while proposed active defense systems were technically
feasible and could provide an effective defense against
ICBM attacks uncomplilcated by decoys and ECM, by the
time the earliest of these systems could be made
operational (estimated 1965), the USSR could probably
incorporate decoys and/or ECM into its ICBMs. There-

fore, until a systematic study of counter-counter-

measures could be undertaken, it would be dangerous
to sacrifice flexibillity in the active ICBM defense
program by committing the U.S. to a single system or
concept. The report also declared that existing
weaknesses in this program were largely due to the
lack of a centralized agency for its direction.

In the light of these points, WSEG recommended
that: (1) prompt action be taken to accelerate the
early warning program and, if possible, bring it into
phase with the expected threat; and (23 a single
agency be designated to direct the active ICBM defense
program through the development phase, which should
include: (a) determination of the technically feasible
countermeasures which could be incorporated into ICBMs,

(b) development of counter-countermeasures, (c) develop-

ment of the critical components needed by active
defense systems, (d) determination of what was to be
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5 Sep 57

9 Sep 57

13 Sep 57

defended and with what priority, and (e) development
of systems designs that would srovide an elffsctlve
defense systemn.

(C) Memo, +SEG te CJCS, "Transmittal or UWSEG
Interim Report No. 21, ‘Defense Azainst Intercontinental
Baliistic Missiles! (C),"™ 30 Aug 57, Encl to (C)

JCS 1899/35€, same subj, 19 Sep 57, CCS 381 Us
5-23-45) see 85. (S-RD) WSEG Interim Report Ho., 21,
"Defense Agalnst Intercontinental EBallistlc Missiles,"

30 Aug 57, same file, BP pt 12.

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense the
Secretary of the Army called attention to the "urgent
requirement for an anti-ICBM system as sSoon as practl-
cable." At some time during the 1960-05 period, he :
said, the USSR prooably could acqulre militarily i
significant quantities of ICBMs. U.S. ballistic missile i
development was on a comparable timetable, although
the recent unverified firing of a Soviet ICBM might
indicate that Soviet development was ahead of the
estimated schedule. Should both the U.S. and the USSR
attain militarily significant quantities cf ICBMs at
about the same time, a relative advantage might
accrue to the side that first developed an active
operational anti-missile misslle system, [ The Army
believed that it was "technically and econcmically
feasible" to develop a defense against the ICBM, and
that the U.S. should "proceed aggressively" to provide
an active defense system as soon as possible. Finally,
the Secretary of the Army requested that the Secretary
of Defense "recommend to the National Security Council
the assignment of a 'National Priority' to the antl-
ICBM development equivalent to the priority now
accorded to the US intercontinental ballistic missile
development.,"
(S) Memo, SecA to SecDef, "Anti-ICBM Development,”
5 Sep 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46) sec 85.

The new Chalrman of the JCS, General Twining,
responded to the verbal request of the Secretary of
Defense for his views on the Army's proposal to develop
a 500-mile missile through modification of the REDSTONE.
General Twining stated that he supported the views of
the previous Chairman on this question, (See item
of 2 August 1957.) After listing the arguments against
the proposed development, he concluded that a better
program for the Army would be "to take advantage of
recent advances in the solid propellant program and to
design a truly lightweight, highly mobile missile with
a maximum range of 200 miles," '

(3) CM-6-57, CJCS to SecDef, "REDSTONE Moderni-
zation Program,” 9 Sep 57, OCJCS files.

The Secretary of Defense forwarded to the JCS a copy

of the Secretary of the Army's memorandum of 5 September
1957 on the need for an anti-ICBM system, and requested
the JCS to provide him with their comments on the
recommendations contained in the memorandum. Also,

the Secretary of Defense informed the JCS that he

had requested the Special Assistant for Gulded Missiles
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15 Sep

|
|

J 17 Sep 5

19 Sep 57

to prepare a presentaticn for the ISC cn the crobtlems
involved in the development ci an antil-ICEHM, znd to
recommend a course cof actien.
() Memo, 3scDef tc CJCS, | inti-Intercentinental
Jc8 =A

Ballistic Missile Developments,’ 13 Sep 57, CCS =

U.S. (5-23-46) sec 85,

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the
Secretary of Defense increased from 3 per cent to
5 per cent the allowable overtime at the Army Ballistic
Missile Agency in support of the JUPITER program.

(S) 08D, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,” OCJCS

flles,

The Navy announced cancellation of the TRITON surface-

to-aurface missile program.
(U) DOD Press Release, 17 Sep 57.

In response toc the 13 September 1957 memorandum of
the Secretary of Defense the JCS advised him that
they concurred with the Secretary of the Army's view

‘that the development of an anti-ICBM system was an

19 Sep 57

urgent requirement, and cne which called for "greater
emphasis on some aspects of the problem than now
accorded the Service programs in this field." The
JCS also stated that they were studying the status
of these programs with a view to making, at a later
date, specific recommendations on ways and means of
accelerating the development of an effective defense
system.

(S) Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Anti-Intercontinental
Ballistic Missile Develcpments," 19 Sep 57, CCS 381
U.8. (5-23-46) sec 85.

~

In a memorandum to the JCS, the Chief of Staff,
USAF, stated his views on the problem of ballistic
missile defense. In his view it was essential to
the security of the U.S. and to the nation's economy

- that all btallistic missile defense efforts be con-

0L e

sistent with the national strategic concept of
deterrence through a secure air offensive force,
with the state-of-the-art in ballistic missile
defense and with anticipated defense budget levels.
The existing division of responsibility 1n the
field of ballistic missile defense was "rapidly
becoming an unacceptable deficiency,” and "acting
to foster premature decisions which could lead to
irretrievable commitment to BMD systems which are
prohibitively costly, technically unsound, or
operationally ineffective." The Chief of Staff
concluded by recommending that the JCS approve and
adopt the following statement of policy on ballistic
missile defense:

a. Functiocnal responsibllity for ailr defense,
including defense against the ICEBM, must not be
divided.
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30 Sep 57

TOP

b. The immediate implementation of rassive
balliStic missile defense measurses, compricsing an
operational ballistic missile warning system,
coupled with improvement in SAC response, dilspersal
and hardening, must be supported.

¢c. A vigorous but sound R&D and compcnent
construction program, necessary for an actlve
ballistic missile defense system, which would be
effective against the advancing balllistic missile
threat, must also be supported

d. Any active ballistic missile defense
system must:

(1) Be employed to support the national
strategic concept of offense/deterrence,
(2) offer an effectiveness that justifies

its cost, .

(3) Have an inherent growth potential to
cope with an advancing threat.

(4) In itself not be highly vulnerable to
enemy actilon.

(TS) CSAFM 230-57, CSAF to JCS, "Ballistic
Misséle Defense,” 19 Sep 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46)
sec 65,

The Director of the Weapons Systems Evaluaticn Group
forwarded to the JCS WSEG Report No. 26, "Geographical
Location of ICBM Units," with a copy to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (RXE). This report was respon-
sive to the discussion at the 9 April 1957 meetlng

of the Armed Forces Policy Council concerning the
relative merits of locating the initial ICBM units
inside or outside the U.S. The repoéort concluded

that (1) sitings outside the U.S. were excessively
vulnerable to enemy attack in addition to being

more expensive, thus increasing the cost of the

ICBM while lessening its deterrent effect; (2) the
north central region of the U.S. in and arcund

North Dakota would be highly satisfactory for the
initial ICBM sites; (3) the serious enemy. ICBM

threat could be greatly reduced by "hardening" of
U.S. bases. The report made recommendations in line
with these conclusions. (On 23 October 1957 the JCS
forwarded a copy of WSEG Report No, 26 to the Chief
of Staff, U.S. Air Force, for use in connectlon with
his responsibility concerning the establishment of an
initial ICBM capability, and informed the Secretary
of Defense of actlon taken up to that point.)

(Ts) JCS 2277, Memo by Dir WSEG to JCS, "Trans-
mittal of WSEG Report No. 26, 'Geographical Locatlion of
Initial ICBM Units! EU),” 23 Ser 57, CCS 334 GMC
(1-16-45) BP pt 7. (TS) Dec On JCS 2277/1, "WSEG Report
No. 26 (U)," 23 Oct 57, same file, sec 19, source of
(TS) Memo, SJCS to CSAF and (TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef,
both same subj and date, both in same file, sec 20,

The JCS advised the Secretary of Defense that, in thelr
opinion, Mr. Stassen's proposal of 23 September 1957

to separate from the Four Power Joint Proposals of

29 August 1957 for independent consideration the pro-
vision calling for suspension of nuclear testing was
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"{nconsistent with the security interests of the
United States.’

(3) Memo, CJCS {s3d Austin) to SecDef, "Disarmament
(u)," 30 Sep 37, JCS iemos to SecDef (Sept 37), GCJCS fler

2 Oct =7 Secretary of Defense Wilson tcld a news conference
that the choice bstween the THOR and JUPITER, which
he had hdéped.to make tefore lsaving offlce, had Ttesen
put off. He added that a coubination orf the two
missiles was unlikely. ©On 10 Cctober the nsw Secretary
of Defense, Neil H. McElroy, announced that testing of
the two missiles would continue. Defense officials
were quoted as saying no declsion between the two
would be made for "several months.”

(U) New York Times, 3 Oct 57, 1l:5, 11 Oct 57,

8:5.

4 Oct 57 The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense that they had established a requirement for
the use of the already programmed X{/-40 atomic war-
head in the CORVUS air-to-surface antiradar missile.
They further stated that if modification of the war-
head were required, they desired to be informed of the
impact this modification would have on the use of this
warhead in the LACROSSE and BOMARC systems in order to
determine if such an impact was acceptable.

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/104, “"Military Require-
ment for CORVUS Air-to-Surface Guided Missile Low
vield Atomic Warhead (C)," 4 Oct 57, source of (S-RD)
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date; both in
ccs 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 10.

// 4 oct 57 The Soviet Unicn successfully launched the first earth
. satellite. The satellite, cirecling the earth at an
/ altitude of about 560 miles and a speed of approximate-
1y 18,000 miles per hour, was twenty-two inches in
diameter, weighed 184 pounds, and carried radio
equipment sending Signals to ground stations. The
Soviet announcement of the launching stated that the
USSR would launch more satellites in the future.
(U) New York Times, 5 Oct 57, 1:8; text of the
Soviet announcement, same, 3:3.

—_———

5 Oct 57 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the
Secretary of Defense approved the Alr Force plan for
the production of ATLAS and TITAN missiles fcr test,
training, and initial operational capabllity, 1n
accordance with schedules wiich were s rescuiod ino U
12 September 1957 briefing. The Secretary approved
production schedules beyond calendar year 1959 for
planning purposes only. These schedules provided for
an eventual level production rate of four per month
of ATLAS missiles, beginning with March 1959, and, for
TITAN, an increase from two missiles per month to
three per month in April 1960, with an eventual level
prgduction rate of four per month, beginning in January
1961.

(S) 0, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS
files.

y/;8 Qct 57 According to a news report, President Eisenhower
discussed the U.S. missile and satellite programs with

the Secretary of Defense, the Director of the National
Science Poundation, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
and the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
for Guided Missiles.

(U) New York Times, 9 Oct 57, 1:5.
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The Staff of the Preparecdness Investigating Sub-
committee of the Senate Armed Services Commitiee,
charged with investigatinzg the role of the Defense
Department in the U.S. missile program, requested the
Department to prepare and forward a complete report
on that subject. On 11 October, in a letter to the
Secretary of Defense, the Subcommittee broadened
the scope of its request to include the satellite
program and outlined in detail the speciflc subjects
on which 1t desired information. 1In response to this
letter, on 10 Cutobzr, the Shecisl ~37istont for Gulued
Missiles, 0SD, requested the Joint Chiefs of Starff
to prepare a report on the Soviet satellite and
missiles program. (See item of 23 October 1957)

(U) JCS 1620/159, Note by Secys, "Missile Report
for Senate Preparedness Investigating Committee (U),"
19 Oct 57, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 20,

8 Oct 5

(o
g

8 oet 57 According to a chronolegy prepared in 0SD, the
Secretary of Defense rescinded the 5 per cent cut
in the POLARIS program that had been ordered on 14
August 1957. Restrictions on overtime at the Army
Ballistic Missile Agency were also removed.,

(S) 08D, '"Chronology of Significant Events in

the U,S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,’
0CJCS files.

]
{
i
{

9 Oct 57 President Elsenhower told his news conference that
! he wished the U.S. were further ahead in developing
long range missiles, but that he did not know what
more could have been done to this end. T
(U) New York Times, 10 Oct 57, 1:1, text, p. 14.
/ 10 oct 57 Irl:_

!
0
B
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12 Oct 57

16 Oct 57

16 Oct 57

22 Oet =27

In approving the roregcing actions on 11l October, the

President directed the Secretary cof Defense to report

to the National Security Ccuncil as soon as more

adegquate test iInfcrmation was accumulated on the THOR

iggTJUPITER programs, tut not later than 31 December
(TS) NSC Action No. 1300, 10 Oct 57,

The Deputy Secretary of Defense sent the British
Minister of Defense a revised draft agreement on
deployment of IRBMs to the UK, expressing the hope
that final negotiation of the agreement would be -
undertaken even though the U.S. was not able to glve
precise answers to all of the questions that had been
raised by the British.

(Ts8) Ltr, DepSecDef to UKMinDef, no subj,
12 Oct 57, OCJCS filles.

The JCS informed CINCONAD that they were currently
examining the status of the existing antl-ICBN
programs with a view to making recomnendations toc the

, Secretary of Defense at an early date. (The Chief of
. Staff, USAF, as Executlive Agent for the JCS, had on

10 April 1957 informed the JCS of CINCONAD's concern
with regard to defense against Soviet balllstic
missiles and of CINCONAD's urgent future requirement
for an adequate and timely system of defanse against
this threat:; on 26 July 1957 the JC3 had recelved
CINCONAD's memorandum outlining CONAD's anti-ICBM
and other requirements; and on 3 September 1957 the
Chief of Staff, USAF, had forwarded to the JC3
CINCONAD's memorandum concerning the defense against
the ICEM,)

(Ts} Memo, JCS to CINCONAD, "Ballistic Missile
Defense," 16 Cect 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-U6) sec 87.

The Seeretary of Defense requested the Joint Chlefs
of Staff to study the base structure and dispersal
effects of the deployment of IRBM's to the UK and

to comment on such matters as reaction time and
vulnerability of these early missile deployments. He
alsc requested the recommendatlons of the Joint Chiefs
concerning future deployments of IREBM's in excess of
the four squadrons already scheduled for the UK,
covering such matters as location, whether U.S. or
foreign perscnnel would man the missile units, the
general views of the Joint Chiefs on the ultimate
number of such missile units, and any other matters
considered pertinent.

(C) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, !Deployment of Inter-
mediate Range Ballistic Missiles to United Kingdom,"
16 Oct 57. (C) Memo, SeeDef to CJCS, "Future deploy-
ments of the Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles,”
16 Oct 57, Both in SecDef Memos to JCS Oct 57,
ocJCS fllgs.

According to a chronology prepared in O0SD, the Navy
submitted to the Secretary of Lafense a plan for
asccelerating development c¢f the POLARIS,

(S) 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program,' 0CJCS

files.
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Dec 48

22 Mar 52

4 oet 54

¢ICTION 11

EARTH SATTLLITTS

In the first annual report of the Secretary of
Defense, James V. Forrestal stated that the Earth
Satellite Vehicle Program, which was being carried
out independently by each military service, had been
assigned for coordination to the Committee on Guided
Missiles,

(U) First Report of the Secretary of Defense,
1948, (wWashington, 1948), P. 12Y. ‘f

Collierts featured a lengthy symposium of well-known
experts in space research and related flelds., Urging
the U.S. to embark immediately on a long-range
development program to secure '"space superiority',
the lead editorial speculated on announced Soviet
interest in a space station and cautloned against
underestimating the capabilities of Russian scientists
who had produced an atom bomb years earlier than
anticipated. Like the atom bomb, "a sentinel in
space" in the hands of the West would be a powerful
deterent to war; but unlike the Manhattan project, a
technical gamble at the outset, the claim that a space
station could be created stood unchallenged by any
serious sclentist, .

Articles, probing specialized subjects related
to the proposed space program, were contributed by
Dr. Wernher von Braun, Technical Director of the Army.
Ordnance Guided Missiles Development Group, and other
prominent scientlsts. .

.Dr. Braun's article stressed the rocketry aspects
of a project to establish and maintain a wheel-shaped
satellite orbiting the earth 1075 miles in outer
space. The project would require ten years of effort
and the expenditure of *4 billion. Being an effective
"watchdog of the peace,” by virtue of its surveillance
and atom bomb-missile carrier capabilities, a space
station would serve as a springboard for the explora-
tion of the solar system and would advance many :
currently "earthbound" sciences.

(U) Collier's Vol 129, Jan-Mar 1952, 23-39.

The Special Committee for IGY of the International
Council of Scientific Unilons (CSAGI) meeting at Rome
adopted the following resolution:

' In view of the great importance of
observations during extended periods of time of
extra-terrestrial radiations and geophysical
phenomena in the upper atmosphere, and in view
of the advanced state of present rocket tech-
niques, CSAGI recommends that thought be given
to the launching of small satellite vehicles,
to thelr scientific instrumentation, and to the
new problems associated with satellite experi-
ments, such as power supply, telemetering, and
orientation of the vehicle.

{U) Kaplan, Joseph, "The IGY Rocket and Satellite

Program,' National Academy of Sciences-National Re-
search Council, Washington, Sept 1956, p. 13.
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16 Nov 54  Secretary Wilscn said, at a Department of Cefense
press conference, that he lmew nothing about U.S.
military scientists woriing cn plans for a space
platform or earth satellite and that he would not be
alarmed if ths Russians vuilt one first.

(U) New York Times, 17 Nov 54, 15:4,

22 Dec B4 An article in the New York Times renorted that the
Defense Department had made avallable a two-sentence
comment following a recent news ccnference at wnich
Secretary Wilson stated that no space ship studies
were being conducted by his department. The comment
said that the combined efforts of the military services
were belng devoted to studies of earth satellites,
that the studies were being coordinated in Mr. Wilson's
office, and that he had approved the comment.

(U) New York Times, 22 Dec 54, 10:4.

J’ 14 Feb 55 The Report of the Technological Capabilities Panel
(Killian Report) to the President stated that at
modest cost "a small artificial satellite, weighing
5 to 25 pounds, can be launched by the use of exist-
ing rocket components.," The Panel helieved that the
intelligence value of the ultimate product of effort
in this fleld--a large satellite capable of exerclsing
continuous zurveillance--justified an immediate pro-
gram leading to the placing of small satellites 1in
orbits around the earth. Further, the prestige that
the world would accord to the nation first to launch
an earth satellite "would better go to the U.S. than
to the USSR." Besides being dependent on tihz solution
of "extraordinary technical problems," the construction
of large surveillance satellites "should wait upon

- development of the intercontinental ballistic missile
rocliet propulsion system." Concerning the doctrine of
freedom of space, the Report pointed out that the
early launching of 2 small satellite would establlish
a precedent for distinguishing betveen "national air"
and "international space." This distinction could be
advantageous to the U.S. at some future date when the
use of larger satellites for intelligence purposes
might be undertaxen.

(TS-RD) Report of the Technological Capabilities
Panel, ODM, to Pres, "Meeting the Threat of Surprise
Attack," 14 Feb 55, JCS C&E Sect files.

14 Mar 55 Having ccncluded that the construction, launching, and
observation of instrumented satellites, as proposed by
the CSAGI resolution of 4 October 54, was scientif- .~
ically important and feasible, the US National
Committee of the IGY transmitted its general recommen-
dation for & satellite program to the President of

Vv the National Acacdemy of Sciences and the Director of
the National Science Foundation., {On 6 May the US
National Committee forwarded to the U.S. Government,
through the Mational Science Foundation, preliminary
plans developed by the Committee's special satellite
group for this satellite program.)

(U) Joseph Kaplan, The IGY Rocket and Satellite
Program (Washington, 1950], p. 13. dugh Odishaw, "The
atellite Program for the International Geophysical
Year," Department of State Bulletin, vol XXXV (13

Aug 56); p. 28L.
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An article in the nawspaper Vechernava Mcskva (Even-
ing Moscow) announced Soviet determination to launcn
the first earth sateilite, The articlie stated that a
committee of top scientists had been estatlished to
devise a space satellite somewhat similar to the one
v outlined by U.S. officials. More than a year earlier,
in January 1954, the President of the Scoviet Academy
of Sciences had stated that sending a space ship to
the moon and crezatinz an artificial earth satellite
were "entirely leasible operations." According to
published sources, intensive Soviet work on inter-
planetary flight began at this time.

(U) New York Times, 30 July 55, 1:5,
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18 Apr 55 In the comments submitted by the Joint Chiefs cof Staff
to the Secretary of Defense on the Technological
Capablilitles Panel Report they observed that a pre-
cedent distinguishing between "national air" and
"international space’ would "no doubt follow auto-

’ matically" the first launching of an earth satellite,
regardless of the country of origin. While noting
that small satellites, being developmental vehicles,
were without intelligence potential, the JCS stated
that intelligence applications strongly warranted the
construction of a large surveillance satellite..

(TS) Dec On JC3 1899,200, "Technological
Capabilities Panel Report," 18 Apr 55, source of (TS)
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date, CCS 040

(11-2-43) sec 17, pt 1.
26 May 55 ri:?
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The Scilence Adv_sory Committee, recommending to the
Secretary of the Air Force ways of speeding up the
ICBM program,expressed concern that a satellilte
program "would interfere” with the earliest attainment
of an ICEBEM cperational capability.

(S} 0SD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long Range Rallistics Missile Program," 0OCJCS
files.

A White House press release anncunced that the
President had apprcved plans for “the launching of
small ummanned earth-circling satellites" as part of
the U.S. participation in the International Geophysical
Year. Also, he had expressed personal gratification
that the American program would provide "scientists of
all nations this important and unique opportunity for
the advancement of science."

(U} White House Press Release, 29 Jul 55, 0CJCS
file "NSC £520 US Scientific Satellite Prog.”
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2 Aug 55

14 Aug 55

Professor Leonid Ivancvich Sedov, head of the
Satellite Froject Ccmmission, USSR, &sserted that
the first Soviet satelliite might possibly be launched
in two years by a two or three-stage rocket.

(U) New York Times, 3 Aug 53, o:3.

The New York Times reported on the first detailed
disclosure of Soviet plans for an earth satellite
which were revealed by Soviet scientist Dr. A.G.
Karpenko, to a correspondent of Moskovskaya Fravda.
The first satellites wculd probably circle the earth
at a height of from 125 to 625 miles, while subsequent
vehicles could rise to a height of 935 to 1250 miles.
The scientist declared that construction of an earth
satellite in the Soviet Union weuld begin in the
"comparatively near future.”

(U) New York Times, 15 Aug, 3:2.

In a memorandum implementing responsibilities of the
Department of Defense under NSC 5520, Deputy Secretary
Reuben B. Robertson, Jr., approved a Joint three-
Service technical program to produce and launch a
satellite based on the Navy's proposal to use a
combination of the improved Viking (booster), the
Aerobee-H1 {second stage), and the solid-propellant
modified Sergeant (third stage). The Navy would
manage the program and provide, on a reimbursable
basis, the required funds. The Army and Alr Force
would participate in the stechnical program and assign
work priorities necessary to meet the schedule
established by the Navy. The Technical Advisory Group
already established by the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Research and Development) would continue to
advise him and the three Military Departments on the
technical program. Separate action was being taken

to establish a coordinating group under the chalrman-
ship of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) to
handle inter-agency matters and facilitate the exchange
of information.

Because of the special security problems posed by
the "intermational scientific purposes, the classified
military~related rocketry, and the political and
propaganda aspects" of the program, Mr. Robertson
1aid down the following guide lines: (a) rocketry and
launching techniques and equipment common to milltary
weapons systems would have an equivalent security
classification; {b) the satellite vehicle, its
instrumentation, and items related toc the scientific
program would be unclassified, at least by launching
time; (c) all news releases would be cleared bty the
Office of Security Review. In thils regard Defense
would work under the specific guildance of the
Operations Coordinating Board. Information about
military participation in the program and possible
relationship to military programs would be kept to a
minimum.

(3) Memo, Dep SecDef to SechA, SecNav, and SecAF,
"Technical Program for NSC 5520 (Capability to Launch
a Small Scientific Satellite During IGY)," 9 Sep 55,
CCS 381 US (5-23-46) sec 61.
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The Defense Department announced that a preliminary
contract had been awarded for the rtroducticn of a
man-made satellite which the U.S. esxpected to launch
into cuter space in 1957 or 1358. The initizl contract
was for over $2 million. Other contracts would be let
as the project developed., The satellite, the announce-
ment added, would definitely contain data reporting
Instruments. The objective of Project VANGUARD was
purely basic research on the nature of the outer
atmosphere.

Ug New York Times, 7 Oct 55, 15:3. (Anthony
Leviero

\J

} ' :J

7 Apr 56

L

In a memorandum commenting on the four alternatives
proposed by the Secretary of Defense on 5 April 586,

the Director of the National Science Foundation
strongly recommended that every effort be made to
provide funds ror a l1l2-satellite program during the
IGY., Stressing the greater assurance of achieving a
successful orbiting satellite from 12 launchings than
from 6, and in any event the greater range of data
that could be obtained by a larger number of satellites,
he pointed out that "the possibility of a 'world first!'
in this unique pioneering venture will not occur
again."

(C) Memo, Director, National Science Foundation,
to DirBOB, "PFunding of Earth Satellite Program,
International Geophysical Year," 7 Apr 55, Encl.to
(S) Memo, Exec Secy to NSC, "NSC 5520," 13 Apr 55,
OCJCS file "NSC 5520 US Scientific Satellite Prog."
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7 Apr 55

11 Apr %55

13 Apr 56

25 Apr 56

25 Apr 56
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The Science Advisor: Committee, which nad teen trans-
ferred from the Air Force to the Secretary of Dafense
in January 1955, recommended the zstablishment of
policies to control possitle interference, resulting
Irom public interest in VANGUARD, with the nigh prior-
ity ballistics missile programs at the Alir rorce
Missile Test Center. ©°

(S) 08D '"Chronology of Significant Events in the
U.S. Long Range Ballistics Missile Program,” OCJCS
files,

James H. Smith Jr, Assistant Secretary of the Navy,
told a House Military Appropriations Subcommittee
that the first attempt to launch an earth satelllte
would be made in the "early part of 1958." This was
several months later than originally planned. The
delay had been reported in secret testimony on 16
March, and made public 11 April 19%6.

(U) New York Times, 12 Apr 56, 33:7.

After surveying the rising cost estimates of the
earth satellite program, the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget asked for NSC consideration of the four
alternative courses listed by the Secretary of Defense
in his letter to the President on 5 April 1956.

(S) Memo, DirBOB to Dillon Anderson, "NSC 5520,"
13 Apr 56, Encl to (S) Memo, Exec Secy to NSC, same
subj and date, OCJCS file "NSC 5520 US Scientific
Satellite Prog."

The Operations Coordinating Board [ormalized a previous
agreement to establish a "Working Group on Certain
Aspects of NSC 5520," and concurred on the working
group's terms of reference. The working group was to
be comprised of representatives of the Departments
of Defense and State, CIA, USIA, OCB Staff, and the
Natlional Science Foundatlon; the Defense member was
to act as chairman, The Working Group was to devote
close attention to: (1) public announcements on the
satellite, its instrumentation, and orbit; (2) the
impact of Soviet satellite programs; (3) international
inspection of the satellite prior to its launchlng;
(4) internatiocnal witnessing of the satellite launch-
ing; and (5) arrangements for international tracking
of the satellite vehicle in orbit. 1In the following
week the Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D),
Mr. Clifford Furnas, was designated Chairman of the
Working Group.

(C) 0CB, "Terms of Reference for Working Group
on Certain Aspects or NSC 5520" 2 May 56, CCS 381 U.S.
(5-23-46) sec 67, (8) OCB "wWeekly Status Report"”
7 May 56, CCS 334 OCB (3-26-54) sec 17.

Mr, Wilson informed the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff that the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Supply and Logistics) had recommended that Project
VANGUARD be included in highest priority Category
"s" of the current DOD Master Urgency List and re-
quested the Chairman's views, particularly in regard
to the military importance of VANGUARD,
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(S) Memo, 3ecDef to CuCS, '"Military Urzencies
(Project VANGUARD and the “eapcn System 12734," 25
Apr 56, Zncl to (8) JC3 1723/237, Note bty Secys, same
subj, 27 Apr 55, CCS Ccol.o4 (11-4-48) zec 74,
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17 May 56 Lt. Gen. D.L. Putt, Deputy Chief of Staff for Develop-
ment, USAF, testilied before the Symington Alrpower
Committee that the Air Force had been working on
satellites and related matters since 1346 but that
sufflcient funds were not available for 1957 to

, continue the work at an adequate level of activity.

srtion: of Gen, Putt's closed session testimony were
censored by the DOD for security reasons.)

(U) US Congress,Sen, "Study of Airpower," Hearings
before the Subcommittee on the Air Force of the
Committee on Armed Services, 84th Cong, 2d sess
(wWashington, 1956), vol. I, p. 588.

23 May 50 In response to Secretary Wilson's request (25 April
1956) for their views on the military importance of
VANGUARD, the JCS stated their belief that the project
was "closely related to the military missile programs
and of immediate value thereto." The JCS requested
that, in the event that the asslgmment of ‘pricrities
to VANGUARD conflicteu -ritu riorvitic: "=-oinea to otner
projects, they 2 gziven the opportunity to recommend
appropriate revisions to the Master Urgency List,

1956
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29 May 55

16 Sep 56
y
3 Oct 56
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[One of the "facts" considered by the JCS in
the preparation of their wiews was that "NSC 5520
statas that considerable prestize and psychological
beneflits will accrue to the nation wihich Tirst is
successful in launching a satellite. The _[niercnce
such a demonstration of advanced tecnnology and its
UNMISTAKARLE RELATIONSHIP TO INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC
MISSILE TECHNOLCGY might have important repercussions
on the political determination of free world countries
to resist Communist threats, especially il the USSR
were to be the first to establish a satellite.”]

(S) Dec On JCS 17254289, "Military Urgenciles :
(Project VANGUARD and the Weapon System 125A)," 23
May 56, source of (S} Memo, JCS to SecDef, same sub]j
and date. 0©CS 0C4.04 (11-4-46) sec 75 and 76.

After considering the views of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff with respect to the military importance of
Project VANGUARD, the Secretary of Defense advised the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (S&L) that the project
would be included on the Master Urgency List as Item
1l in Category I.

(8) N/H of JCS 1725/289, "Military Urgencies
(Project VANGUARD and the VWeapon System 1254),"
18 Jul 56, CCS 004,04 (11-u-u6§ sec 75.

During the meeting of the Special International
Committee for the International Geophysical Year at
Barcelona, 10-16 September, the delegates of all
participating countries approved a resolution that
compatible tracking instrumentation be used in all
earth satellites so that the same grcund recelving
equipment would Le effective in all cases. Testifying
before a Congressional subcommittee in May 1957, two
U.S. delegates to the Barcelona meetings confirmed
that Soviet representatives had Jjoined in this action.
One of them stated that the Soviets had agreed "to use
the same radio frequency so that we might receilve
their telemetering signals and tracking signals and
they might receive ours with their stations,"

(U) New York Times, 16 Sep 56, 30:5. (U) US
Congress, HOX, "NatIonal Science Foundation," Hearings
before the Subcommittee on the Committee on Appropria-
tions, 85th Cong, lst sess (Washington, 1957) pp. 8,
14-15, 98.

The Defense Department submitted the progress report
on the earth satellite program requested by the NSC
on % .o 1y G, I ststed tnt the tgeamicel ~rovr.m
was on schedule and that  the DOD contemplated the
launching of 6 test vehicles by September 1957 and
the attempted launchings of 6 satellites at about
o_month intervals beginning not earlier than 31
October 1957. The report also stated that, In view
of the satisfactory progress with the Navy's VIKING
and other considerations, 1t was undesirable to apply
any effort toward development of alternate missiles
as the basis of the launching vehicle, It was also
believed undesirable to plan additional satellites

beyond the 6 currently programmed.
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(S) Department of Defense, "Progress Repcrt on
the U.S., Scientific Satellite Program (Nsc £520),"
3 Oct 55, OCJCS file "NSC 552C US Scientiflc Satellite
Pr.og . n

10 Oct 36  The Science Advisory Committee of ODM disagreed with
the statement in the Defense Department: progress
report of 3 October 1956 that it was undesirable to
plan additional satellites beyond the 6 currently
programmed, The committee stressed the opinion that
a 12-vehicle firing program was more certain of
achleving a successful launching than a &-vehicle
program and, if successful in its early phases, would

. provide far greater scientiflc benerit through the
v gathering of more types of data.
U.S. fallure to launch satellites successfully
during the ICY would result in the loss of U.S.
scientific prestige. Should the Soviets succeed in
launching a satellite before the U.S. a further loss
of U.S. prestige would result. In any event, there
was a long-range need for a continuing program of
outer-space exploration, that could most economically
be met by extending the existing project.
(S) Ltr, Chm Science Advisory Cmte to DirODM,
10 Oct 56, Ann A to {S) Memo, Exec Secy to NSC,
"U.S. Sclentific Satellite Program," 9 Nov 56, OCJTS
file "NSC 5520 US Scientific Satellite Prog."

20 QOct 56 The National Science Foundation, as well as the
Science Advisory Committee of ODM, disagreed with the
Defense Department position that planning additional
satellites beyond the 6 currently programmed was
undesirable. (See item of 3 October 1956.) The
scientific value of the program was directly related
to the number of successful launchings., Even with
a 12-satellite program only high priority experiments
could be carried out, The scientific knowledge so
obtained would not only advance pure science but would

/ have a direct bearing on communications, weather fore-
casting, and the ballistic missile program. Since
certain outlays remained basically the same for the
12- as for the 6-satellite program, there was no
point of diminishing scientific returns as long as
average costs would be reduced. The National Sclence
Foundation comments alsc emphasized that 1t was
probable the USSR would attempt to be flrst to launch
a satellite and to surpass in every way the U.S.
effort, The prestige and psychological setbacks in-
herent in an earlier and larger Soviet satellite could
be at least partially offset by a more effective and
complete U.S. program., However, even if the U.S.
achieved the first success, a stronger scientifilc
program by the Soviets would overcome the

—~Jinitial U,S. advantage. :]
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20 Nov 56 The JCS advised the Secretary of Defense that they
had noted and had no comments to offer on the
National Security Council Planning Board's draft
report of 9 November 19565 relating to the Defense
Department's progress report on the earth satellite.
(See item of 3 October 1956,)

(S) Dec On JCS 1899/299, "U.S. Scientific
Satellite Program," 20 Nov 56, source of (S) Memo,
CJCS %o SecDef, same subj and date, Both in CCS 381
U.S. (5-23-46) sec Th,

11 Dec 56 Dr, John P. Hagen, Director of the Naval Research
Laboratory's VANGUARD project, saild at a press
briefing that the project was on schedule. He said
he expected the "bilg shoot" sometime between July
1957, and December 1958, In answer to the question
whether the U.S. was "trying to beat the Russians to

- the punch on the satellite,” he replied: "We do not
conslder we are racing with anyone, We are not
attempting in any way to race with the Russians." He
noted that the information obtained from the space
cbservations of the satellite would be available to
the USSR and the other nations cooperating in the IGY.

(U) New York Times, 12 Dec 55, 41:8,

20 Dec 56 A Navy Department news release announced plans for
a giant chain of scientific "eyes" to track the
first man-made space satellite. Most of the tracking
would be done by "Minitrack” radio equipment. The
path of the satellite would be automatically cal-
culated by an IBM electronic computer,

(U) New York Times, 21 Dec 56, 1:5,
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10 Jan 57

14 Jan 57

30 Jan 57

In referring to U.S. policy on disarmament in his
State of the Union message to Congress, President
Eisenhower expressed U.S. willingness to make any
"reliable agreement” that, among other things, would
"mutually control the outer space missile and satellite
development." His mention of outer-space missiles
and satellites in connection with disarmament was
the [irst public reference of this sort by any world
statesman,

(U) New York Times, 11 Jan 57, 1:6-7; text in
State Department Bulletin, Vol, XXXVI, No. 918 (28 Jan
57), pp. 123-126.7

As part of his presentation of new U.S. disarmament
proposals before the UN Political snd Security
Committee, Ambassador Lodge suggested that the first
step toward assuring that experiments on outer-space
objects would be 'devoted exclusively to peaceful
and scilentific purposes'" would be to open them to
international inspection and participation, K=
referred to the U.S. earth satellite as an example
of such a project, "developed with the knowledge and
approbation of the sclentlsts of the natlons repre-
sented in the "International Geophysical Year,"

(U) Department of State, Bulletin, Vol XXXVI

(11 Feb 57), p. 227. .

24 Jan 97 t

|

The Operations Coordinating Board approved "Guide
Lines for Public Information on the Scilentific Earth
Satellite Program," formulated because of high public
interest and growing pressure from the press to

obtaln broader coverage of the program. The agreed
statement provided that all releases were to emphasize
the "international, cooperative scientific purposes"
of the program. Though all unclassified information
should be released as soon as practicable, all
publicity should avoid "unwise commitments, undue
optimism or particular target dates," and speculation
"as to probability of success, future programs, or
possible military application.” Also to be avoided
was any commitment concerning international witnessing
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19 Feb 57

30 Apr 57

of the satellite launching until the Department of
Defense was able toc determine that such would be
compatible with national securlty interests. The
National Science Foundation, the Naticnal Academy of
Sciences and the Department of Defense were given
responsibilities for the review, coordination, and
release of information relating to tnose aspects of
the program in which they had primary interest. With
respect to the international aspects of the satellite
prozram, State was to review all releases which might
involve U.S. policy and USIA was To publicize and
review releases in accordance with its assigned
functions.

(C) Minutes of OCB, 23 Jan 57 as approved 30
Jan 57, and attached "Guide Lines For Putlic Infor-
mation on the Scientific Earth Satellite Program,"
30 Jan 57, CCS 331 U3 (5-23-46) sec 77, BP pt 9.

Testifying before the House Appropriaticns Sub-
committee concerning the plans and progress of the
U.S. earth satellite project, Rear Adm R, Bennett,
Chief of Naval Research, stated that the "major
purpose, the real, True purpose of the whole satellite
program is strictly sclentific . . " Since only the
military had the required rocketry knowledge, they
were acting as "contractors to the scientiflc
community of the United States" in respect of this
roclketry knowledge. The project was prozressing
approximately according to tentative schedules, but,
in view of its experimental nature, complete success
within the time 1limits could not be guaranteed. Dr.
John P. Hagen, the Director of Prcject VANGUARD, also
testified, answering technical questions posed by
members of the Subcommittee.

(U) US Congress, HR, "Department of Defense
Appropriations for 1958," Hearings before the Sub-
committee of the Committee on Appropriations, 85th
Cong, lst sess. (Washington, 1957), pp. 888, 892,
893, and 889-897.

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget advised the
President that $40 million in addition to the $70
million already available would be needed to meet the
objectives of the earth satellite project. Further-
more, technical difficulties might develop that would
necessitate substantial expenditures even beyond this
$110 million total. The Department of Defense had
stated that it did not have sufficient interest in the
program to finance ifts continuation, and had suggested
that supplemental funds be appropriated to the Natlonal
Science Foundation for that purpose. The NSF, on the
other hand, maintained that DOD should provide the
funds. After receiving this memorandum, the President
asked that the satellite program be discussed by the
NSC on 10 May 1957. The Defense Department was asked
to prepare a report as a basls for the discussion,

(S) Memo, DirBOB to Pres, "Project VANGUARD, "
30 Apr 57, Encl to (8) Memo, ExecSecy to NSC, "v.S.
Scientific Satellite Program," 3 May 57, Encl to (s)
JCS 1899/328, same subj, 7 May 57, CCS 381 U.S.
(5-23-456) sec 78.
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19 Mar 57

25 Apr 57

2 May 57
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The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller),
W.J. McNeil, told & subcommittee of the House
Committee on Appropriations that the cost of Project
VANGUARD was running 'far, far beyond any estimates,”
in spite of the fact that the Defense Department had
held the project to half the scope desired by others.
Mr. McNeil said that Defense funds hdd been advanced
for the project in the belief that the Deiense Depart-
ment was acting as the agent of the Naticnal Sclence
Foundation, the sponsor of the preoject, and weculd
therefore be reimbursed or recelve a supplemental
appropriation. However, it now appeared that the
Defense Department had become a "financial partner"
of the National Science Foundation.

(U) US Congress, HR, Department of Defense A
Appropriations for 1958: Hearings Before the Sub-
committee of the Committee on Appropriations, 85th
Cong, lst sess {Washington, 1957), pt 2, pp. 1902-3.

At a meeting ir London of the UN Disarmament Sub-
committee, Mr. Stassen, in a general restatement of
U.S. policy, called for international inspection of
and participation in all tests of outer-space objects.
He emphasized the importance of achieving early
control over missiles and rockets, Soviet represent-
ative Zorin called for coupling missiles control with
a ban on nuclear weapons, and said that the general
discussion should be expanded to include all missiles,
rockets, and atomic artillery.

(8) Msg, London (Whitney) to SecState, 5816, 25
Apr 57, R&RA Sect. (U) New York Times, 26 Apr 57, 6:2,

The Secretary of Defense informed the Service Secre-
taries, the Chairman, JCS, and the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Research and Engineering) that the
satellite program would be discussed at the forthcoming
NSC meeting, on either 8 or 10 May. Responsibility for
preparing a Department of Defense report on the pro-
gram for presentation at the meeting was assigned to
the Secretary's Special Assistant for Guided Misslles,
in collaboration with the Secretary of the Navy. The
report was to indicate ways of effecting econcmles
in the program without serious detriment to the
objectives outlined under NSC 5520.

(S} Memo, SecDef to SecArmy et al., "U.S.
Scientiflc Satellite Program,” 2 May 57, Encl to
(s) JCS 1899/326, Note by Secys, same subj, 6 May 57,
CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46) sec 78.
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3 May 57

J 10 May 57

17 May 57

7T Jun 57

Secretary of Defense Wilson directed that the earth
satellite program te handled by the Ballistic Milssiles
Committee, 0SD, of which nis Special Assistant for
Guided Missiles was Chairman. The Special Capabilltiles
Panel (Stewart Committee) would centinue to monitor the
project, reporting to the Special Assistant {Tor Guided
Missiles. Project VANGUARD, however, would not be
accorded the same priority as the ICBM and IRBM
programs.

(U) Memo, SecDef to Spec Asst GM, "Functioning
of the Office of the Special Assistant to the Secretary
of Defense for Guided Missiles," 3 May 57, JCS Hist
Sec files.

After discussing a Defense Department presentation on
the satellite program, along with comments by the
Director of the National Science Foundatlon and the
President of the National Academy of Sclences, the
NSC noted the President's directive that tne program
under NSC 5520 "should be continued on no more = .
elaborate basis than at present" and under the follow-
ing conditions: (1) Representatives of the Defense
Department and the National Science Foundation should
meet with the appropriate Congressional committees to
discuss the use of Defense Department emergency funds
to continue the program through 1 August 1957, and the
appropriation of additlonal FY 1958 funds to the
Defense Department to complete the program should not
exceed $110 million; (2) before Congress was asked
for additional appropriations, scientists working on
the project should seek ways to reduce costs without
jeopardizing objectives under NSC 5520; and {3) the
Defense Department should submit a report to the NSC
immediately if one of the test vehicles was success-
fully orbited as a satelllte.

(TS) NSC Action No, 1713, 10 May 57, OCJCS file
"NSC 5520 US Scientific Satellite Prog."

The Secretary of Defense informed the Chairman, JCS,
and others of NSC Action No. 1713 (10 May 19575 on the
satellite program, and of approval of that Action by
the President. The President had stated that in their
meetings with Congressional committees, Defense Depart
ment and National Science Foundation representatives
should "tell the whole story as to costs'--that 1s,
the costs were expected to remain within $110 million
but might be raised by some unforeseen development to
$150 million. The President had also asked to be
given by 1 June 1957 a summary of the scientlsts! re-
port on ways to reduce satelllite expenses.,

(S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS et al., "U.S. Scientific
Satellite Program," 17 May 57, Lncl to (3) JCS
1899,330, Note by Secys, same subj, 23 May 57, CCS
381 U.S. (5-23-45) sec 79.

The Secretary of the Army publicly denied reports that
the Army was "eager to move int® the earth satellite
program." According to the UP, Secretary Brucker had
said, "The Department of the Army is privileged to
carry out i1ts mission of providing the telemetry
(measuring devices) for the satellite program, and wve
do not desire nor intend to go beyond that important
requirement.”
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(U) New York Times, 8 Jun 57, 2:5.

Radio Moscow announced that Soviet scientists "will
shortly take the rirst step into cesmic flight by
launching an artificial earth satellite."

(U) New York Times, 18 Sep 57, 15:1.

The Soviet Union successfully launched the first
earth satellite. The satellite, circling the earth at
an altitude of about 55C miles and a spead of
approximately 18,000 miles per hour, was twenty-two
inches in diameter, weighed 184 pounds, and carried
radio equipment sending signals to ground stations.
The Soviet announcement of the launching stated that
the USSR would lauwnich more satellites in the future,
(U) New York Times, 5 Oct 57, 1:8; text of the
Soviet announcement, 3:3.

Major General Holgar N. Toftoy, Commander of Redstone
Arsenal, and Brigadier General John A. Barclay,

Deputy Commander of the Army Ballistic Missile Agency,
who were in Barcelona as U.S. representatives to the
Eighth Congress of the International Astronautical
Federation, told newsmen that the United States could
have had an earth satellite in the sky as long as two
years ago if the Army had not been ordered to halt 1ts
program. The two officers stated categorically that
in 1954 the Army could have put at least a 15-pound
satellite into orbit "in a year or so' if it had been
allowed tc combine components of existing misslles to
form a launching vehicle. General Toftoy was quoted
as saying, "We said we could do 1t. But shortly after
our proposal we were told that it was not a race. It
was not simply a case of getting a satellite going.

. The idea was to get as much Information as possible

out of the satellite. So, the VANGUARD proposal was

made and accepted."
(U) New York Times, 9 Oct 57, 12:3.

A statement by the President, relecased at the White
House, declared that the U.S. satellite program had
never been conducted as a race with other nations.”
Congratulating Soviet secientists on their achleve-
ment, the President made clear that the U.S. program
had been designed only to promote scientiflc research
and had been closely coordinated with scientists of
all countries engaged in the IGY. In order to accent
i1ts scientific purposes as well as to avold inter-
ference with high priority missile projects, the
satellite program had been deliberately separated
from the ballistic missile program. Merglng of
scientific and military efforss could have produced
an orbiting U.S. satellite at an earlier date, but to
the detriment of scientific goals and military prog-
ress.,

(U) Wwhite House Press Release, "statement by the
President; Summary of Important Facts in the Develop-
ment by the United States of an Earth Satellite,"

9 Oct"57, 0cJCS file "NSC 5520 US Scientific Satellite
Prog.
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In reply to a request of 18 Qctober 1957f the JCS
forwarded to the Secretary of Defense a "Compendium

of Intelligence on Soviet Satellite and Missile
Programs," for use in responding to the letter from

the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Armed Services dated 11 October.
Regarding Sputnik I, a summary statement in the
compendium said, "The launching of the Soviet satellite

- on October 1957 confirms previous estimates of their

capabllity in this respect" and "enhances their
capabillity for orbiting larger and more complex
satellites." Purther statements included the following
detalls. The launching vehicle used to place the
satellite in orbit might or might not have been of

ICBM proporticns, but it was probable that the Soviet
satellite and ICEM programs were closely assoclated.
Further, 1t was believed likely that the USSR was
capable of orbiting satellites larger than the announc-
ed 184-pound welght of the first sphere, Preliminary
analysis indicated that the Soviet satellite was not
highly complex in design or instrumentation. If it
included telemetry, the system was probably limited

to two or three channels, which could furnish basic
environmental data such as temperature and meteorite
density.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1620/162, "Missile Report for
Senate Preparedness Investigating Committee," 23 Oct 57,
source of (TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, "Compendium of
Information on Soviet Missile Programs for Senate
Preparedness Investigating Committee,” same date, CCS
334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 20.

A Defense Department release stated that "the Vanguard
rocket that will carry this country's satellite into
the sky was put through a successful test in Florida
this afterncon.”

(U) New Yeork Times, 24 Qet 57, 1:5.
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