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Atlas

FBM (Polaris)
Satellite projects determined by the secretary of defense

to have objectives of "key political, psychological or

military import"

Antimissile missile weapons systems , including both active
defense and early warning

Thor/.Jupiter

Titan

IGY scientific satellite program (Vanguard and Jupiter C)

McElroy discussed this list with the president on 21 January, and the

next day the NSC noted that the president had formally approved it.'G'

Another action in January 1958 brought to a close the long period
of fumbling uncertainty in the scientific satellite program and helped

to restore some national prestige. On the night of 31 January 1958
ABMA, firing a modified four-stage Jupiter C rocket (Juno I) at the Air

Force Missile Test Center, orbited a 31-pound satellite named Explorer

1. President Eisenhower announced the achievement at 12:52 a.m. on

1 February. Another six weeks elapsed before Vanguard finally succeeded,

after two more failures. 0,2

The Advanced Research Projects Agency

Eisenhower never tired of preaching the gospel of greater unity in defense
organization . In the development of radically new technologies associated
with missiles , he saw an example of a function requiring centralized control.
The Soviet Sputnik and the accession of McElroy , two nearly simultaneous
events, provided both a stimulus and an opportunity for introducing
organizational changes. Missiles already far along the road to development
might continue under individual services , but newer and more esoteric
projects cutting across service lines seemed to call for other organiza-
tional arrangenx nts.

On I. i October 1957. in one of his first conferences with his new secre-
tary of defense, the president suggested the possibility of a "fourth service"
to handle the " whole missiles activity .' McElroy suggested a Manhattan
District project for the antimissile program , which the president had already
cited as a possibility for the ICBM and IRBM programs . Eisenhower thought
that the idea might be extended to the military reconnaissance satellite."''

In the end, however, the ,Manhattan model was rejected , probably as
too sweeping . Instead , Eisenhower and McElroy opted for the "single
manager " approach , already functioning successfully in connection with inter-
service supply problems, with the managerial agency operating directly
under OSD . The president , as already noted, announced this decision on
7 November. DoD General Counsel Robert Dechert rendered a legal opinion
that , under the National Security Act as amended , the secretary had ample
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authority to establish the proposed managerial agency, subject only to a

requirement to notify Congress at the time he did so. "{

McElroy intended that the new agency would have jurisdiction over

new weapons that were not anything like as far down the road as the

missile program," such as the antimissile weapon and "perhaps some other

very upstream types of weapons projects." It would develop new weapons
to the point of operational capability, when they would he turned over
to one of the services. It would not be a "Manhattan project." "'T'here were

things you could do in wartime to throw money into the Manhattan pro-

ject that are quite different from the way this will be handled,' he said.ji'

Some service spokesmen opposed the new agency. The most prominent,
Air Force Secretary Douglas, considered it unnecessary and intrusive and

believed that weapons systems, from their inception, should remain under

the user service. Another argument, supported by the DSB, held that it
would suffice to strengthen the authority of some existing official."'

McElroy and Quarles ignored these objections and moved ahead

with their plans. Their draft directive for the "Special Projects Agency" was

reviewed by the JCS, who did not object in principle but recommended

some changes, including one to limit the agency's activities to antimissile
weapons and satellites. McElroy rejected this view because, as his military

assistant, General Randall, explained, he wished the new agency to be free

to take on other projects if desired. It was also intended that the director

of the agency would have authority to enter into contracts, although he

would normally contract through the military departments.''
McElroy held up the formal establishment of the new organization,

eventually named Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA), pending

the appointment of a director, who could be expected to play a key role in

setting its course."' Meanwhile, as already noted, McElroy included

$10 million for ARPA's initial operating expenses in the FY 1958 budget

supplemental.

The House Armed Services Committee, investigating the missile pro-

gram, also evidenced much interest in ARPA, and McElroy encountered

questions on the subject when he appeared before the committee on

13-14 February. Some members doubted McElroy's authority to establish

by executive action an "operating" agency with power to hold property.
Assurances given the committee by General Counsel Dechert failed to

convince the skeptics. "
This issue reached the floor of the House in connection with a bill to

authorize construction of certain Air Force facilities in FY 1958, as part

of the budget supplemental. The House adopted an amendment that

expressly authorized the secretary to establish ARPA and allowed the
agency to enter into production contracts. McElroy was willing to accept

this provision provided it was so worded as to avoid any implication that

the law was conferring an authority that did not exist. The Senate, how-
ever, deleted the House amendment as irrelevant to the rest of the bill.
The conference committee retained its substance, but without mentioning
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ARPA by name; the secretary "or his designee " was authorized to engage in

advanced projects in the field of basic and applied research. In that form,

the bill passed , with another provision added by the House authorizing

not only military projects , but also " such advanced space projects as may

be designated by the President "; this was intended to insure continuance

of Vanguard . The president signed the bill on 12 February 1958."'
By that time McElroy had found a director for ARPA : Roy W. Johnson,

a vice president of General Electric . His appointment was announced

on 7 February 1958 . The directive establishing ARPA, issued the same day,

authorized it to direct or perform projects assigned to it by the secretary
of defense , using existing facilities of DoD as far as practicable, although
it could also acquire its own facilities . A few weeks later Herbert E. York,
director of the Atomic Energy Commission's Livermore Laboratory in Cali-
fornia and a member of the Ballistic Missiles Scientific Advisory Commit-
tee, became chief scientist of ARPA.

The 1958 reorganization , already in prospect by January of that year,
brought about significant changes in the administration of research and
development within OSD . Pending the reorganization , the relationship
between the newly established director of ARPA , the director of guided
missiles, and the assistant secretary for research and engineering was regu-
lated by an agreement worked out by these officials and approved by
McElroy. Under its provisions , the assistant secretary (R&E) acted as a staff
adviser responsible for recommendations concerning the soundness and
feasibility of all research and engineering programs and their consonance
with DoD policies . The DGM had specific responsibility for advice of simi-
lar scope concerning guided missiles , but he also held delegated line
authority in his field . The director of ARPA was primarily a line official,
responsible for planning and directing assigned projects. All three officials
were enjoined to cooperate closely and to keep one another fully informed."'

From the beginning , it had been understood that ARPA would take
over responsibility for development of antimissile defense and for military
satellite projects . The first of these involved an area of rivalry between the
Army and the Air Force , owing to the difficulty of distinguishing clearly

between " point " and "area " defense . On 10 January 1958 Holaday informed
McElroy that the Air Force had diverted some FY 1958 money to a full-
fledged anti -missile project ( known as Wizard ), which overlapped the

Army 's work . Holaday recommended immediate action , without awaiting
the organization of ARPA , to reaffirm the division of responsibilities pres-
cribed earlier : the Air Force to limit its effort to long-range detection, the
Army to develop the actual weapon . McElroy agreed. On 16 January he
informed both service secretaries that the direction of the anti - ICBM pro-
gram would eventually be assigned to ARPA , but in the meantime the two
services were to continue their current lines of development. "3

As its first responsibility , ARPA took over coordination of a national
military satellite program . The Advisory Group on Special Capabilities, in
response to Holaday ' s directive of 6 September 1957, reviewed the satellite
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programs of the services and submitted recommendations on 15 January

1958. The first step, it said, should be development of vehicles to he launched
by the boosters developed for IRBMs. A longer-terns project would exploit

the still more powerful ICBM rocket engines. Looking beyond military

satellites to exploration of space (which it was assumed would become a
national objective), the group noted that unmanned explorations of the

moon, Venus, and Mars appeared to be within the capabilities of pre-

sently planned systems, and recommended that a lunar probe he part of
the IRBM-based satellite program. For manned space exploration, the group

made no recommendations, merely observing that the X-15 hypersonic air-

craft, a rocket-powered vehicle under development by the Air Force and

the Navy, provided a basis for development in this field.'`
In response to a request from Holaday on 7 January 1958, the services

submitted more specific recommendations for satellite programs. The

Army on 10 January recommended a program that had been presented earlier

to the advisory group, involving 16 satellite launchings between 1958 and

1960. Four days later the Army forwarded a long-range plan, beginning in

January with the small satellite already scheduled for launch, followed by
progressively larger and heavier satellites, then an unmanned moon land-

ing in April 1959, manned landing and return in the spring of 1967. and a

500-man expedition to the moon by 1971.'-'
The Navy reply on 15 January set forth, as a minimum, the goal of devel-

oping satellites with a 1,500-pound payload, followed by manned space
flight. This would require extensive research experience with smaller

satellites; hence the Navy recommended continuing the Vanguard program

with successively larger payloads, leading logically to the use of Titan or

Atlas boosters to reach the 1,500-pound goal.171

The Air Force arrayed a smorgasbord of exotic projects, including the
117L satellite system, which could evolve into manned systems for orbit-

ing the earth and the moon; the X-15, already described, and Dynasoar,

a rocket-propelled supersonic glider, for manned space flight research; a

nuclear-powered rocket and an ion-propulsion aircraft for actual space

flight; and plans for lunar landings and probes of Mars and Venus.'--
The Army and Navy made further proposals in sending Holaday their

comments on the report of the Advisory Group on Special Capabilities, the

conclusions of which they endorsed. Brucker, in lieu of the 16-vehicle pro-

gram presented earlier to the group, now recommended 12 launchings

during 1958 and 1959, building up to a capability by October 1959 of a

launch rate of one per month which could be continued indefinitely;
he also recommended approval of the Army's longer-range pro&ram. Gates

recommended that the Navy take on the following specific tasks: continu-

ation of Vanguard, expanded through combinations with Thor or Jupiter;

a television satellite system under development; a satellite tracking plan,
already under study by the Navy in response to a request by Holaday; and

development of a hypersonic aircraft as a basis for a manned space vehicle,

to be launched by a three-stage rocket using boosters from Titan and Polaris.'`
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Most of these ambitious proposals were clearly matters for long-term

consideration. The principal exception, the Air Force 117L, gave promise

in the near future of yielding a reconnaissance satellite. As early as February

1958 the Air Force planned one that would circle the earth three times,

then eject a capsule containing photographs taken from aloft. McElroy and

Quarles discussed this with Killian and Allen Dulles on 6 February, and

the president approved it the next day with the understanding that it

would come under the overall supervision of DoD and that CIA would

control the intelligence aspects. On 24 February McElroy directed the Air

Force to proceed with the project under the direction of ARPA. 17'
The director of ARPA set forth his proposed method of operation in

memorandums to the service secretaries on 27 March. Initially, ARPA would

not acquire or operate its own laboratories,. though it might do so later.

Some projects might be assigned directly to military departments; those

not readily identifiable with a specific weapon system would be handled

by ARPA through contracts with military activities or other governmental

or private agencies. Johnson forwarded copies of orders that he had sent

directly to service installations the same day. ABMA was instructed to pre-

pare four satellite launchings between August 1958 and January 1959,

with successively larger payloads, using Juno I or a more advanced version

(Juno 11). He directed the Air Force to develop three lunar probes to be

launched as soon as possible, with a three-stage launch vehicle drawing

on Thor, Vanguard, and a solid-propellant rocket to be determined later.

The Naval Ordnance Test Station, Invokern, California, was to develop a

ground scanning system for use in lunar probes. On the same day, after the

president had approved the projects, McElroy announced them publicly 11"

ARPA was off to a fast start. The projects that it had set in motion

would provide a basis for the program of the National Aeronautics and

Space Administration and eventually, after years of patient and costly
experimentation, for the nation's first moon landing in 1969.

Further acceleration of Effort

The 1959 budget carried Tightly more than $3.8 billion in new

obligational authority for procurement of missiles, exclusive of research

and development and of the $340 million requested for ARPA. However, the

figures were not necessarily final: technological progress might lead to

rcquests for more support of some programs, as McElroy told the House

Appropriations Committee on 2 7 January 1958.11'

Uncertainty about final budget goals stemmed not only from the state

of weapons technology but also from the administration not having com-

pleted its examination of the Gaither panel recommendations. The NSC

discussed these on 6 and 16 January. It directed DoD, in consultation with

(he White House, to report on the advisability of enlarging the Atlas and
Titan programs beyond the 13 squadrons programmed and of hardening
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Advisory Committee (PSAC) the task of drafting a space program and an
organization to administer it. The plan that emerged in March 1958 was

drawn up by the PSAC, in collaboration with the President's Advisory

Committee on Government Organization (PACGO) and the Bureau of the

Budget. A new National Aeronautics and Space Agency would absorb NACA

and assume responsibility for space and aeronautical research. Headed by

a director appointed by the president, it would have an advisory National

Aeronautics and Space Board of 17 members, of whom not more than

8 would be from government agencies, including at least 1 from Doll. The
agency's relationship with DoD was briefly disposed of in an introductory

statement of policy, which affirmed that space activities should be under

civilian direction, unless they were "peculiar to or primarily associated with

weapons systems or military operations, in which case the agency may act
in cooperation with, or on behalf of, the Department of Defense." Existing
activities and facilities relating to space might be transferred to the new

agencies from other government departments with the concurrence of the

department head and the approval of the 2 211

The president sent his proposal to Congress on 2 April 1958. At the

same time he directed the secretary of defense and the chairman of NACA

to review existing and planned DoD programs and recommend those that
should be placed under the new agency, plus an operating plan to assure

DoD support of the latter."'
During congressional hearings, DoD officials, while supporting the

bill, disagreed over whether its language would adequately protect their
department from infringement by the new agency. Deputy Secretary Quarles
believed that it would; Roy Johnson, director of ARPA, feared that it

might not. He recommended revision of the bill to require the new agency

to cooperate with DoD when appropriate, instead of leaving cooperation
optional. Otherwise, the composition of the advisory board should be changed
to guarantee DoD additional representation. Representatives of the military

departments were inclined to agree with Johnson. McElroy, asked about
apparent disagreement among his top officials, attempted to smooth it
over. All agreed, he said, in supporting the establishment of the new agency,
and he had no doubt that the language of the hill could be construed to

protect DoD interests, though there might be "some slight modifications"

for clarification."'
Part of the reason, at least, why witnesses from DoD failed to present

a clear position on the bill was the limited time that had been allowed them

for consideration. The department had only 24 hours to review the draft

bill and submit comments. BoB had sent the draft to the department on 27
March with a deadline of 31 March. On the face of it, then, the department

had several days, but two of them (29 and 30 March) fell on a Saturday and
Sunday. As it turned out, the department did not furnish its comments to

the BoB until 1 April."'
On 12 May General Counsel Dechert wrote to the Senate committee

suggesting changes on which there was "substantial agreement" within DoD.
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They would make clear the full responsibility of DoD for activities primarily

associated with weapons systems or military operations and would specify

that a majority (nine members) of the board must be from the government,

with at least three from Defense. BoB Director Maurice H. Stans told the

committee that the administration would accept these amendments . 221

On 2 June the House approved a bill that incorporated the substance

of the amendments requested in Dechert's letter. It also changed the title of

the proposed new organization to National Aeronautics and Space

Administration (rather than agency) and of its head to administrator instead

of director.'-"'
The version approved by Johnson's committee on 11 June, and passed

by the full Senate five days later, introduced an important change. The pro-

posed advisory body had now become the National Aeronautics and Space
Policy Board, a cabinet-level group reporting directly to the president and
including the secretaries of defense and state among its members. It would

recommend to the president a program of aeronautical and space activities
and assign responsibility for their execution; in other words, it would estab-
lish the demarcation between the new space agency and DoD.226

The differences between the two bills did not seem important to officials

of OSD, who felt that their interests would be protected in either case.
Quarles, questioned by Republican Sen. Styles Bridges of New Hampshire,
replied that the department could "live with" either version. He added his

understanding, however, that the White House preferred the House version.22'
Quarles was correct in this latter statement. President Eisenhower

took strong exception to the proposed policy board, fearing an encroach-
ment on presidential authority. In a conference with the president on

7 July, Senator Johnson suggested a happy solution: why not make the
president himself the chairman of the board? Eisenhower agreed, and

the bill was accordingly rewritten with this provision, blending elements
from both the House and Senate versions.228

The legislation passed on 16 July and, as signed by the president on

29 July, retained the title National Aeronautics and Space Administration

(NASA). It also incorporated provision for a Civilian-Military Liaison Com-

mittee to consist of a chairman appointed by the president, with repre-

sentatives from the Department of Defense and the military departments,

to be assigned by the secretary of defense, and others chosen by the

administrator of NASA. The National Aeronautics and Space Council, under

the president as chairman, would include the secretaries of state and defense,

the administrator of NASA, the chairman of the AEC, not more than one

additional presidential appointee from the federal government, and not

more than three others from private life. Its function was to advise the

president in the performance of his duties under the act-to develop a

program of space activities, to fix responsibility for their performance,

and to provide for effective cooperation between NASA and DoD.22''

The task of allocating existing space-related projects between DoD and

NASA had already begun. As early as 9 May, ARPA and NACA had agreed
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that the initial program for the new agency would provide for major effort
in three principal areas: ( 1) use of unmanned space vehicles to collect scien-
tific data; (2) development of technology and equipment for manned space
flight; and (3) development of components and techniques to improve space

technology. Predominantly military programs were listed as reconnaissance
and surveillance , countermeasures against space vehicles, effects of nuclear
weapons in space, and navigation aids . Primarily civilian programs included
unmanned space flights for scientific purposes. Those still under discussion
embraced man-in-space programs and a proposed rocket engine developing
one million pounds of thrust .21,

The establishment of NASA provided a logical complement to the earlier
establishment within DoD of ARPA. Together the two agencies would assure

centtalized and cooperative direction of the immense and costly effort
to develop a capability, both military and civilian , for operating in space.
A third step in the same direction , part of the president 's Defense reorgan-
ization plan of 1958 , was soon to be taken : upgrading the authority of
the official in OSD responsible for military research and development in

all fields. These steps provided the degree of centralization that President
Eisenhower considered essential.



Missiles, satellites, and tipace, 1958- I %U 3HS

Throughout 1958 satellite programs remained under the direction of

ARPA, but early in the following year it became necessary to consider

transferring full responsibility to the services that would eventually oper-

ate the satellites. Air Force representatives suggested to the AFDC on

26 February 1959 that their service be assigned responsibility for the recon-

naissance satellites. On 5 May 1959 the Air Force made this request in

writing , following up three days later with a similar request for MIDAS.'i'

The director of ARPA thought it too early to make such assignments.

Premature insertion of "roles and missions " questions, he believed, had a

tendency to prejudice the outcome of research. McElroy agreed in part.

He (lid not accede to the Air Force request for an immediate assignment

of responsibility: however. on 29 May 1959 he asked the JCS to designate

the commands that should he given responsibility for the systems for satel-

lite reconnaissance and detection, also for the navigation satellite.""

The Air Force request brought to a head another intense interservice

struggle. this one concerning responsibilities for operations in space-a

matter of considerable future importance for all the services. Some Army

and Navy partisans saw in the Air Force request an attempt to seize domin-

ation of this new military dimension. The Joint Chiefs of Staff returned a

temporizing reply to McElroy on 25 June to the effect that they already had

under study the question of the military direction and logistic support

of space operations.'

On 24 July the JCS. unable to agree, submitted a split report. I.emnitzer
and Burke recommended establishment of a joint military astronaut-
ical command, responsible to the JCS, to exercise military direction
and coordination over operational space systems and supporting activi-
ties. For the present , this should resemble a joint task force rather than a

unified command, since no combatants were involved. For logistic support
and management, they proposed that the Navy he responsible for the

navigation and detection systems, the Air Force for the interim satellite early
warning system, and the Army for the first phase of a satellite reconnaissance

system.

White recommended the assignment of satellites and other space

systems to existing unified and specified commands on the basis of func-

tion and mission. For example, those systems falling into the strategic

area, such as reconnaissance (SAMOS), should be assigned to CINCSAC:

those designed for defensive functions, such as early warning and satel-

lite detection, should be assigned to CINCNORAD. Support for these sys-

tems should be the responsibility of the services: General White would

assign to the Air Force a larger share of this responsibility than would

his colleagues.'

McElroy rejected both of these conflicting recommendations and
instead proposed to assign responsibility to individual services. After

discussion with the JCS, he drafted a memorandum along this line which
Goodpaster cleared w ith the White House. The president approved it after
being assured that McElroy's plan would avoid service duplication and



that ARPA would continue to be responsible for advanced research and

development of satellite systems. 141
On 18 September 1959 McElroy issued his assignment of service

responsibilities . The Air Force would develop , produce , and launch space

boosters , with payloads for space and satellite systems to be developed by
the departments , which would reimburse the Air Force as necessary. Pay-
load responsibilities were assigned as follows : satellite early warning and
reconnaissance systems (MIDAS and SAMOS), Air Force; satellite naviga-
tion system , Navy; communications system (NOTUS), Army. Before assum-
ing responsibility for a program , the appropriate department would
submit detailed plans for the system, including relationships with the
unified and specified commands and other agencies. 141

This directive was transmitted to the service departments on 23 Sep-
tember . At the same time , York and Johnson (director of ARPA) announced
it at a press conference . Since the Air Force acquired the most prominent

role, the press interpreted the directive as a clear victory for that service,
as did some partisans of both the Air Force and the Army. 113

The Air Force moved quickly to take over MIDAS and SAMOS. On

17 November Quarles approved their transfer , as well as Discoverer, the
general satellite research program. Discoverer had also become the vehicle
for a photographic intelligence program (Corona) under CIA auspices; it
was ultimately to replace the U-2 program."4

Other transfers were delayed . On 29 February 1960 the Army requested
transfer of the communication satellite program , but Secretary Gates held
it up because the program remained under technical review by ODDR&E
and JCS . By that time it had split into two programs, Advent , to provide
instantaneous communications , and Courier, to receive and store messages
for later transmission . After further delay , Brucker renewed the request,
and Acting Secretary Douglas approved on 15 September . Earlier, in May
1960, the Transit program had been shifted to the Navy . York ' s office con-
tinued to monitor the technical aspects of all these programs.145

Responsibility for tracking objects in space remained a matter of
dispute between the services . It was related to management of missile test
ranges, since these would perforce accomplish part of the function of
tracking missiles and satellites once they were aloft. McElroy appoint-
ed Walker L. Cisler , a utility company executive , to head an OSD-NASA
study of the best method of organizing and managing test ranges and track-
ing stations. Reporting on 30 November 1959, Cisler recommended a central
office to manage all such facilities -those of both DoD and NASA- headed
by an executive director reporting directly to the secretary of defense.14'

McElroy left office immediately thereafter , and it fell to Gates to act on
Cisler ' s somewhat controversial recommendations . There was no objection
to central control of tracking facilities , but who should exercise it? York
strongly objected to being cut out of the picture . Some believed that the
JCS should have the function . Cisler, recalled to discuss the matter with
OSD officials , reaffirmed his recommendation for a director immediately
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indicated that he favored the transfer. He pronounced himself "completely

nonplussed " by Army opposition, which he attributed to a "spirit of
bureaucracy" prevailing over considerations of national interest. He hoped

to settle the matter before the end of the year, when his transfer authority

would expire.']
By that time Brucker, recognizing the impossibility of "stonewalling"

the proposal, had offered Glennan half a loaf. He was willing to transfer
JPL to NASA, subject to an understanding that NASA would manage it

through the Department of the Army a5 executive agent. He also offered
to make the facilities of ABMA available to NASA and to allow NASA to

establish a liaison group at Redstone . Brucker ' s concessions reflected the
different' status of JPL and ABMA-the one under contract, the other an

integral part of the Army- as well as the fact that at least some scientists at
JPL were inclined to favor transfer of control to a civilian institution.'"

Glennan's first reaction was that this offer was not enough. He so
informed Quarles on 31 October. In further discussion, however, Glennan
appeared to be open to a compromise-perhaps one that would allow
NASA to assume responsibility for the space program at ABMA, with Von

Braun participating in its management.'85
These were the lines along which the issue was settled. Brucker agreed

to work out a compromise and suggested General Lemnitzer, then vice

chief of staff , to negotiate with NASA officials . An agreement emerged in
discussions in which Quarles represented OSD. JPL would be transferred

to NASA, with the Army retaining technical direction of specific military
projects. ABMA would remain under control of the Department of the

Army, but a portion of its capacity would be made available to work on

projects for NASA, which would install at ABMA its own technical opera-

tions group.'6
Formal agreements for transferring JPL and establishing the rela-

tionship between NASA and AOMC were signed by Brucker and Glennan

on 3 December. McElroy at once presented them to the president, who

approved them , though indicating his belief that ABMA should have been
transferred along with JPL. In fact, the issue of ABMA's status had only

been postponed.''

Aside from friction over ABMA, NASA and Defense quickly established
a pattern of cooperation. Two noteworthy areas in which the agencies
worked together were the development of booster rockets for space vehi-
cles (largely modifications of Thor, Atlas, and other missiles) and devel-
opment of a satellite surveillance and tracking system using both NASA
and DoD facilities. ARPA, which exercised responsibility for all military
space projects, became NASA's principal collaborator in Defense; how-

ever, NASA also worked directly with the services.'""

The network of DoD-NASA contacts became so extensive as to raise a
question of the need for CMLC. The Senate Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences, investigating organization for space activities between

March and May 1959, focused considerable attention on the role of
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this committee . Holaday himself admitted that it might be considered
"nothing more than a post office ." He suggested converting it into a mech-
anism for pointing up disagreements , seeking to resolve them and, if
unable to do so, referring them to higher authority. This would make it
somewhat similar to the Military Liaison Committee of the Atomic Energy
Commission , which had authority to appeal to the congressional joint
Committee on Atomic Energy . The Senate committee agreed and recom-
mended that the CMLC receive full authority and responsibility for
handling coordination between NASA and DoD.'"'

Steps to give the CMLC a more active role were already under way.

Holaday drafted revised terms of reference which were approved by McElroy

and Glennan , then by the president on 1 July 1959. They authorized
CMLC to consult directly with any elements of Defense or NASA as appro-
priate; to suggest areas for joint investigation by NASA and DoD; to assist
in transfers of projects and facilities between the two agencies ; to coordi-
nate requirements for launch and other development test facilities; and
as requested by either agency, to interpret and evaluate projects and
programs of mutual interest . Also, the committee was to receive copies of
all written communications between NASA and DoD.'r'

In 1959 the question of transferring ABMA came up again, this time

to be resolved in favor of NASA. It arose in connection with the status of

Saturn , a massive rocket designed to produce 1.5 million pounds of thrust,

using 8 engines built from Jupiter and Thor components. Begun by

ABMA in 1958 under authorization from ARPA, it became the major pro-

ject for Von Braun ' s Development Operations Division . McElroy included

$50 million for this project in ARPA's FY 1960 budget."'

A project of this size represented a considerable drain on ARPA's bud-
get. York , when he entered the picture as DDR&E , proposed to cancel it.
He did not believe that boosters of such magnitude were needed for
military purposes . Any military need for large boosters could , he believed,
be met by Titan C, a clustered-rocket modification of Titan that had been
proposed by the Air Force.'"-'

After considerable discussion , York and Dryden set up a joint com-
mittee to discuss the future of Saturn . Meeting on 16-18 September 1959,
the committee agreed that Saturn should be continued . However, they
decided to consider, as an alternative to cancellation, a transfer of Saturn
to NASA, along with the engineers and scientists under Von Braun presently
engaged on the project.' 93

York had in fact already approached Glennan about the possibility
of this transfer . Glennan was receptive but, having been badly burned
a year earlier , insisted that it be made clear that the initiative came from
DoD. Glennan thought that if NASA took over ABMA he might wish
to cancel Saturn , even though it would mean a delay of several years in
the development of a large booster . Kistiakowsky also favored the transfer,
while realizing that the attitude of some of ABMA' s personnel might
make it difficult.''''
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assistant secretary level might exercise authority over them in the name of

the secretary. The continual adjustment of the lines of authority between

the contending civilian and military authorities of DoD has characterized

the department throughout its history.
The reorganization of 1958 closed a period of almost 10 years of exper-

imentation with the somewhat rudimentary administrative machinery

established by the National Security Act of 1947. It tightened the secre-

tary's control over the service departments and fixed his position in the
chain of command, according him the status of deputy commander in

chief of the armed forces. It gave him a powerful role in the control of

service research and development. By the end of 1960 Secretary Gates

wielded considerably more authority than had James Forrestal when the

office' was first established.

The most important development in OSD organization between 1956

and 1960 was the establishment of the Office of the Director of Defense
Research and Engineering (ODDR&E). In authority and responsibility,
this new official, third- ranking in OSD, far surpassed his predecessor, the

assistant secretary for research and engineering, whose functions had

been mainly advisory. ODDR&E supervised the research activities of the
Department of Defense, conducted additional research as necessary, and
provided another echelon for review of the defense budget. The office

quickly became the largest component of OSD (see Table 10). Secretary

Gates told the Jackson subcommittee in June 1960 that ODDR&E had made
a "major imprint on our operations" and that its establishment was a "forward
step, of significant importance °"' The creation of the Advanced Research

Projects Agency (ARPA), which operated under ODDR&E, gave OSD its own
research organization, supplementing those of the services.

In terms of policy influence, DDR&E ranked with two other officials

in OSD, the assistant secretary (ISA) and the comptroller. The expanding

role of ISA (marked by its growth in size) from the days when the function

was handled by a single individual reflected the need for close integration

of military and foreign policy during the Cold War. The widening range of

U.S. alliances, the expansion of the military assistance program, and the

rising tempo of arms control discussions all contributed to the growth and

influence of ISA, as did its responsibility for liaison with NSC and the

State Department.

The comptroller's prominence derived from his role in budgeting and

in controlling funds. For more than 12 years, until November 1959, it reflected
also the ability and personality of the incumbent, Wilfred J. McNeil, whose
role in OSD went beyond his formally stated responsibilities. For example,

he participated actively in selection of weapon systems for funding and in

establishment of force levels to a degree that earned him the distinction of

being targeted by legislation that would forbid him to exercise "judgment"
in military matters. After McNeil left office, his successor did not serve
long enough to make an impact.

The 1958 reorganization also significantly affected the status and func-
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