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GUIDED 1USSILE :!:':':VELOPI-TSNT 

I 

( 6 May 42 The Joint Committee on New Weapons and Equipment (JNW) 
was established by ti1e JCS to facilitate research and 
development of new weapons and equipment and to effect 
better coordination of the wori{ cf the military ser­
vices, non-military research agencies, and other govern­
mental agencies concerned. Members were drawn from the 
Office of Scientific Research and Development and the 
War and Navy Departments. 

Vernon E. Davis, (S) Histo~r of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in World lvar II, Or~anizationai Development, · 
Vol. II: Developmem:; or' the CS domm~ttee Structure, 
pp. 455-461. { R) JCS-:2"0mB7'I),' "charter: Joint 
Committee on New Weaflons and Equipment, 11 11 May 43, 
CCS 334 JNW (4-27-42) sec 1. 

30 Dec 44 Dr. Vannevar Bush, Chairman of the JNW, circulated a 
memorandum to Committee members expressing his concern 
over lack of coordination of research and development 
in the field of guided missiles. Coordination of the 
wartime missile program was improving, he thought, but 
long-term development was threatened by uncontrolled 
duplication of expensive programs. Believ.ing that the 
missile was 11 destined to become of great. tactical and 
strategic importance," he urged that the JNW sponsor 

16 Jan 45 

25 Oct 45 

wgp 8:B8:fl!H 
..... -

a study leading to the formulation of a .national pro-
gram for guided missiles. ·. 

{S) JN111 9/18, Note by Secy, 11A National Program 
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 Scientific Research and 
Development, the National Advisory Committee for 
Aeronautics, the Army, and the Navy. The Committee 
was to: (1) survey the status of guided missiles then 
under development ru1d recommend measures for coordina­
tion of effort, and (2) recommend a national program 
for guided missiles, including allocations of respons1-
bilit¥ for research and development. 

(R} JNW 32/D, "Formation of a Guided Missiles 
Commi~tee," 16 Jan 45, CCS 334 GMC ( 1-16-45) sec 1. 

The Chief of Naval Operations recommended that the JCS 
propose to the Sacretaries of 'dar and the Navy that the 
two Secretaries establish an interdepartmental com­
mittee to correlate the development of the atomic bomb, 
guided 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, Heme by CNO, 11 Proposed Joint Army­
Navy Agency for Correlating Development of the Atomic 
Bomb, Guided Missiles, and Related Devices," 26 Oct 45, 
CCS 334 GMC {l-16-45) sec 1. · 
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6 Nov 45 The Army Chief of Staff questioned the necessity of 
establishing the joint committee proposed by the CNO 
on 25 October 1945, declaring that its suggested func­
tions were being performed b:;' the "Mi1i tar-.Y Advisor~' 
Board to the Officer-in-Charge of the Atomic Bomb 
Project," established by the Secretary of War on 
26 October 1945. He recommended that, as an interim 
measure, the Military Advisory Board be accepted as 
the agency to effect correlation of the application of 
atomic power to other military weapons and equipment, 
and that the GMC continue its \·torlc as an agency of the 
JCS until there was no longer a need for its 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 CjS, OPD, 
WDGS, et al., same subj, 31 Dec 45. All in CCS 334 GMC 
( 1-16-'If?)aec 1. 

17 Nov 45 The President directed the JCS to study the need for 
a lo~-distance testing range for guided missiles. 

tU) Memo, Pres to Adm Leahy, 17 Nov 45, Encl to 
(U) JCS 1576, Note by Secys 1 "Survey of Requirements 
for Development of Guided Missiles," 20 Nov 45 1 CCS 684 
(11-17-45) sec 1. 

21 Nov 45 The GMC submitted to the JNW its recommendations 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 46). 

(C) GMC 12/9 1 "A National Pro~l'am for Guided 
Missiles 1 

11 21 Nov 45, CCS 334 GMC ~ 1-16-45) sec l. 

- 2 - 1945 

> •I {:\)' ,) : ' ' ' & ' .. p 
.'.l let it. J H: \\,. 1 .. •\. !•', 



1946 The Army Air Forces established Project MX 77G (;.'ore­
runner of the NAVAHO) and Pro_~ect r·'!X 774 (forerunner 
of the ATLAS). The initial ai:n oi' i·1X 770 ·11as to 
develop a 500-mile roci,:et by :i.::lproving the V-2 engir.e, 
In 1947 the Air Force decided instead to develop a 
ram-jet powered strategic missile. The original MX 774 
contract with Convair called fol' :·;orlc on stabilization, 
guidance, and pN,rer systems fer a 5,000-mile ballistic 
missile. Hm·Tever, a reduced program in 1949 continued 
contract support only for the guidance studies. 

(S) OSD, 11 Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U. 3. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," 
OCJCS files. 

1 Mar 46 After considering several proposals 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 Development 
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. 11 In his opinion, there 
was needed 11 a body with clear responsibility and 
authority, having a chairman that can resolve differ­
ences. 11 Despite Dr. Bush's ac tio~i, ·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 Development Committee," 1 Mar 
and 8 Mar 46, source of (R) Memo, Leahy to SecWar and 
SecNav, "Coordination of Development of Research of 
Joint Interest to the Army and Navy, 11 8 Mar 46, CCS 334 
RDB ( 2-28-46) sec 1. ( R) Memo, Bush to JCS, "Relief 
of Chairman, Joint Committee on Nevr Weapons and Equip­
ment, 11 5 Mar 46, ccs 334 JNW ( 4-27-42) sec 1. 
(R) Memo for Record, sgd McFarland, 8 Mar 46, same 
file, sec 2. 

/ 22 Mar 46 After considering the recommendations of the JNW on a 
national program for guided missiles, the JCS agreed 
"that research and development emphasis should be 
placed upon fundamentals of value to the long-range 
program; and that, to make best use of available 
1•esources, work on missiles already available should 
be curtailed. 11 They approved a memorandum to the 
Secretaries of 't/ar and Navy recommending policies 

--'--

for a national program for guided missiles. 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, tt1e accuracy and lethal range being 
adapted to targets of pinpoint size; (3) missiles for 
the destruction of high-speed, high-flying aircraft and 
missiles of tl1e future; ( 4) coast defense and ship­
boTne weapons to repel naval a~d amphibia~ attacks. 

- 3 - 1946 
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V 30 Mar 46 

16 Apr 46 

6 Jun 46 

TQB HGBET 

The following research and development concepts, 
the JCS memorandum said, should govern the progra.rn: 

1. ::::mphasis ·.vill be placed on furtner 
basic inforr.1ation in both .z':.:ndamental and applied 
science. 

2. Practical developme1:t 
expensive part of the prograJ'll. 
practical development will not 
sound knowledge. 

is by far t!1e most 
Consequently, 

be rushed ahead of 

3. The desirability of competiti·Je efforts 
on especially difficult problems will be recog­
nized, subject to integrated over-all coordina­
tion. 

4. Rules of cognizance between the bureaus, 
corps and departments in the services will be 
modified as ne\-J knowledge of basic problems is 
obtained. Some duplication is valuable. 

5. There will be prompt and complete inter­
change of scientific and technical information 
between all agencies and groups v1orking in guided 
missiles research and development. The best 
means to accomplish this will be determined by 
interservice consultation. 
Other recommendations were that: (l) 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 gu1.ded missiles; (3) the Services ~ree upon a 
single long-range proving ground; and (4) an efficient 
intelligence system be established to collect, evaluate 
an.d disseminate data on missiles development in po­
tentially hostile countries. 

( S) JCS 1620, Rpt by JNW, "A Proposed National 
Program for Development of Guided Missiles, 11 5 Feb 46, 
and (S) Dec ~~ending JCS 1620, 22 Mar 46, CCS 334 GMC 
( 1-16-45) sec 1. ( S) Memo, Leahy to Sec War 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 national pro­
gram for guided missiles. TI1e Secretary of War 
approved the recommendations on 1 April 1946, adding 
that immediate action would be taken in the Har Depart­
ment to implement them. 

(S} Memo, McDill to Secy JCS, "Proposed National 
Program for Develooment of Guided Missiles," 1 Apr 4,.5, 
and (S) Memo SecWar to JCS, same subj and date, encls 
to ( S) JCS H~20/3, 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. 

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

In reply to the 17 November 1945 memorandum from the 
President, the JCS stated that a joint board was being 
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, 11 

15 May 46, source of (R) Memo, Leahy to Pres, 30 May 46, 
dlvrd 6 Jun 46, CCS 684 (11-17-45) sec 2. 
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; 3 Jul 46 The Joint Research and Development Eoard (JRDB} was 
established as a joint agency of the War and l!avy 
Departments, '.-Jith authority to act ir; the name cf the 
two Secretaries. The Board superseded the Joint 
Committee on New iveanons and Ecuinment. At its r'irst: 
meeting, the Secretary of 1i/ar explained that he and 
the Secretary of the Navy felt that an agency at the 
level of the JRDB "could better cover the field" of 
coordination of research and development. Vannevar 
Bush, former Chairman of the Jm-1, Nas named to head 
the new joint agency, and as soon as he tool~ office on 

rs •n 

3 July he requested from JCS the transfer of 1'personnel, 
facilities, and subjects of JN\'J and its subordinate 
bodies." He desired that, first of all, questions 
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 Missiles, 
to take over the functions of the Guided Missiles 
Committee of the Jl>/W. 

(U) Charter, JRDB, .3 Jul 46. (U) Mns, JRDB mtg, 
3 Jul 46. (U) JRDB Dir, "Formation of a Committee on 
Guided Missiles, 11 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 w~apons and Equipment to 
the Joint Research and Development Board," 20 Jul 46. 
(U) Memo, 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. 
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j 8 Jan 47 

20 Jun 47 

26 Jul 47 

w97 Ill •• 

In an estimate of Soviet capabilities in 1956, the 
Service members of tl1e Joint Intelligence Committee 
stated that "For the next: f:..ve years, time will fa'Jor 
the Soviets in the f!..eld of guided missiles." 
"Thereafter," they believed, "tir,le 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. The;y foresaw as a theoretical possi­
bility that the USSR would develop by 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 si~nificant n~~bers. 

(TS) App "A" to (TS) JIC 374/2, Rpt by Service 
Members of JIC, "Capabilities and Military Potential of 
Soviet and Non-Soviet Powers in 1956, 11 8 Jan 47, CCS 
092 USSR (3-27-45) sec 16. 

A committee of the JRDB unanimously recommended 
establishment of a single, joint 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 1947 the Secrete.ry )f 
the Air Force was given responsibility for obtaining 
a site and constructing the proving ground. After 
negotiations with Mexico ended unsuccessfUlly in 1948, 
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) OSD, "War Council: Agenda for Meeting • . • on 
29 March 1949, II 23 Mar 49. ( u) r1emo, SecAF to SeeDer' 
"Joint Long Range Proving Ground Command, 11 7 Jul 49, 
App to (U) JCS 1576/8, Note by Secys, 11Establishment 
of a Joint Long R~e Proving Ground Command," 14 Jul 
49. Both in CCS 684 (11-17-45) sec 2. 

The National Security Act was approved (although most 
sections of it did not take effect until 18 September 
1947, the day after the first s~cretary of Defense 
tool< his oath of office). The follo;'ling provisions or~ 
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. runong 
statutory duties of the Board were: "(3) to recommend 
measures of coordination of research and development 
among the military departments, and allocation among 
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 Chiefs of Staff in connection therewith." 
The new Board superseded the JRDB. 

P. L. 253, 80th Cong, CCS 040 (11-2-43) sec 4. 

- 6 - 1947 
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/15 Sep 47 The Army and the Air Force agreed that !·Then the National 
Security Act ':Ient into effect, ti1ere 1-TOuld be no chan.c:::e 
in existing agreements on emplo:;n:1ent :::;f ground-launched 
?uided missiles. These agreement;s provided that: 
~1) Tactical surface-to-surface missiles would be 
assigned to the Army. Missiles in this categOI"'J \·Tere 
defined as those "capable of emplo;:nnent in support of 
land operation and capable of emploJment against tar­
gets, the destruction or neutralization of which \'Till 
have a direct effect on current Al~Y tactical opera­
tions." They includ2d missiles 1·1hich suppl~mented 
artillery fire or tactical aircraft operating on close 
support missions. (2) Strategic surface-to-surface 
missiles would be assigned to the Air Force. Missiles 
in this category \·Tere 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 are normally the tar­
gets of bombers, other than those operating on close­
support missions .•.. " (3) Surface-to-air missiles 
designed for employment in support of Army tactical 
operations would be assigned to the Anny. (4) Surface­
to-air missiles designed for employment in area air 
defense would be assigned to the Air Force. 

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

18 Dec 47 The Secretary of Defense issued a directive defining 

/ 30 Dec 47 

"'fOP SEC PF'i 

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. Specific all;;, 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 joint interest~·-:· 
The JCS were to provide the Board with strategic guid­
ance and estimates of. the stratee;;!.c va:ll).e.,o-f. majoit'· 
weapons systems, and inform it of the relative impor­
tance of developing various possible ueapons 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, v1hich had been appointed in 
July 1947 to study national aviation policy, trans­
mitted its report to the President. The Commission was 
headed by Thomas K. Finletter. Discussing research 
and development needs, the Commission stated that 
11 The rapid development of long-range missiles for 
offense, and of accurate, high-altitude target-seeking 
missiles for defense are of great importance to our 
national security. 11 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 VTould be wasted unless a reasonable 
balance could be maintained betvmen research progress 
and development demand. ''Here is a case where making 
haste slowly vTill certainly pay,'' the Commission con­
cludedq 
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( U) "Survival in the Air Age, '' Rpt by the 
President's Air Policy Commission, l Jan 48, 
pp. 82-84, JCS Hist Sec files. 
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2 Apr 48 

J 21 Apr 48 

my Si!BI&I 

In reply to a :nemorandum from the Chairman, ~DB, tr:e 
Secretary of Defense stated that ·t.;he paper or. f~1C'Cions 
of the armed forces and the JCS, ·.1hen finall:; :.ssued 
(see item of 21 April uS), ~auld not modify or affect 
the authority or duties of the Research and Jc:velor:;­
ment Board as defined ~n his directive of 18 December 
1947. 

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

The Secretary of D~fense promulgated a statement of 
functions of the armed forces and the JCS (the K2y 
West Agreements). Among the duties prescribed for the 
JCS was ''To recommend to the Secretary of Defense the 
assignment of primar;,· responsibility for an~r function 
of the Armed Forces requiring such determination." 
They were also to provide the S::cretary of Defense 1·1ith 
statements of military requirem~nts, including research 
and development programs, based upon agreed strategic 
considerations. Service functions most relevant to the 
development of guided missiles were the follov1ing: 

Afy l. To organize, train, and equip Ann~· 
force r the conduct of prompt and sustained 
combat operations on land. Specificall~r: a. To 
defeat enemy land forces. _£. To seize, occumr, 
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 States against air 
attack, in accordance \·lith joint doctrines and 
procedures approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Navy l. To organize, train, and equip Navy 
and Marine Forces for the conduct of prompt and 
sustained combat operations at sea, including 
operations of sea-based aircraft and their land­
based naval air components. Specificall;y: a. To 
seek out and destroy enemy naval forces and to 
3uppresc ~nemy 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 establlsh and maintain local 
superiority {incTuding air) in an area of naval 
operations. e. To seize and defend advanced 
naval bases and to conduct such land operations 
as may be essential to the prosecution of a naval 
campaign. 

2. To conduct air operations as necessary 
for the accomplisrunent of objectives in a naval 
campaign. 

8. To provide sea-based air defense ...• 
Air Force l. To organize, train and equip 

Air Force f'orces 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 attach: in accordance 
with the policies and procedures of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. b. To gain and maintain general 
air supremac~r, c.- To defeat enemy air forces. 
d. To control vital air areas. e. To establisn 
Tocal air superior·i ty except as otherwjse assigned 
herein. 
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1 Jul 48 

I ........ · .. 

3, To be responsible for s~rategic air war­
fare. -

5. l'o furnish close combat •.. air support 
to the Army, to include ... interdiction of 
enemy land power and communications. 

7. To provide Air Force forces for land-based 
air defense, coordinating with the other Services 
in matters of joint 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, "Functions of the 

Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff," 26 Apr 48, 
CCS 370 (8-19-45) sec 8. 

The Secretary of Defense approved a JCS memorandum for 
the record on functions of the a1"'Illed forces and the JGS. 
Based on notes tal<en in March at the conferences that 
led to the functions paper of 21 April 1948, this memo­
randum stated that no arbitrary restrictions would be 
placed on development programs that were considered by 
the Services to be essential to the proper discharge 
of their responsibilities as stated in the functions 
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 g. 

21 Aug 48 Adopting a recommendation of the JCS, the Secretary of 
Defense issued a supplement to the functions paper of 
21 April 1948, stating that "each Service, in the fields 
of its primary missions, must have e:<clusive responsi­
bility for programming and planning," but in determining 
the requirements for performance of a primarJ' function, 
each Service 11must take into account the contribution 
which may be made by forces from other Services." 

( U) JCS 1478/26, Note by Secys, "Functions of' the 
Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 11 21 Aug 48, 
CCS 370 (8-19-45) sec 10. 

11 Dec 48 The Secretary of Defense authorized 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 lfras to ''provide 
rigorous, unprejudiced and independent analyses and 
evaluations of present and future weapons systems . . '! 
It was issued in March 1949, after Lt Gen John E. Hull 
had assumed his duties as VISEG Director. 

- £E2! SEQfmT 

(U) Memo, SecDef to JCS and ChmRDB, "Establishment 
of Weapons Systems Evaluation Group," ll Dec 48, Encl 
to (U) JCS 1812/15, Memo by DJS, "Nomination of a 
Director for the Heapons Systems Evaluation Group," 
15 Dec 48. (U) RDB Directive 150/3, Draft No. 8, 
App to (U) JCS 1812/13, Note by Secys, "Proposed 
Directive for 'tfeapons Systems Evaluation Group, 11 

1 Dec 48. Both in CCS 334 1t!SEG ( 2-4-48) sec 1. 
(U) Memo, Lalor for JCS to Lt Gen Joim E. Hull, USA, 
"Establishment of l',leapons 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 capabilities 
in 1949 and 1956-57 was forwarded to the JCS by the 
JIC. It stated that by 1957 improved versions of the 
V-1 and V-2 >'lith ranges up to 600 miles were likel;_,r to 
be in quantity production by t::e USSR. That these 
missiles would employ atomic ':iarheads \·las thought to 
be unlikely. 

( TS) JCS 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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16 May 49 

/ 20 May 49 
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A Joint US-UK study of the Soviet ~uided missile pro­
gram, dated March 1')49, ·t~as received by the JIC. The 
report concluded that the immediate aim of the Soviets 
was to get a selection of reasonably effective guided 
missiles into service as soon as possible. Desiring 
to demonstrate that the USSR was capable of building 
the most modern weapons, they were prepared, 1n the 
opinion of the study group, to accept relatively un­
satisfactory weapons v1hich were inunediately available 
rather than wait for greatly improved designs which 
might not be ready for many years. 

( TS) Joint Anglo-American Conference Report, "A 
Study of the Soviet Guided Missile Programme," Mar 49, 
CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) BP pt 2, Attac~ment to (TS) JIC 
441/6, Note by Secys, "United States British Lchnical 
Study of Soviet Guided Missiles, 11 26 Apr 49, same file, 
sec 2, pt l. 

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, the Acting 
Secretary of the Anny stated that duplication in guided 
missiles programs could best be eliminated by assigning 
to each Service research and development responsibility 
for those missiles which it eventually would use in 
operations. He recommended that: (1) the Army be assigrz. 
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 develop­
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 SecDef, "Assignment of 
Responsibility for Guided Missile Operations and 
Development, 11 16. May 49, Ann to App· I!A" to (C) JCS 
1620/4, Note by Secys, same subj, 27 May 49, CCS 334 
GMC (1-16-45) sec 2. 

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 guided missiles 
program and that there should be no major shift of em­
phasis in the progrrun in FY 1951. On 21 July 1949 the 
RDB forwarded the report to the JCS, requesting comment 
on the TEO's list of missiles priorities and its esti­
mate of the current military situation, which had been 
based on information from JCS, CIA, and other sources. 
The TEG estimate stated that: (1) the probability of 
active warfare was expected to increase eharply in the 
period 1951-52 and be critical after 1955-56 (the 
dates corresponding roughlJ· to the anticipated develop­
ment of the first Soviet atomic ~~eapon and to Soviet 
stockpiling of a moderate quantity of A-weapons); 
(2) it was probable that any war would be of extended 
duration, thus permitting tactical use of weapons for 
which the basic research and engineering development 
had been accomplished prior to the initiat1:on of 
hostilities; and ( 3) the Soviet Union would i1ave a 
strategic bombarmnent force using aircraft comparable 
to the B-29 by 1951-~·2. Small numbers of higher per­
formance bombers might be expected by 1955-56 anci 
guided missiles by 1951-52. 

- T2 -

I.J !' 'u· (§)II?' f) lE. ~itt HJ iJ:. · • y · 



]@i Qi!l!h£1 

(S} I-1emo, ChmRDB to JCS, 11 Establishment of a 
Military Basis for Guided Missile Program Planning," 
21 Jul 49, and ( S) Rpt of TEG, 20 !>lay 49, Encl and App 
to ( S) JCS 1620/6, Note by Secys, "Establishment of a 
Hilitary Basis for Guided Missile Program Planning," 
29 Jul 49, CCS 334 GMC (l-16-4j) sec 2. 

25 May 49 The Secretary of Defense sent to the JCS and to the 
RDB copies of the memorandum o-..~ 16 May 1949 from the 
Acting Secretary of the Mmy, \·lith requests for advice 
from the JCS on assignment of operational responsibili­
ties for missiles and from the RDB 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 a decision on operational responsibilities. 

(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 Field of Guided 
Missiles," same date, Enol and App "B" to (C) JCS 
1620/4, Note by Secys, "Assignment of Responsibility 
for Guided Missile Operations," 27 May 49, (C) Memo, 
sgd Rinehart for ChmRDB to Sec Def, no subj, 2 Jun 49, 
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. 

14 Jul 49 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 i~ support of land 
operations. If.this request should materially disturb 
existing priorities, the JCS said, the RDB should ask 
them for a new opinion on priorlties. 

(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, 
same subj, 14 Jul 49, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 2, pt 1. 

20 Jul 49 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 warneaas-on missiles (see item for 
14 Se~tember 1949). 

lTS) 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 ~·leapons 
for Support of Land Operations--Atomic Warheads for 
Guided Missiles," 21 Jul 49, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 2, 
pt 1. 

/10 Aug 49 The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 were 
approved. This legislation gave the Chairman of the 
Research and Development Board "pot'fer of decision on 
matters falling within the jurisdiction of the Board," 
subject to the authority of the Secretary of Defense. 
The Board as a v1hole was now charged >'lith coordination 
of research and development a.-nang the military depart­
ments and allocation of responsib~lity for specific 
programs, whereas under the National Security Act of 
194?, it had been authorized only to "recommend" 
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measure~ of coordination and allocation of resconsibili­
ty. Among other !:la.j,;r provi:::.ons cd the 1949 ~!lendments 
was the creation of the off:!.::e os.' c:-,airman, .Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

P. L. 216, Blst Ccng, CCS C4G (11-2-43) sec o. 

In a memorandwn to the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of the Air Force proposed that the Depart­
ment of Defense state as policy that new weapons would 
be considered available for use by "any service Nl1ose 
operational responsibility (::.. e. normal functions) is 
determined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to establish 
a requirement therefor." 

{C) Memo, SecAF to SecDef, "Assi""nment of Responsi­
b!Hity for Guided Missile Operations,'n 19 Aug 49, CCS 
334 GMC (1-16-45} sec 2. . 

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 Proving Ground Comnand be 
established under their direction, Hith the Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force as executive agent. On 14 
September 194':1 the Secretary of Defense replied v1i th 
the suggotion that joint commands be established at 
all guidej missile testing stations. The JCS, ho\'rever, 
opposed this plan and reaffirmed their 31 August 
recommendation in a memorandum on 27 October 1949. 

{ R} Dec On JCS 1576/9, "Establishment of a Joint 
Lonr;;-Range Proving Ground Corr.mand," 30 Aug 49, source 
of ~:1) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, 31 Au~ 49, 
(R) 1<1emo, SeeDer to CJCS, 14 S.c:p 49, Encl to (R) JCS 
1576/11, Note by Sec~•s, "Estat-lishment of a Joint 
Long-Range Proving Ground Command," 24 Sep 49. ( R) 
Dec On JCS 1576/12, "Establishment of a Joint Long- . 
Range Proving Ground Command," 27 Oct 49, source of lR) 
Memo, CNO for JCS to SecDef, same subj and date. All 
in CCS 684 (11-17-45) sec 2. 

An ad hoc committee headed by Lt Gen John E. Hull, HSEG 
Director, which had been formed in June 1949 at the 
request of the s~cretary 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 
HERMES A-3, REGULUS, 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 Defense, 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 'tlarheads," 29 Sep 49, Encl and 
App to JCS 2012/4, Note by Secys, "Guided Missiles \'ti th 
Atomic Warheads," 30 Sep 49, CCS 4H.6 (5-31-44) sec 2, 
pt l. 
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28 Sep 49 The JSPC, after attempting to d.::--aft a reply to the 
memorandum of 25 May 1949 from the S·2cretary cf Defense 
on operational responsibilities for ~uided missiles. 
reported to the JCS that it had been unable to reach 
agreement. T1•1o basic points >'iere at issue. t:he J3PC 
said! ( 1) lvhether aperational responsibilities for 
guided missiles should be assigned at this t:!.:ne and on 
what basis, and (2) a definition of "operational 
responsibility." The Air Force member favored post­
poning an assignment until missiles development was 
more advanced. Tt.en, he conter~ded, each r::is :;ile 
should be assigned to the Ser'l:!.ce or Servi.::es \·1hic:1, 
on the basis of agreed functions, ·,1ere found by the JCS 
to have an operational l'equirement for the missile. 
The Army-Navy v:i.el'r was that an assignment should be 
made immediately, conforming essentially to the plan 
proposed by the Acting Secretar~· of the Army to the 
Secretary of Defense on 16 May 1949. This I'IOUld have 
given the Army and the Navy control over surface­
launched missiles, although it was mutually agreed that 
a decision on responsibility for long-range surface-to­
surface mlssiles should be postponed. The Air Force 
member maintained that the A1~y-Navy proposal, by 
assigning responsibilities for broad cate~ories of 
missiles, would 11 create a future fun;!tion• for a 
Service by predeten~ning control over a weapon. The 
divergence over definition of 11 operational responsi­
bili ty 11 stemmed from the follo1·1ing sentence, which the 
Air Force member wished to include in the definition 
and which the Army and Navy members wished to omit: 
11The Sei"Jice or Services to wi1ich such operational res­
ponsibility is assigned will normally have command and 
control over units employing ti1e weapon. 11 (For 
resolution of tl1ese differences and the JCS reply to 
the Secretary of Defense, see item of 17 November 49.) 

(S) JCS 1620/8, Rpt by JSPC, 11 Assignment of 
Responsibility for Guided Missile Operat1ons, 11 

28 Sep 49, CCS 334 QII~C (1-16-45) sec 2. 

26 Oct 49 The JCS replied to a request fl'om the RDB for comment 
on the report of the Technical Evaluation Group dated 
20 May 1949. They found the TEG's estimate of the 
militai"J situation satisfactory as a basis for planning 
of guided missile research and development programs, 
but recommended that the word "sharply 11 be deleted 

TOP BECR£'f 

from the statement that the probability of active ;var­
fare would increase sharply in the period 1951-52. 
They also provided a statement of enemy missile capa­
bilities that was more detailed, .. rnd, in their opinion, 
more accurate than that of the TEG. Further, the JCS 
.furnished the RDB with a missiles priority list that 
they said would more clearly express military 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. 

(S) Dec On JCS 1620/9, "Establishment of a Mili­
tary Basis f :Jr Guided Missile Program Plc.nnin~," 25 Oct 
49, source of t S) bM-2161-49, Lalor for JC::i to ChmRDB, 
same subj, 26 Oct 49, CCS 334 GMC (l-16-45) sec 3. 
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17 Nov 49 The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary cf 
Defense, in .:-eply to his memorandw.1 of 25 ~1ay 1949, 
that ":. t is i:-:·-.practicable at this ;:;i:ne to assi;:: to the 
several services r8st:onsibilities r.'::·r the entire 
guided missile L.eld·." However, t;1ey stated as a 
general rule that ;;uided missiles \·Iould be employed by 
the 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 principle that a 
missile supplementing or replacing an existing weapons 
system should be the responsibil! t;:,~ of the Servide 
which, on the basis of its assigned functions, had 
cognizance over that weapons system. For example, in 
the catego~J of surface-to-air missiles, the JCS 
stated that: 

(1) Guided missiles which supplement, extend 
the capabilities of, or replace anti-aircraft 
artillery will ue a responsibility of the u. 3, 
Army and the u. s. Navy as required by their 
assigned functions. ( 2) GuideG 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 their assigned 
functions. 
Similarly, suided missiles used for air-to-air 

combat and those used by aircraft against surface objec­
tives were assigned to the Air 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 A1m~r and 
Navy. No assignment was made in the catego~J of long­
range surface-to-surface missiles. Undesirable dupli­
cation in research and development should be avoided 
by careful screening of projects, the JCS said, 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 ~~d 
development vlill not be restricted by reason of 
the interest or responsibility of a particular 
Service in the development of a weapon. On the 
contrary, new weapons developed by the programs 
of the several Services will be considered 
available for employment by any Service which re­
~uiree them in the discharge of its assigned 
functions as determined by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff within the structure of the approved 
"Functions 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 where conflicts of functions or economy 
may arise. A Service charged v;ith primary res­
ponsibility for development of a weapon shall 
invite the participation of any other Service hav­
ing an operational interest in the weapon. 
On 6 December 1949, the Armed Forces Policy Council 

approved the recommendations in this memorandwn, with 
the understanding that the assignments made by the JCS 
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had covered operational, ::ot developmental, ::>esponsi­
bili ties. Later, L:e Cotmcil altered the declaration 
of policy in the final paragraph cf the JCS memorandu~ 
to state that dGtermine.tion of reauirements for nev1 
weapons ~IOUld be SUbject to "t:1e e:·:amination and l"eCOr:1-

mendatiOn11 of the JCS rather· than "final approval" ty 
them. 

(TS dg C) JCS 1620/12, Note ty Secys, "Assigrunen-c 
of Responsibility for Guided i'Ussiles, 11 17 Nov 49, 
source of (TS dg C) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj ~~d 
date, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 3. (TS) Memo, 3ecy 
AFPC to AFPC, "Significant Actions of the Armed Forces 
Policy Council at Its Meeting of 6 December," 6 Dec 49, 
CCS 334 AFPC ( 12-2-47) sec 5. ( C dg U) JCS 1620/16, 
Note by Secys, ''Assignment of Responsibility for Guided 
Missiles, 11 14 Mar 50, CCS 334 Gii!C ( 1-16-45) sec 4. 

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that they con­
curred in the recomnendations of the ad hoc committee 
headed by Lt Gen John E. Hull (see item for 14 September 
1949), and considered it urgent that steps be taken to 
insure close coordination of the development of guided 
missiles and atomic ·.~·arheads. They recommended a pro­
gram for achieving coordination. 

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/5, "Guided Missiles Atomic 
Warheads, 11 30 Dec 49, source of ( TS-RD} Memo

4 
CJCS to 

SecDef, same subj and date, CCS 471.6 (5-31- 4) sec 2, 
pt l. 

·-

- 17 -

/_ R FS I R I 8tED Old: I A 
•··· ·····-· -·-

-; 

i 
! 

'l 
. I 

l 
) 
' ' 
' 



-TOP 5[8 tEl - - t 5., .• .. 

.j 16 Jan 50 The Secretary of Defense replied to a r.:emornndum, d.J.ted 
8 Decer:1ber 1949, :!.n ,.;hich the f..cti:-:~ Chairr.mn, ?.DB, 
had endorsed the Hull corr.r:~i ttce 1 s !'2Cornmendc: ticn t:-:o. t 
HERHES, REGULUS, RASCAL, c:.nd S:·7ARK r::issiles be CJ.dapL;d 
to atoraic 1·rarheads (see i tern IQr ~~ September ~949). 
The Secretary of Defense c:::mcurred in "the need for 
additional er.phasis on research and development of 
guided missiles employing atomic :·mrhcads and in the 
choice of the four tj~es of missilc3 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, 11 Guided r.ussiles 
with Atomic Harheads, 11 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 L~9, 
Encl to (S) JCS 2012/9, Note by Secys

4 
same subj, 

19 Dec 49. Both in CCS 471.6 (5-31-4 ) sec 2, pt 1. 

J 18 Jan 50 The JCS sent memoranda to the Director of WSEG and to 
the Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, 
explaining steps that had been talcen by the Secretary 

J ~ .• . 

of Defense to insure coordination of guided missile 
and atomic warhead developments. 

They asked WSEG, in collaboration with the AEC, 
to initiate a study of the effectiveness of missiles 
with atomic warheads. A major purpose of the study, 
the JCS said, 1·10uld be to provide guidance for 
technical development in 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 Sandia Base. . 

{TS-RD) SH-123-50, Lalor for JCS to Chief, AFSWP, 
"Guided Missiles Atomic Warheads, 11 18 Jan 50, and 
(TS-RD) Sr.t-124-50, Lalor for JCS to Dir, WSEG, same 
subj and date. Both in CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 2, 
pt 1. 

3 Feb 50 · A Special Interdepartmental Guided Missiles Board, 
composed of the Undersecretary of the Navy, Assistant 
Secretaries of the Army and the Air Force, and the 
Acting Chairman, RDB, issued 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 recommended which 
should be continued. It also recommended that 
separate proving grounds be 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 Secretary 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 
11 Re1atively casual research to one l'ihich demands 
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production hardware at the earliest ;:ossible date." 
But unless very heavy o.ddi tio!!o.l ~.;aunts of :::oney 
were to be appropriated for ~issil~ researc~ and 
development, :.e said, eli vers if:.ed experiments ·t~ould 
have to be more efficiently coordi::nted. ~e urged 
that no Service be allO\'led to nursue more than one of 
the existing missile projects in any single field of 
its operational responsibility. ·This policy >·lould 
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 Secretaries 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) JCS 1620/13, Note by Secys, "Guided ~Ussiles 
Program,'' 15 Feb 50, CCS 334 Gf.1C (1-16-45) sec 3. 
(S) Encls 1-4 to Rpt of Special Interdepartmental 
Guided Missiles Board, same file, DP pt 1. 

14 Feb 50 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 action 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 given authority to define and allocate 
areas of responsibility for guided 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 GiviC (1-16-45) sec 3. 

15 Mar 50 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 recommendations on the 
assignment of Service responsibility for guided 
missiles, dated 17 November 1949. The JCS memorandum 
(1) listed their recommendations regarding guided 
missile projects to be continued, continued with 
certain qualifications, or discontinued; (2) endorsed 
the recommendations of the Special Interdepartmental 
Guided Ivlissiles Board with respect to assignment of 
missile testing facilities and the establishment of 

rgp SiiSMSI 

a Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational Require­
ments Group; and (3) offered a revised statement of 
Service responsibility for surface-to-surface guided 
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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with the srune relationship to support aircraft 
would be the responsibility of the Air Force and 
Army as required t:: their :,·_mctions; (c) shi~·­
launched ;uided r.1issiles l·iith the same relation­
ship to naval aircraft would be a responsibility 
of the Navy as required by its functions; 
(d) surface-launched guided missiles with the 
same relationship to Air Force aircraft, other 
than support aircraft, would be a. responslbllity 
of the Air Force as required by its functions; 
and (e) unnecessary duplication \'IOUld be avoided 
through a periodic review by the JCS. 
{TS) Dec On JCS 1620/17, "Department of Defense 

Guided Missiles Program," 14 l\1ar 50, source of (TS) 
fl1emo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, 15 fl1ar 50. Both in 
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 4. 

The Secretary of Defense approved the recommendation 
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 '.'las appointed by 
the JCS on 24 March and charged 11ith the "formulation 
and initiation of such common policies as may be 
necessary in the fields of guided ~issiles, for 
issuance by the respective military departments, to 
insure the integrated and efficient 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 guided 
missiles progra~ by the JCS, scheduled for September 
1950, a requirements program for guided missiles 
research and development. 

(TS) JCS 1620118, Note by Secys, 11 Department of 
Defense Guided Missiles Program," 22 Mar 50, source 
of (TS) SM-588-50, 11 Guided Missiles Interdepartmental 
Operational Requirements Group, 11 24 Mar 50. Both 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 \'Ieight of the REDSTONE warhead was increased, 
the wea~on•s range was set at 175 nautical miles. 

(SJ OSD, "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, 4:7. 
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.~ccording to the i-lew Ycrk Ti::-,es. :J::der Secretar:,r of the 
i1ir Force John t' .• I:cCO'i1e;'" seeir:;; :::e ~erfection of g._lided 
r;;issiles as the or:ly r.:eans of pro·;idin3 ar. ef.::'ecti•:e 
conti::ental defense ar~d of s:.:ppl~c:f.::.r:; t:.e str.:-,reci:: :::::d 
tactical Neapons needed in filturo :.•cn•fare, s :.:b:::i :t cd c. 
r::emorand~ to the Secretai;t· of the Air Force that called 
for a concentrated and sharply accelerated ,o:;uided ;.1issiles 
program. He judged the progress to date inadequate 
and blamed the "manner of organization •.. Hithin 
the three services • • • and the very serious lack 
of funds." Therefore he called for a single project 
with the highest priority under the 11 most capable 
man who can be drafted . • • with absolute DONer over 
the entire effort, 11 1vith authorization to spend 
initially at least $2 or $3 billion. In a f urtt"er 
memorandum on 15 August, Under Secretary McCone made 
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 the 
questions of roles and missions and Service responsi­
bility would not arise during the dc\'elopment stage. 

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

~ 28 Sep 50 The JCS for"o.tarded to the Chairnan, r·1un1 tions Board, 

19 Oct 50 

'i'if s£CMi 

a brief statement on the potential effect of Soviet 
atomic attacks on U. S. industrial population centers 
in mid-1951. lfuile pointing out ti1at a dependable 
evaluation of the problem would require better intelli­
gence than was available, the JCS nevertheless stated 
that such attacks "followed and aggravated by 
sabotage and, as a more remote possibility, by sub­
marine-launched guided missile attack, could probably 
result in casualties of over one million persons. 11 

During the preparation of this statement the JIC had 
submitted a report to the JCS, on 14 April 1950, that 
included a detailed study of the Soviet capability to 
attack the U. s. with guided missiles launched from 
submarines. JIC had concluded that: (1) by mid-1951 
the USSR could deploy 49 guided-missile-~aunching 
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, radioactive dust, or V-2 type missiles 
would not be within the Soviet submarine-launched 
capability during this period; and (3) biological 
agents could be used in V-1 Narheads or other"~ise 
dispersed from submarines. 

(TS) Dec On JCS 1630/21, 11 Strategic Guidance to 
Facilitate Planning vlithin the Joint Agencies, II 
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. 
(TS) JCS 1630/19, Rpt by JIC, same subj, 14 Apr 50; 
(TS) Dec On JCS 1630/20, same subj, 9 May 50. Both 
in same file, sec 3. 

The JCS agreed to note a report by the JIC on 11 Soviet 
Intentions and Capabilities, 1950-1954. 11 With 
reference to guided missiles, the report concluded that 
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Soviet missiles t!1at ~ight ba encountered in quantity 
up to 1954 vJould probably be vari.J.tions of Ge!T.lan 
types. 

(TS) Dec 
Capabilities, 
( 3-27-45) sec 

On JCS 1924./37, .. .3oviet Intenticns c:::d 
l950-l954," 19 Oct :50, CGS 092 USSR c;, _,_. 

Apparently as an outgrm·rth of the memorandum of 
10 August 1950 by the Under Secretary of the Air Force, 
the Secretary of Defense established the position of 
Director of Guided ~1issiles, OSD, and appointed to 
the post Mr. K. T. Keller of the Chrysler Corporation. 
Mr. Keller was to advise the Secretary of Defense on 
the direction and coordination of guided missile 
research, development, and production. fJ!r. 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 responsibilities of any 
of the agencies of the Department of Defense." 

(C) Dec On JCS 1620/27, "Establishment of the 
Director of Guided Missiles in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, 11 10 Oct 50, and (C) N/H of 
JCS 1620/27, 28 Oct 50. Both in CCS 334 Gr-1C ( 1-16-45) 
sec 5. (U) ~York Times, 5 Nov 57, 30:5. 

29 Nov 50 The JCS recommended to the Secretary of Defense that 
the Army officer who was assisting r.1r. Keller as 
Deputy Director of Guided Missiles, OSD, report to 

1 18 Dec 50 

22!2. SFGPW 

the JCS for additional duty in connection with the 
Guided 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 recommendations during the 
following week. · 

(R dg U) Dec On JCS 1620/31, 11 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, 11 29 Nov 
50, CCS 334 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 Requirements 
Group. The guided missile requirements set forth 
in the reports were based on the assumption that the 
U. S. must be prepared for a 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, a~d the re~aining three in the 
first half of 195:-t--wi th the heaviest emohasis to be 
placed on NIKE, ':':SRRI2R, c.nd SPAR.."1Q1:! projects; ( 3) listed 
missile projects to be continued at a nonnal l'ate: 
( 4) called for develcp:nent of csr:;c.:!.r: air cefense <::-:d 
anti-submarine missiles to fill "serious gaps" :n the 
missiles program; and (5) authorized the Services 
(a) to change characteristics of approved Neapons as 
necessary to incorporate improvements, l'lithout further 
reference to the JCS, and (b) to introduce, subject 
to Research and Development Board concurrence, new 
projects or change established ones to meet previously 
approved operational requirements, provided inter­
Service agreement \·tas reached. 

(TS) Dec On JCS 1620/26, "Requirements Program 
for Guided Missiles," 18 Dec 50, CCS 334 GMC (l-16-45) 
sec 5. 
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2 Feb 51 

V 16 Feb 51 

j 21 Mar 51 

/30 Mar 51 

J 16 Jun 51 

The JCS informed tl'le Chairman of the Research and 
Development Board that the currently effective 
strategic guidance on guided missiles furnished by 
them, which had been in effect since 26 October 1949, 
was now superseaea. The new s -cra-cegic guidance ·cvo:: 
the form of the recommendations of the Guided ~Ussiles 
Interdepartmental Operational Requirements Group 
approved by the JCS on 18 December 1950. 

(TS} Dec On JCS 1620/35, "Strategic Guidance to 
the Research and Develoi?ment Board on Guided t1issiles," 
2 Feb 51, source of (TS) SM-298-51, same subj and date. 
Both in CCS 334 GMC -(1-16-45) sec 6. 

The JCS informed the Director of Guided Missiles, OSD, 
of their concurrence 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 Programs ( 'NIKE,' 'TERRIER,' 'SPARROW')," 
source of (TS) SM-447-51, same subj and date, CCS 334 
GMC (1-16-45) sec 6. 
' 

The JCS informed the Director of Guided Missiles, OSD, 
the Chairman of the Research and Development Board, 
and other officials that they had approved Bor1ARC and. 
SNARK as guided missile weapons projects. In the 
18 December 1950 decision of the JCS and in their 
subsequent guidance to the Research and Development 
Board (2 February 1951) the SNARK l1ad been listed as 
a. IIU.ssile guidance system and test vehicle while 
BOMARC 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. 
I . (TS) Dec On JCS 1620/37, "Status of BOMARC and 

SNARK Guided Mis'sile Projects," 20 Mar 51, source of 
(S) SM-755-51, JCS Secy to Dir of Guided.Missiles, 
OSD, et al., same subj, 2l.Har 51. Both.in CCS 334 
GMC (r-10-45) sec 6. . 

The Defense Department approved a recommendation by 
the Director of. Guided Missiles that the SNARK project 
be accelerated--a recommendation that had been made 
s'iX 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 Air 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 'SNARK' Guided 
Missile Program, 11 25 Apr 51, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) 
sec 7. 

The ATLAS project was reactivated at Convair with new 
Air Force contracts. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the u. s. Long Range Ballistic r11ssile Program, II 

OCJCS files. 
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29 Oct 51 In a memorandum for the JCS, the Chief of Staff, Air 
Force, declared that there was a serious danger of 
duplication in the various Service guided missiles 
programs. He called for a reassessment of Service 
responsibilities. Asserting that the division of 
guided missiles into surface-to-surface, surface-to­
air, air-to-air, and air-to-surface categories had 
served 11 no real purpose 11 and had ''led to confusion, 11 

-

he proposed that these categories be replaced by two 
new ones that would ''identify more accurately" current 
missile projects. These v1ere: ( 1) _Robot Aircraft, 
and (2) Guided Rockets, with the former of "primary 
interest" to the Air Force and Na·.ry, 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 
11 all maneuverable airborne weapons employed in air 
defense, 11 including Robot Aircraft and Guided 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 vmuld not be considered as an 
improvement in antiaircraft artillery; (c) the Navy 
would be responsible for ship-launched Robot Aircraft 
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 Guided Rockets employed 
as aircraft armament. (2} vJith 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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contact); and (b) the Air Force would be responsible 
for Guided Rocket and Robot Aircraft interdiction of 
enemy land power and communications to the rear of 
the enemy comtat zone. In addition 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 views be embodied in a memorandillu 
issued as policy gtddance for the Guided Missiles 
Interdepartmental Operational Requirements Group. 

(TS) JCS 1620/42, !IIemo by CSUSAF, 11 Policy Guidance 
for the Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational 
Requirements Group, 11 30 Oct 51, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) 
sec 7. 

9 Nov 51 The Chief of Staff, A~'• commented on the memorandum 
by the·chief of Staff, Air Force, of 29 October 1951, 
and expressed his strong disagreement. He declared 
that the Air Force proposal would deprive the Arm:'{ of 
the means to accomplish its mission, including the 
means necessary to prevent its surprise and destruction 
by hostile forces. Without surface-to-air missiles, 

TOP iZCRiY: 

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 
commander for the success of his mission, dictated 
that surface-to-surface missiles should be under Army 
command. Horeover, while the assignment of responsi­
bilities proposed by the Air Force would eliminate 
11 certain11 duplication, the Army Chief 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-baaed 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 guidance for the Guided Missiles Interdepart­
mental O~erational Requirements Group should state 
that: (1} the Army was responsible for combat operations 
on land, the Air Force for air operations--defined as 
including only operations to and from manned aircrc.ft.-­
and the Navy for sea operations; t2) all land-launched 
surface-to-surface and surface-to-air guided missiles 
were 11 1nherent to land combat 11 and i'lere therefore the 
responsibility of the Army, with certain operational 
responsibility permitted the Marines; and (3) specific 
operational responsibility for guided missiles 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-air and surface­
to-surface ~issiles 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 October, 
were not finally 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 J r·,Jemo by CSUSA, 11 Policy Guidance 
for the Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational 
Requirements Group, 11 13 Nov 51, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) 
sec 7. 

- 26 - 1951 

. ' 

·--·· ·-------=-..,..,..----==========~ 



IW 5FQPFT - ::. . ... 

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 revie>'ling and 
recommending a revised requirements program and fore­
casting the integration of guided missile units into 
the combat forces of the three Services. The identical 
views of the Army and Navy members of the Group \'lere 

mn SECHE'f 

in line with those expressed by the Chief of Staff, 
Army, in his memorandum of 9 November 1951. The Air 
Force member pointed out that the problem considered 
in the report was directly related to the divergence 
in Army-Air Force views and that it could not be 
solved until these differing views were resolved. The 
Air Force member therefore reserved comment on the 
conclusions of the report and did not concur in its 
recommendations. 

The JCS took no further action on this paper or 
on a succession of similar papers in which the Army­
Air Force divergence of views prevented a unanimous 
conclusion. After the JCS decision of 9 September 1954 
all such papers were withdrawn from consideration. 

(TS) JCS 1620/46, "Report by the Guided Missiles 
Interdepartmental Operational Requirements Group to 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on Requirements Program for 
Guided Missiles," 5 Dec 51, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) 
BP pt 2. 
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/ 4 Feb 52 

J 5 Aug 52 

~ 13 Oct 52 

31 Dec 52 
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The JCS established a milita~r requirement for the 
development of an atomic \·larhead for the HONEST JOHN 
rocket. It was contemplated that this would involve 
adoption of a warhead being developed for tl:e CORPORAL 
missile. The AEC 1·:as requested to coordina-ce with 
the Army in the development of this ;.,eapon. 

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/22, "ll!ilitary Requirement 
for an Atomic \·Jarhead for Large-Caliber Free Pockets," 
4 Feb 52, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 3. 

The JCS fo~1arded to the AEC their decision that the 
development program for atomic warheads, less nuclear 
elements, should be accelerated for ~ffiTADOR, RASCAL, 
SNARK, REGULUS, CORPORAL, HONEST JOI-!N, HERMES A-3B, 
and REDSTONE. The goal of this accelerated develooment 
program was the production of a limited number of -
proven atomic warheads for these missiles as they 
became operational. 

(TS-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/30, "Interim Mili ta~r 
Requirements for Atomic 1.-Jarheads for Guided and 
Unguided Missiles," 5 Aug 52, source of (TS-RD) SM-1867-
52, same subj and date. Both in CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) 
sec 4. 

The JCS informed the Chairman, Military Liaison 
Committee 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 
by 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 Development 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) sr..Y-2387-52, same 
subj and date, same file, sec 10. 

The Director of the Office of Defense l'1obilization, 
in his·final report to the President before leaving 
office with the outgoing Truman administration, stated 
that u. s. guided missiles were still "largely in the 
stage of research, development, or limited assembly­
line production." 

{U) ~ Yorlc Times, 1 Jan 53, 1:2. 
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v 27 Jan 53 

28 Jan 53 

The JCS established a military requirement for the 
development of a surface-launched guided missile with 
an atomic warhead, designed for air defense against 
formations of aircraft. This \'rould be a modification 
( TALOS W) of the TALOS. '·lhile the Navy proceeded l'li th 
the non-nuclear phases of TALOS ~·l 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, "riJilitary Require­
ments for Development of a Surface-Launched Guided 
Missile with an Atomic ivarhead, 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 Missiles 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 
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 QII1C ( 1-16-45} 
sec 10. 

19 May 53 The Annual Report of the Guided Missiles Interdepart- · 
mental Operational Requirements Group called for 
resolution of the divergent views of the Army and Air 
Force on the question of missile responsibility. 
Commenting on this on 22 June, the Chief of Staff, 

I 
j 3 Jun 53 

fOP 2l£C&i1 

Air Force, expressed his agreement and his conviction 
that past failures to resolve these divergencies had 
contributed to the "increasing number" of projects 
not in conformance 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 lines 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 1 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 file, sec 10. 
( TS) JCS 1620/76, riJemo by CSUSA, II Annual Report of 
the Guided Missiles Interdepartmental Operational 
Requirements Group., 11 22 Jul 53, same file, sec 11. 

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 in 
the JCS memorandum, were in line \'lith the statement 
of Army responsibilities made by the Chief of Staff, 
Army, on 9 November 1951; the Air Force view was in 
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4 Jun 53 

16 Jun 53 

26 Jun 53 
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accordance Nith the r.:er.torandum by the Chief cf Staff, 
Air Force, 8f 29 October 1951. T~e JCS recorrmended 
that the Secretary of Defense make the decision on 
Army procurement of REGULUS missiles. 

( TS-RD) Dec On JCS 1620/72, ".-'irmy Procurement of 
'REGULUS' Guided Missiles and Auxiliary Equipments," 
3 Jun 53, source of (TS) f·1emo, Vandenberg for JCS to 
SecDef4 same subj and date. Both in CCS 334 GHC 
(l-16- 5) sec 10. 
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During a discussion of guided missiles at the Armed 
Forces Policy Council, it was agreed that: (1) no 
individual missile project holding promise of creating 
an acceptable new weapon should be abandoned; (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 Air Force to organize a study 
group to worlc with Service representatives to prepare 
an analysis of guided missiles development. The 
Secretary of the Air Force delegated this task to his 
Specia-l 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, OASD (R&E) files. 

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, the 
Director of Guided Missiles, OSD, 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 pertaining to Service 
roles and missions. Accordingly, with reference to 
the JCS memorandum of 3 June 1953, he thought it 
p,roper only to recommend that the Secretary of Defense 
'see that decisions are made" clarifying the roles 
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and missions of the Services in relation to guided 
missiles. Regardir.;; t!'le Army r~quest that it be 
allowed to purchase REGULUS missiles and equipment, 
he recommended that it be denied "o.t this time" 2.nd 
that the Army be limited to participation i:-1 and 
observation of the Navy and Marj_ne REGULUS test 
program pending clarification of guided missile roles 
and missions. 

(S) Hemo, Dir Guided !>11ssiles, OSD, to SecDef, 
"Army Procurement of REGULUS Guided r.Ussiles and 
Auxiliary Equipments," 26 Jun 53, App to (TS) JCS 
1620/78, Note by Secys, same subj, 19 Aug 53, CCS 334 
GMC (1-16-45) sec 11. 

30 Jun 53 Under Reorganization Plan No. 6, the Munitions Board, 
the Research and Development Board, and some other 
Defense agencies were abolished and the Secreta~J of 
Defense was e.uthorized to a.-;point .'l.ssista.nt Secret-aries 
of Defense to take over their functions. On the same 
date, Mr. Wilson established the posts of Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Research and Development) and 
Assistant Secretar-J of Defense (Applications Engineer­
ing) • He appointed fiJr ~ Frank Newbury ASD ( AE) on 
18 August and Mr. Donald A. Quarles ASD (RrD) on 

18 Sep 53 

1 September. Mr. Newbury's functions included the 
preparations of policies and procedures in the rield 
of applications engineering relating to the production 
and maintenance of weapons and equipment. Mr. Quarles' 
functions included the development of policies and 
procedures for integrating and correlating the 
research and development program within the Department 
of' Defense. 

(U) Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953 (67 Stat. 
638), copy filed in CCS o4o (11-2-43) sec 10. ---­
(U) DOD Directive No. 5105.1, "Reorganization of the 
Office Secretary-· of Defense," 30 Jun 53, same file, 
sec 11. (U) DOD Directive No. 5128.7, "Responsi­
bilities of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Research and Development)," 12 Nov 53, same file, 
sec 14. (U) DOD Directive No. 5129.1, 11 Responsi­
bilities of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Appli­
cations Engineering)," 8 Dec 53, same file 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 Secretar-J of Defense that a JCS review and analysis 
of "concepts, strategy, and implementing programs" 
was under way and that they intended to make the 
necessarj• clarifying decisions on Service employment 
of guided missiles. They also stated their acceptance, 
"Nithout 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 Equipment," 
18 Sep 53, source of (TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same 
subj and date. Both in CCS 334 Gl"IJC (l-16-45) sec 11. 
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/ 24 Sep 5~ 

I oct 53 

1 Oct 53 

30 Oct 53 

TAB SW£1 

L .J 
A major breakthrough that greatly increased the 
feasibility of ICBM development l'las noted by Dr. John 
von Neumann and the USAF Scientific Advisory Board, 
who reported that thermonuclear weapons of small 
weights and sizes could be produced. . 

(S) OSD, "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 availability 
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 individual services. This 
determination and the initiation of implementing action 
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, 
Note by Secys, same subj, 21 Jan 54, CCS 370 (8-19-45) 
sec 44. 

The JCS agreed to accept a report by the JIC on the 
"Magnitude and Imminence of Soviet Air Threat to the 
United States - 1957." In this report the JIC stated, 
with reference to guided missiles, that: (1) there was 
no evidence of Soviet guided missile ca~ability beyond 
the stage of the German V-1 and V-2; (2) it was !mown, 
however, that the USSR had been conducting an intensive 
guided missile research and developr.1ent program; 
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(3) it was considered that the USSR would not have 
available by 1957 a guided missile that could endanger 
the U.S. if launched from Soviet-controlled territory; 
and ( 4} while there was no pos iti':e evidence of Soviet 
experimentation in the field of s~bmarine-launched 
guided missiles, it was estimated that by 1957 the 
Soviets 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, "r1agni tude and Imminence 
of Soviet Air Threat to the United States - 1957," 
30 Oct 53, CCS 350.09 USSR (12-19-49) sec 5. 

12 Nov 53 The Secretary of Defense cancelled the DOD memorandum 
of 24 October 1950 that had established the position 
of Director of Guided Missiles, OSD. Mr. K. T. Keller, 
who had held that post, had recommended to.the 
President and the Secretary of Defense in June that 

mn ??lAili 

it 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 guided missile field. He authorized 
the Service Secretaries to "approve the guided missile 
programs of their respective Departments within the 
framework of and consistent with established policies 
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 obligate funds and proceed 
with the implementation of the programs. 11 

{U) Memo, SecDef to SecArmy, SecNav, and SecAF, 
"Administration of Guided Missile Programs," 12 Nov 53, 
Encl 11 C11 to (C) .JCS 1620/82, "Incre~se in Monthly 
Production Rate of the 1NIKE' Surface-to-Air Guided 
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 54 

25 Jan 54 

j 25 Jan 54 
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The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) esta:.lished '· 
the Research and Development Coordinating Commit'cee on 
Guided Missiles, '·;hich superseded tl~e Comm1 ttee on 
Guided Missiles Research and Development Board, 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 ~Ussiles, 
OSD, expressed his approval of the v!ay in which the 
ballistic missile program was being conducted. He 
urged that more than one organization be used for the 
worl:, 11 not from the standpoint of getting competition 
but getting it opened up for a cooperative endeavor 
of the best scientists and people you can get into 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 same hardware to 
make in a factory, 11 

( S) OSD, 11 Chronology of Significant Events.. in the 
U. s. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJOS .files 

The Special Study Group on Guided Missiles, headed by 
Trevor Gardner, presented its report on the development 
ot: guided missiles. It covered all projects except 
long-range strategic missiles, v;hich .\'1e1•e 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: (l) recommended that the CEP, payload weight, 
and payload diameter requisites of missiles for \·lhich 
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 11 producibility 11 of guided missiles, 
but suggested that Service interchange of information 
might materially improve matters in this "most pressing 
technical problem areau; (3) urged technical integra­
tion of surface-to-air missile eystems with other ele­
ments of the Continental Air Defense; and (4) emphasized 
the major areas where lack of program activity was 
causing serious concern: (a) the anti-missile missile, 
{b) missile countermeasures and effective counter­
counter-measures, {c) atomic air-to-air missiles, and 
(d) low-altitude air-defense. 

(S-RD) Off Asst SecDef (R&D), Coordinating Cmte on 
Guided Missiles, "Report of Special Study Group on 
Guided Missiles, 11 25 Jan 54, OASD ( R&E) files. 

--34 - 1954 

-----····'······ 



TfE QECWi • ' . - . . . ·-

1 10 Feb 54 The Strategic Missiles E'Jaluation Cor:uni ttee, 'tlhich had 
been ~~orking ccncurrentl:I ... 1i tl1 tl1e S~ecial S t'J.dy Group 
on Guided Missiles (see second item of 25 JanuarJ 
1954), presented its report on intercontiner.tal missiles 
and reconunended improvements i:1 the SNARK, 2iAVAHO, and 
ATLAS programs, important aspects of which ',:ere vie•.·red 
as unsatisfacto~J. The Committee emphasized particular­
ly that recent progress toward larger-yield nuclear 
warheads had rendered "thoroughly out-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 ~issile 
design and the layout of base facilities 'iii th a view to 
providing an optimum combination of low vulnerability, 
high firepower, and short starting time. 

The report recommended a major redirection of the 
SNARK program in order to develop a simpl:!.fied, early­
operational missile. The simplified SNAlli\s could be 
used as reconnaissance vehicles, area decoys, local 
decoy and saturation missiles, dispensers of chaff 
ahead of and around a manned bomber, 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 usefulness 
of SAC manned bombers and would also achieve an-opera­
tional capability within four or five years, unattain­
able without such a simplified program. 

For various reasons the Committee believed the 
NAVAHO should oe regarded as a complementary weapon to 
the ATLAS, and not as an interim approach. <tJhile be­
lieving that the time had not come for acceleration of 
the entire NAVAHO program, the Conunittee 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 ballistic mis­
sile of the three discussed, the Committee stated that 
a radical reorganization and redirection of the ICBM 
program was required if a militarily useful vehicle 
was to be had within a reasonable time. The ICBM 
design must be based on a new and comprehensive wea­
pons system study, together with an exploration 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 devise and administer a redirected, expanded, 
and accelerated ICBM program, the Committee urged the 
appointment of a nevi ICBIVI development-management agency, 
manned by an unusually competent group of scientists, 
engineers, and executives, 11 drafted, 11 if necessary, 
from civilian life. If unhampered by "excessive detail­
ed regulation by existing government agencies" and 
adequately supported with funds and project priorities, 
this new agency should be able to achieve the begin­
nings of an operational ICBM capability withi:-1 six to 
eight years. 

-­SSC%1 

- 35 - 1954 

3/ 



'8'81 SEC&! 

'"' The Committee esti:;:ated ::::a-:.,_~~ its recom:nenda-
~l~ns~were followed, the date a: first production 
a.~a ?r product;::.cr:. iE or.;eratio:::al :n.: . .-:-.bers for each 
r:11SS1le syste!-:1 ·:;cul ,-; '·-;,. ">·r •; ·'-: '-"d SNARK - '-- -- -'9 8 ..- --- _,_ .......... ..~-.. ~!-' .......... ___ ! ' l;JJ{ :::.:!C 
l a;--- • ..... .-~ -·· '"'·~· . __ , ---... • ,~ """ -_-· )~, 3.-CO-:?"l.LJ.e :u-;.\r..nO, .:.9'Jb-::-;.J ana l9oO-ol: 

c: ..,00 m, 1 ._, · ,. · HO · ~ ~c "· · · -
~-' -::...L e l'lJ.\.w'J-t _ , __ .!..:;n.) ·-o.L and 2.)b2-'j3; and r-.:::r-1, 
~960-ol and l)o2-b3. 

(TS) "Recommendations of the Strategic !1iss::.les 
Evaluation Cor:unittee," lu Feb 1954, encl to (TS) ;-.-1emo, 
Asst SeeDer (R&D) to CJCS, "R<::pol't entitled "Reco::l­
m~ndations of t!te Strate~ic Missile2 Evaluation 
Corr.r:1ftt.ee' RD:.CGM 200/8," 10 Mar 1954, CJCS 471 
(Guided Missiles) 1954, C~JCS files. 

16 Feb 54 In a memorandum to the Assistant Secreta~/ of Defense 
(R&l)), Mr. Trevor Gardner raised the question of 
certain "problem areas" in the missiles field that 
had not been considered by the OSD Special Study 
Group on Guided Missiles or the Strategic Missiles 
Evaluation Committee. Mr. Gardner: (l) noted that 
the question of roles and missions was ''an extremely 
important and still unresolved problem," with a 

TOP S£El&i 

major bearing on the missiles programs; (2) recommend­
ed a careful study, to be follm'led by the necessary 
revisions, of missile production and procurement 
quantities; (3) suggested an exploration of "alternate 
methods 11 for accomplishing the purposes for v1hich 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 "a substantially new 
approach" to the ground-to-ground missile problem. 
Further, Mr. Gardner noted that the members of the 
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 field 
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 HSEG initiate an 
operational analysis similar to the one suggested by 
Mr. Gardner and that the Assistant Secretary present 
to the Armed Forces Policy Council a specific pro-

·posal for a "coordinated attack" on the problem of 
strategic 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 resolving it. 

( TS) JCS 1620/85, Note by Secys, "Department of 
Defense Study Group on Guided Missiles," 5 Mar 54, 
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 11. 

~I 
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19 Feb 54 

r-1a.r -
May 54 

2 Apr 54 

:. · .. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (fi&D) agreed to 
the broad recrientation of the IC:S.i\1 program ;:reposed 
by the Strategic rhssiles Evaluation Comm1 ttee 
( 10 February 54), and gave the A:!.r Force responsibili t~' 
for evolving a definitive plan. The Air Force estab­
lished the Gillett Group, ·.vhich studied existing 
regulations and procedures and recommended the nee~ 
essary reorganization to support effectively an 
accelerated ICBM program. On 23 Harch the Chief of 
Staff, Air Force, approved a decision of the Air 
Force Council to reorient and accelerate the ICBM 
program. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U4iS. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," 
OCJCS files. 

Tests at Operation CASTLE in the Pacific confirmed 
the feasibility of developing small, lightweirht, 
high yield thermonuclear w~apons. -

( S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic ~1issile Program, 11 

OCJCS 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 
intlerceptor aircraft. The AEC was requested to 
undertake the warhead development in coordination 
with the Air Forcew 

( S-RD) Dec on JCS 2012/44, ~~.Requirement for 
Development of a High Velocit~r Air-to-Air Rocket 
with Nuclear 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. 

16 Apr 54 The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) informed 
the Chairman, JCS, it was his feeling that better 
coordination was needed between his 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 inadequate coordination 
of such matters was resulting in projects for missiles 
of essentially the same tactical requirements under 
different Services, he suggested that where necessarJ 
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, 11 

16 Apr 54. (c) N/H of JCS 1620/86' 11 Corrigendum, II 

27 Jul 54. Both in CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 11. 

25 Jun 54 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 their 
relation to research and development projects. The 

pop ii8f£f 

JCS agreed that mission responsibilities should be 
settled in the manner suggested by the Assistant 
Secretary and -v10uld be glad to have any difficulties 
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on that subject referred to them for their considera­
tion and advice. 

(C) Dec on JCS 1620/89, ":::.esearch and Developmem; 
vs Roles and Missions," 10 Jun :;:4, source of (C) 
Memo, CJCS to SeeDer, same sub i, 25 Jun 54. 3oth in 
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 12. 

The JCS appointed an ad hoc committee, consisting of 
a Major General each 1rom-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 responsibilities for guided 
missiles • • . within presently assigned Service 
functions. 11 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 responsibility between Service 
assignments based on this premise showed that the 
consideration of additional factors would be necessa~J 
to clarify the assignments. The ad hoc committee was 
to develop, for consideration by tne~S, Service 
assignments clarified in this way. 

(S) JCS 1;~20/90 Note by Secys, 'Terms of Refere:1ce for 
the Assignment o1' Res~onsibility for Guided Missiles," 
28 Jun 54, source of t S) SM-59 3-54, SJCS to Maj Gen. 
Samuel R. Brentnall, USAF, et al., same subj and date. 
(TS) SM-600-54, SJCS to same, ~ssign~ent of Respon­
sibility for Guided Missiles, 11 30 Jun 54. All in 
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 12. 

According to a chronology prepared in the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the Scientific Adviso~J 
Committee of the Air Force held its·first meeting on 
the ICBM. The Committee recommended an allocation of 
systems responsibility for the ICBM, an experimental 
re-entry program, and "an additional propulsion 
contractor and development facilities." 

(S) OSD "Chronology ~f Significant Events in the 
u.s. Long Range Ballistic Missue Program,'·' .. · 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R~D), in a 
memorandum to the Chairman, JCS, said that the us~. 
should designate a single point of contact for 
exchange of missile information with the UK, which, 
as a result of discussions with the US, was going to 
undertake high priority development of an IRBM. 
Noting that the Air Force had been performing this 
function, he stated nevertheless that the situation 
yis-a-yis the UK would be clarified if the JCS would 
"define the boundary between the Military Departments 
in missiles of the Corporal, Redstone, Snark, Navaho, 
and Atlas varieties." He especiall~r urged assignment 
of the IRBM to one service. 

(S) Memo, ASD (R&D) sgd Quarles to Adm Radford, 
"Roles and Missions--Ballistic Missiles," 12 Aug 54, 
Encl to (S) 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 The ad hoc committee appointed by the JCS on 28 June 
54 to-develop a more definitive assignment of Service 
responsibilities for guided missiles submitted a 
report containing a number of divergent views. The 
divergent views were resolved by General Charles L. 
Bolte, USA, and General Thomas D. Hhi te, USAF, 't~ho 
submitted their revision of the committee's report 
on 30 August 1954 for the consideration of the JCS. 
(See item for 9 September 1954.) 

9 Sep 54: 

.zE ?RJIWI 

(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 
had 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 responsibili.,. 
ties be used by the Department of Defense as a basis 
for coordinating its guided missile program. Accord­
ing to the agreement, which was subject to periodic 
review, the Air Force and the Navy would develop, 
procure, and employ such guided missile· systems of 
the air-to-air and air-to-surface categories as ~1ere 
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 by 
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 Air 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-to~air 
missiles would be designed for use against enemy air­
craft 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 specified geographical 
areas, cities, or vital installations. The Air Force's 
surface-to-air guided missiles \'lould 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 
located for blanket defense over \'<ide areas to inter­
cept enemy aircraft and missiles en route to attack 
important areas. The JCS considered that the use of 
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new or improved guided missiles '·:c.s not restricted 
because of the i::1terest or responsibility of a 
particular Service in the develo!Cment of such >-Jeapcns _; 
developed missiles 'ilere available to any Service 
(includin;; the US Harine Corps) ::.f required in the 
discharge of its assigned funct::.ons. The initial 
development of any requirements for new missiles 
would be accomplished by the Service requiring them, 
subject to the approval of the JCS, but a Service 
charged with the primary responsibility 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
bilities for Guided Missiles," 9 Sep 54, source of 
(S) Memo 1 CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date. Both in 
CCS GMC ~1-16-45) sec 12. 

9 Sep 5L~ The Assistant Secretary of Defense ( R&:D) infomed 
the JCS that the Science Advisory Committee of the 
Office 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 ~uard against and to resist surprise attach, 
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 (~) to JCS · 
et al., 'Science·Advisory Committee Study," 9 Sep 54, 
~s~o (11-2-43) sec 15. 

23 Sep 54 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 situation relating to the guided missile 
program 11 and that almost all Service witnesses had 
praised the missiles of their own particular Service 
while vending to disparage those of the other 
Services. The Secretary of Defense directed 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 vlith such matters as total long­
range cost of missiles, their effectiveness in terms 
of cost for results achieved, standardization, 
general program management, any special requirements of 
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specific missiles or groups of ;nissiles, and '"the 
desirability of continuing alternate approacr.es tc 
the same general objectives." 

( U) Memo, 3ecDef to CJCS et al.,. "Report on 
Guided Nissile3," 23 Sep 54, 271--;;o ~U) JCS 1620,197, 
Note oy ..:lecys, same sub.:;, 28 S:;:_J 54, CCS 334 Gr-1C 
(l-16-45) sec 13. 

The JCS forward3d to the Chairman, Net Evaluation 
Subcommittee, National Security Council, separate 
estimates by the Arm:>•, 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 tile Army's opinion, 
the Soviets would place primary emphasis on weapons 
other than guided missiles for delivery of atomic 
\'larheads 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 Air 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 National Security Council Subcommittee on 
Soviet Selection of Methods and Relative Emphasis 
of Attack Against Key Overseas Installations," 
28 Sep 54, source of (TS) SM-858-54; SJCS to Chm 
Net Cap Eva! Scmte NSC, "Jnformation and Estimates 
Required for the National Security Council Net 
Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee," 28 Sep 54. 
Both in CCS 381 US (5-23-46) sec 48. · 

v~ 5 Oct 54 ~ [ 

I 

1954 

--
TOR S~BI£1" 



[ 

-! 
22 Oct ''"- [ / . 

/ 2 Nov 54 In a memorandum to the Chairman of the Net 
Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee of the NSC, 
the JCS forwarded Service comments on the Sub­
committee's estimate of the Soviet strategy and 
plan of attack on the continental u.s. and key 
U.S. installations overseas, assuming 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 deli ve!"'J of nuclear 1·1eapons. It was 
assumed that the following targets v1ere to be hit 
by submarine-launched guided missiles: San Diego, 
Seattle, Bremerton, Hawaii, the Azores, the Panama 
Canal, and Guam.. These assumptions i·Iere not 
questioned in the Service comments. 

( TS) Dec On JCS 1899/162, "Information 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, aDd 48 reap. 

13 Nov 54 The Acting Secratary of Defense issued a memorandum 
approving the JCS assignment of Service responsibili­
ties for· guided missiles as set forth in a memorandum 
to the Secretary of Defense on 9 September 1954. 

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

10 Dec 54 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 guidru1ce on the assign­
ment of responsibility for missiles of the CORPORAL, 
REDSTONE, SNARK, NAVAHO and ATLAS varieties was 
contained in their memorandum of 9 September 1954 on 
"Assi~ent of Responsibilities for Guided Missiles." 

(S) Dec On JCS 1620/101, Rpt by GMIORG, "Roles 
and Missions--Ballistic Missiles,'' 10 Dec 1951:+, 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 chronology prepared in the Office of 
the Secretary ct Defense, the ICEI-'! Scientific Adviso:r] 
Cornmi ttee to the Secreta:r; of t!le Air Force recor:ll':1ended 
that, to avoid interference ,.,i th the ICBM ~!"ograr.:, 
the Air Force should con~ider ir.tegrating an I?.Biv! 
program, if one should be undertaken, into the ICB!'-1 
program. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Signif:.cant E'Jents in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic I:!issile Program," 
OCJCS files. 

2 Feb 55 The Chairman, JCS, assured a House Appropriations 
Subcommittee that the guided missiles program was 
"receiving all the attention that 1·re can give it." 

/ 9-10 Feb 55 

V-14 Feb 55 

He added, "There is ve:r; 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. 

In classified testimony before the House Appropriations 
Committee, the Air Force Chief of Staff, General 
Twining, said it was likely that the Soviets already 
had a missile with a range of about 350.miles, carry­
ing a warhead of 2,000 pounds. It was estimated that. 
by 1957 they could produce a missile with a range or·· 
more than 900 miles, carrying a warhead or about 
3,000 pounds. Possibly by 1960 and more probably by 
1963, he said, the Soviets could have an ICBM with 
sufficient range to destroy targets in the u.s. 

(S) Proposed Remarks for Gen THining before 
Committee on Appropriations, HR, (dlvrd 9-10 Feb 55), 
folder of (S) ~wining speeches, Dec 54-Feb 55, OCJCS 
files. 

In its report to .... the President, titled "Meeting the 
Threat of Surprise Attack" (Killian Report), the 
Technological Capabilities Panel surveyed the entire 
range of u.s. ~litary weapons and programs. Among 
its recommendations were the folloNing: (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, consideration bein ~iven to both land­
based and ship-based types. 3) Nuclear warheads 
should be adopted as the maj r armament for u.s. air­
defense forces, and the development, procurement, and 
deployment of sufficient weapons to provide a high 
kill 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 development or 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 platforms for guided 
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missiles; (c) a strong, balanced 9rogram of theoretical 
and experinental investigation ::;f t:1e basic proble;:JS in 
intercepting and destroying hostile ICBMs. 

(TS-RD) Report of the Tec::::.clogical Capabilities 
Panel, ODM

4 
to Pres, "~·1ee'Cing c:::2 ·Threat of SurprisG 

Attack," 1 Feb 55, JCS C&E Sect: files. 

The Assistant Secreta~J 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 
Air Force of "primary responsibility for financing 
and general adndnistration of the program for develop­
ing a land-based TALOS system, :• in accordance with 
the assignment of Service responsibilities 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 revieN or clarification 
of the range limitation applying to the Army's anti­
aircraft 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 Nere being revised 
in any way that would affect this 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} JCS 1620/105, 
Note by Secys, same subj, 22 Jl'lar 55, CCS 334 GMC'. 
{1-16-45) sec 13. · 

~ l 
I 
1 
I 

I 
i 

i -
J I I . ._ 

Secretary of the Air Force Talbott and Air Force Chief 
of Staff Twining, in public statements before a Senate 
Appropriations Subcommittee, warned that the Soviets 
had been making progress on an ICBM, and declared that 
the U.S. must be first to develop this weapon. 11 I 
believe that development of this ballistic missile 

l is probably the most critical problem that faces our 
country today, 11 Secretary Talbott said. Asked if the 
Air Force had sufficient funds for missile research, 

-

General TNining said that it did. · 
(U) US Cong, Sen, "Department of Defense Appropri­

ations for 1956, 11 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 16 March 1955, 
regarding his proposal to transfer responsibility for 
developing the land-based TALOS system from the Army 
to the Air Force. The Chairman, JCS, the Chief of 
Naval Operations, and the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force reaffirmed the assignment of responsibilities 
for guided missiles defined in the JCS memorandum of 
9 September 1954 to the Secretary of Defense and 
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stated that the guidance set forth therein fully 
supported the proposed transfer. on t!1e other hand, 
the Chief of Staff of the Army cb.jected to the 
proposed transfer, and recorrunended that the r::emor2.ndu.-:1 
of 9 September 1954 be amended by deletion of the 
passages relating to surface-to-air missiles that 
limited the horizontal range of the Army's anti­
aircraft mission to approximately 50 nautical r.liles 
and defined missions beyond that range as Air Force 
interception missions. 

(S) JCS 1620/106, Note by Secys, "Proposed Transfer 
of Responsibility for Developing a Land-Based TALOS 
System," 13 Apr 55, source of (S) r~emo, CJCS to SecDef, 
same subj and date. Both in CCS 334 Gr1C (1-16-45) 
sec 13. 

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

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/200, "Technological Cai?a­
bilities Panel Report," 18 Apr 55, source of (TSJ Memo, 
CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date, CCS o4o (11-2-43) 
sec 17 pt 1. 

v' 28 Apr 55 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 

TOE §SfQRE'& 

at the "earliest 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 Operations 
and Chief of Staff, Air Force, did not agree with this 
recommendation. The CNO and CSUSAF hald that the 
earliest attainable warhead for the NIKE I would have 
to utilize gun-type nuclear components. 
The gun-type 'l'tarhead, they stated, >'tould be relatively 
inefficient and would reduce the atomic stockpile. 
Moreover, the NIKE I with an atomic warhead \'lould 
compete with other, more efficient 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 11 atomic capability for the NIKE system 
could be achieved through the priority development of 
the implosion-type warhead for NIKE B, and that the 
feasibility of developing a warhead more efficient 
than a gun-type for NIKE I should be studied for this 
and other aoplications. 

(TS) Dec On JCS 2012/62, 11 Requirement for an Atomic 
Capability for the NIKE I Weapons System, 11 28 Apr 55, 
source of (TS) Memo, Ridgway for JCS to SecDef, same 
s3.\Dj and .date; (TS) N/H of JCS 2012/62, 26 Ju1 55. All 
in CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 7. 
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12 May 55 In a speech before the Industrial College of the Armed 
Forces General T\'lining •,·;arned against underestimating 
Soviet technology, In the question period, however, 
l'lhen asked to conunent on the progress of the U.S. and 
the USSR on the ICBM, :-,e stated: "I think that the 
United States is well in the lead. That would be rny 
diagnosis. We have to be. Certainly we have the best 
brains in this country l'lorking on that program. He 
must t;:et that weapon first." 

{ S) Address by Gen Twining, 12 fvlay 55, Indus trial 
Colle~e of the Armed Forces Pub No. 155-140, in folder 
of (S) Twining statements, Mar-r4ay 55, OCJCS files. 

20 May 55 In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense the 
Secretary of the Army stated the opinion that if the 
Air Force were given responsibility for development 
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 Committee on 
Appropriations, U. S. House of Representatives, on 
Guided Missiles, Department of Defense, 11 Jan 57, 
p. 81, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 17, BP ~t 6. 

/ _24 May 55 An Air Force document~ prepared for use by Gen Twining 
and Secretary Talbott in anal'lering 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 ballistic missile with a 
range of 5,500 nautical miles and carrying a 3,000-
pbund warhead. It was considered that a more probable 
date of availability was about 1963. (2) There was 
no evidence that any ballistic missiles were available. 
to the USSR for operational use. In view·of develop­
ment of the Army's REDSTONE, it was .believed that the 
U.S. had a capability equal to or better .than that of 
the Soviets in the field of ballistic missiles with 
a range of 100-500 miles. (3) It was believed that 
it would be 1957, and more probably 1959,'before the 
USSR would have available ballistic missiles with a 
range of 1, 300 nautical miles. It \'las considered 
that the U.S. was not behind the USSR in development 
o~ missiles of inter~~diate 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 difficulties in acquiring 
facilities. (6) There was no way in which Congress 
could help speed development of the ICBM. (7) The 
Air Force did not favor issuance of a special 
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 M~y 55, in folder of 
(TS) Statements by Ge~ Twining, 1954-56, OCJCS files. 

2 Jun 55 The Department of Defense fol~arded to the National 
Security Council its comments on the report of the 
Technological Ca~abilities Panel (see item for 
14 February 1955). Stating the concurrence of both 
the Secretary of Defe~se and the JCS in the Panel 1 s 
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recommendation that t!1e ICBr-1 dsvelopment be made a 
nationally supported effcl't ::' the ::if:Shest :;::'io::city, 
the Department pointed c:ut t::a:t t:-.3.t: prograr., :1ad teen 
greatly acceler3.ted i~ the ;ast ~e3.r, with an increase 
in its Plannea- "'''nds .,,..,,.., H"·V 'jcc; f~o"' ·' -j2 "'' 1 i ~ "n t:. -.;......... .... ................ ~..., :_J_./ - .... ~;· '+' l·•------.... '-' 
$180 million. The JCS and tr.e Secretary also concurred 
in the Panel's recommendation that a 1500-milc; Iill:i•1 
be developed, lvith consideration to both land-basing 
and ship-bas1n8; however, it pointed out that a 
decision whether or not to underta1.;:e a separate U.S. 
program would have to await the outcome of tallcs then 
in progress with a vie\'1 to a collaborative US-UK IRBM 
program. Further, the JCS and the Secretary concurred 
in the Panel's recommendation that nuclear warheads 
be adopted as the major armament for U.S. air defense 
forces, and in the recommendation that an intensified 
effort be made to create effective defenses at lovr 
and very high altitudes. The Secretary agreed that 
the design of interceptor aircraft would have to change 
as speed and maneuverability were transferred f~om the 
aircraft to the air-to-air r.1iss ile launched by it, 
but observed that the existing promise of performance 
of air-to-air 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 investigations should be conducted into 
the basic problems involved in the interception and 
destruction of hostile ICBNs. The formation of a 
full-time technical group to study the whole question, 
as recommended by the Panel, was under consideration. 

(TS) "Department of Defense Statement in Regard 
to the Report of the Technological Capabilities Panel," 
l Jun 55, w/atchd memo of 3 Jun 57 fwdg a copy to 
Dir JS and stating date of submission to NSC, ccs o4o 
(ll-2-43) sec 17~ . 

The Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum trans­
ferring primary responsibility for financing and 
general administration of the progrrun for developing 
a land-based TALOS system from the Army to the Air 
Force. This transfer did not affect the existing 
responsibility 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 1·1as made. 

(C) N/H of JCS 1620/106, 9 Jun 55, CCS 334 Gf.lC 
(l-16-45) sec 13. 

The Ir-BM Scientific Advisory Committee to the Secretary 
of the Air Force (1) reconunended to the Secretary that 
the ICBivl program be exempt from the national industrial­
dispersal policy because it was interfering with the 
program, (2) expressed concern that a satellite prosram 
would interfere with the earliest possible attainment 
of an ICBM operational 8apability, (3) agreed that a 
multiple approach in the ICBM program was necessary, 
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16 Jul 55 

28 Jul 55 

and (4) agreed on the need for "an additional e;uidance 
contractor." 

(S) OSD, "Chronolo~;y cf Significant Event;s in 
the U.S. Long Range Ball.i3tic f\iis3ile Prograr.1," OCJCS 
files. 

The Office of the Assistant Secreta~J of Defense (AE) 
produced a document titled "Revie'tl' of Guided russ ile 
Program, 11 which included 35 recommendations for 
improvement of the program. (See item of 25 January 
1956 for comments by DOD agencies on the more important 
recommendations.) 

(S) OASD(AE), "Review of Guided Missile Program," 
24 Jun 55, OCJCS files. 

Senator Henry M. Jackson, Chairman of the Military 
Applications Subcommittee of the Joint Congressional 

1,

1 

Committee on Atomic Energy, said that development of 
an intercontinental missile should be placed on a 
"crash 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. 
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15 Aug 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 of 
two parts: (1) the preparation of a report responsive 
to the request of the Sena~e Committee on Appropri­
ations as made in that Committee's report on the 
Department of Defense appropriations bill for 1955, 

27 Aug 55 

and (2) an analysis of and report on the guided missiles 
program and its management, for the use of the SecretarJ 
of Defense. The Guided Missiles Report Committee con­
sidered that the first part· of i'.:s assignment l1.ad been 
compl~ted, the Secretary having forwarded the 
Committee 1s report to the Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations on 16 February 1955. As 
to the second part, the Committee observed that the 
existing management organization and procedures for 
the guided missile program, including the Joint (AE-RD) 
Coordinating Committee on Guided Missiles, had been 
established so recently that further time would be 
necessary to "test fully" the effectiveness of the new 
structure. For this reason, and because progress was 
being made, the Committee did not recommend any 
further changes "at this time, 11 but suggested that 
certain staff studies prepared Nithin 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 achieved in resolving various 
questions raised by the mentioned staff studies, the 
Cammittee recommended that it be discharged. 

(U) Memo, GMR Cmte to SeeDer, 11 Report on Guided 
Missiles Pursuant to the Secretan• of Defense I1emo of 
23 Sept. 1954, 11 15 Aug 55, CJCS 471 (Guided Missiles) 
1955-56, OCJCS files. 

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., "Guided Missiles 
Report Committee - Discharge or;!'0 Aug 55, CJCS 471 
(Guided Missiles) 1955-56, OCJCS files. 

2 Sep 55 The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that a 
proposed NSC action to give the ICBM program a status 
of the 11 highest priority 11 to be prosecuted with all 
"practicable speed" by the Secretary of Defense was 
acceptable from a military point of view. 

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/230, "Intercontinental 
Ballistic Missiles Program,'' 2 Sep 55. source of 

ilr SZGiW£ 

(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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6 Sep 55 [ _ .... J 
the Deputy Secretary :cf Defense :iirected t::e Assistant 
Secretary o:' :efense (?.&D) to ;:re~are, in c:::llaboration 
:·rith the ivJilitary Depart::1ents, c::. repcr-r fer t:;e NSC 

j 13 Sep 55 

on the five ]:?.3!-1 developr::ent ;ccssitilities cein.s con­
sidered by the Defense Departr::ent. These possibilities 
·,.1ere: ( 1) development of an I?.BM as a by-product ::f 
the ATLAS program, (2) establishment of a separate 
Air Force IRBH project, (3) U.S. participation in a 
U.K. IRBM program, (4) development of a ship-based 
IRBM, and (5) continuation of the l·Javy's TRITON as an 
interim program. The report was to discuss, prir:larily 
for the period 1958-65, (1) the relationship of the 
proposed employment of the IRBM to that of other major 
weapons systems under development at the same time, 
particularly that of other guided missiles, nuclear­
propelled aircraft, and the ICB!v'i; (2) the strategic 
potential of the IRBr~ in relation to basic national 
security policy; (3) the technical feasibility of 
producing the IRBM within the above period; and 
(4) specific development plans recommended, including 
funding. 

(TS) Memo, Dep SecDef to Asst SecDef(R&D) et al., 
"1500-Mile Ballistic Missile," 6 Sep 55, Encl to­
(TS) JCS 1899/231, Note by Secys, same subj, 9 Sep 55, 
CCS 040 (11-2-43) sec 18. 

~c II 
d 
il 

/i 
I ' I • 
I I 
I I 
I . I . 

17 Sep 55 rt: l 
' ::a 

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 Ballistic Missiles Program,~l7 Sep 55, 
Encl to (TS) JCS 1899/234r Note by Secys, same subj, 
21 Sep 55, CCS 040 (11-2-43) sec 18. 

--- ----
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20 Oct 55 

25 Oct 55 

v' 2 Nov 55 

xqp SFCP~W · 

Stating that the need for an I?.El-! ,,.ras "now recognized 
to be critical" and t:1at plans •::ere under 1·1ay to 
initiate the urgent devel~pment of stlch a missile with 
a range of approxinately 1500 nau~~c~l miles, the 
Secretary of Defense requested the JCS to prepare a 
recommendation on the proper Service assi~ent of 
an initial IRBM capability. 

(TS dg S) ~1emo, SecDef to CJCS, "Definition of 
Mission Requirements of the Military Services for the 
Intermediate R~e Ballistic Missile," 20 Oct 55, 
Encl to (TS dg SJ JCS 1620/113, Note by Secys, same 
subj and date, ccs 334 Gr-1C ( 1-15-'+5) sec 14. 

The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that they 
had established an operational 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 deliver a small implosion 
warhead of approximately 11.5 inches in diameter. The 
JCS asked the Secretary of Defense to notify the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.and request 
his cooperation in the furtherance of the. project. 

(S-RD) Dec On JCS 1620/112, "An Atomic Capability 
for the 'LITTLE JOHN' Heapons System, 11 25·0ct 55, 
source of (S-RD) Memo4 CJCS to ~ecDef, same subj and 
date. Both in ccs 33 GMC (1-lo-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, maintaining 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 rnattet' of roles and missions with respect to 
primacy of interest in this weapon should not be the 
controlling factor in the assignment of its development 
to a particular Service." Because of the Army's 
capability for developing a land-based IRBM, resulting 
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from its facilities at the Redstone Arsenal and its 
experience ,.,i th the REDSTONE :.:iss ile, ~e recor.Jnended 
that the Army be assigned ,joint :"csponsibility lvith 
the Navy for developin; the I?.E•l, :::•e Navy to \·Jerk 
on a sea-based version. 

The Chief of Naval Operations and the Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force ag~eed that the Navy should 
work on a sea-based version but believed that neither 
11 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 IfillM capability to 
the Arrrry." They recommended that responsibility for 
developing the land-based version be assigned to the 
Hestern Development Division of the Department of 
the Air Force, because of the high probability that 
an IRBM would "fall out" of the development of the 
ICBM, on which that Division was already working. 
They further recon®ended the appointment 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 
IRBMs and the ICBN. The Chairman, JCS, concurred in 
the recotmnendations of the Chief of Naval Operations and 
the Chief of Staff, Air Force. 

(S) JCS 1620/115, Note by Secys, "Definition of 
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 Gf.iC (1-16-45) sec 14. 

6 Nov 55 Appearing on the National Broadcasting Company 
television program Meet the Press, Secretary of the 
Air Force Donald A.""QUarTeS stated that, though it was 
"always possible"' that the USSR ;ms ahead of the u.s. 
in developing an ICBM, he was "quite confident we are 
ahead." 

(U) ~ Yorlc Times, 7 Nov 55, 13:6 • 

.. ,/ 8 Nov 55 The Secretary of Defense directed, as "part of the 
process of streamlining organizational alignment, 
management controls and administrative procedures" 
connected with the ICBM and IRBH development programs, 
the establishment of an OSD Ballistic Nissiles 
Committee ( OSD-mlC). He appointed to the Cotmni ttee 
the Deputy Secreta~J of Defense as chairman, the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (l*D) as vice-chairman, 
three other Assistant Secretaries of Defense as 
additional members, and an executive secretary. The 
Air Force was to present its annual program for the 
ICBM and IRBM #1, and the joint Army-Navy Committee 
was to present its annual program for IRBM #2, to the 
OSD-BMC for review and approval by 1 October of each 
year. The OSD-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 Cotmnittee to assist in expediting the 
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special f1nancia.2. and budgetinr.; arrangements required 
by the progra!l1S ;:;c be reviewed by t1~e Committee. T!:e 
Secretary of Defe~se requested a progress report 
following each rr.eetin;:s cf the OSD-Bi·iC. 

( S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS et al., "Establishment 
of the OSD Ballistic Missiles Comffi:Lttee ( OSD-Bl•lC)," 
8 Nov 55, Encl to (S) JCS 1620/117, same subj, 16 Nov 
55, CCS 334 GMC (l-16-45) sec 15. 

According to a chronology prepared in the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secreta~J of Defense 
infonned the Services that IRBM programs would be 
funded independently of the regular Service budgets. 

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

8 Nov 55 The Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum that: 
( 1) assigned to the IRBI'·1 program a priority second 
only to that of the ICBM progra~, pending clarification 
by the National Security Council; (2) assigned 
management responsibility for a land-based IRBM (IRBM 
#1) program to the Air Force, which already had 
management responsibility for the ICBM program; and 
(3) assi~ned jointly to the Army and the Navy an IRBM 
(IRBM #2) program with the dual objective of developing 
an early shipboard capability for tlle missile and a 
land-based alternate to the Air Force program. The 
IRBM #1 and ICBM programs were to be coordinated through 
the Western Development Division under the supervision 
of an Air Force Ealli3tic Missiles Committee headed 
by the Secretary of the Air Force. The IRBM #2 program 
was to be monitored by a joint Army-Navy Committee 
with the Secretary of the Navy as the chairman and the 
Secretary of the Army as vice-chainnan. Liaison was 
to be established immediately between the Air Force 
and joint Army-Navy programs to assure full interchange 
of information. Any conflicts among themselves that 
the Services could not resolve were to be referred to 
the Chainnan of the OSD Ballistic l'.Ussiles 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. 

25 Nov 55 According to a chronology prepared in the Office of 

30 Nov 55 

the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Army-Navy Ballistic 
~Ussiles C·)rumittee 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) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic rUssile Program," 
OCJCS 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 in progress and requesting i~fcrmation en any 
change in the assigl1r!'lent or' Service responsibilities 
for guided missiles set ferth by the JCS en 9 September 
1954 that would affect this case. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff stated that there had teen no change _r-ertinent 
to the review in auestion. 

(c) Memo' ASD( R&D) ( sgd r•Iacauley) to CJCS' 
"Review of TALOS Land Based System Development," 
16 Nov 55, Enc1 to (C) JCS 1620/118, Note by Secys, 
same subj, 23 Nov 55. (S) Dec On JCS 1620/119, same 
subj, 30 Nov 55, source of (C) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, 
same subj and date. All in CCS 33'+ GMC ( 1~16-45) 
sec 15. 

1 Dec 55 t 
I 

i 
I • I 
I . 

! • 
I . 

!...J 

1 Dec 55 1C 
I. 

-
2 Dec 55 

5 Dec 55 

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, 
produced by the Army Ballistic Missile Agency, suitable 
for both land- and sea-based use. The sea-based 
requirements were not to be compromised by any con­
sideration of obtaining an early land-based capability, 
except by joint agreement or direction of higher 
authority. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the u.s. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS 
files. 

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

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS 
files. 
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20 Dec 55 [ 

21 Dec 55 

- 28 Dec 55 
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Secretary of Defense Wilson told a Pentagon press 
conference that a recent reorganization 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 55, 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 
responsibility for the TALOS system from the Army to 
the Air Force. · 

{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 Department of Defense," Jan 57, p. 82, 
CCS 334 GMC {1-16-45) sec 17, BP pt 6. 
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11 Jan 56 The Joint Chiefs of Staff infomec 'ci1e Secretary of 

Defense that ~hey concurred in ~cn~inued AEC de~elon­
ment of the components r.ecessar:r -:c adapt t:1e i·,ia.ri( 7 
·c~arhead to the NIKE 3 ,-:-,issile 'Xl c. time scale con­
sistent with production of .lUKE 3 ::~issiles, c.nd alsc 
in the waiver of the requirement for complete •.·:arhead 
interchangeability in this instance. The JCS also 
stated that the rate of introduction of optimized 
weapons into the stockpile was not adequate to meet 
military requirements, and warned that failure to 
accelerate this rate would delay modernization of the 
stock~ile. 

tTS-RD) 11emo, JCS to SecDef, "Interchangeability 
of Mark 7 Warhead, " 11 Jan 56, C JCS file, JCS Memos 
to SecDef, Jan 56, OCJCS files. 

17 Jan 56 The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of 
Defense that, in the light of his decision of 
8 November 1955 establishing two IRBM programs, they 
had reviewed their recommendation of 10 December 1954 
that the Air Force be the point of cuntact for exchange 
of information with the UK on the IRBM. The Chief of 
Staff of the Army and the Chief of Naval Operations 
recommended that this Air Force fu:1ction be canceled 
and that exchange of information be carried out in 
accordance with normal, established procedures. The 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force opposed this recom­
mendation because, in his opinion, the designa':.~.on of 
other points of contact than the Air F0rce ( l) :~'ight 

20 Jan 56 

J'OF SEil& 

be considered a violation of the ;•Jilf0:1-Sar.dys agree­
ment, which had established the existing arrangement; 
(2) wo.,.ld adversely S.ffect the status and work cf the 
Joint US-UK AdvisorJ• Committee on ballistic missiles, 
also established under the existing arrangement; (3) 
could be a source of confusion to th~ British; (4) 
would be a departure from normal u.s. practice in 
simil;n• cases; ( 5) \'10uld complicate tile managerial 
probl!-!r:l of assuring adherence to security policies and 
preve~ting duplication of effort. He reco~~ended that 
the Al~ 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 of 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 5 • ( S) Memo, T>-lining 
for JCS to SecDef, same subj, 1'1 Jan 56. All in 
CCS 334 GMC (l-16-45) sec 15. 

According to a chronology prepared in the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the Scientific Advisory 
Connni ttee was transferred from the Air J.<,orce to the 
Secretary of Defense. 

( S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Ranr;e B.:llistic r1issile Program," 
OCJCS files. 
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24 - 25 
Jan 56 

/25 Jan 56. 

.T:QE. Sf 9 PET 

Discussing missiles programs before a House 
Appropriations Subcom.'Tlittee, 3ec!'etary of ~efense 
Wilson stated that missiles were jus~ one par~ of the 
total military program and should not be overe!'!lphasized. 
"I think the impor-cance of these missiles a~ this time 
is possibly as much in the psychological area as in 
their actual total addition to military poi~er," he 
said. However, when Committee members pressed him 
for assurances that long-range missiles were receiving 
sufficient attention he replied: "We will ma1(e sure 
that the money is not limiting us in this area, which 
is one way of saying it has top priority. We are 
doing everything we can." He declined to state that 
the U.S. led the Soviets in development of an ICBM. 
"We cannot say with great certainty that we are going 
to be ahead of the Russians in everything," he 
observed. "It derrends upon what they concentrate 
their efforta on, ' the Secreta~· added, after having 
observed that they had been concentrating on :nissiles 
since World Har II. 

( U} US Cong, nR, ''Department gf,' Defense 
Appropriations for 1957," Hrgs before Subcmte of 
Cmte on Appropriations, 84: 2, pp. 53, 84-85. 

As directed by the Secretary of Defense, the three 
Service Secretaries and the Assistru1t Secretaries 
of Defense for Research and Development, Applications 
Engineering, and Comptroller completed their joint 
study of the "Review of Guided Missile Program" that 
the Assistant Secreta1~ of Defense (AE) had submitted 
on 2h June 1955. Their joint :~eport, from i~i1ich the 
Comptroller abstained, reproduced and commented on 
all 35 recommendations of the original "Review," 
including the following: 

( 1) Recommendation. Since TALOS-GB was in 
existence, the other b1o vreapons under development 
for air defense (BOf.lARC and X-7B) si1ould be carefully 
evaluated. 

Comment. TALOS-GB was not programmed as 
an i1:nterim weapon., but as a complement to BOMARC. 

(2) Recommendation. The l~DSTONE should be 
discontinued as a weapons project ru1d retained only 
as a test vehicle for inertial guidance systems. 

Comment.~. After careful review, the Army 
was proceea~ng with its program to weaponize the 
REDSTONE, in order to fill the requirement for a 
dependable jam-proof missile with a range falling 
between SERGEANT and the IRBM. REDSTONE's expected 
availability in 1958 v1ould provide a high yield weapon 
at least two years before the IRBM. 

(3) Recommendation. The planned operational 
date for SNARK vras 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 of 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 in the 
belief that SNARK could orovide the first truly 
intercontinental capability. Proceeding under con­
tinued scrutiny, the SNARK project could be discon­
tinued if schedule slippage occurred that indicated 
the wea~on would not be perfected appreciably ahead 
of other ICBM systems. 
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1 Feb 56 

/ 3 Feb 56 
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(4) Recommenda~ion. The adequacy of both effort 
and coordina~ion lh tne anti-missile field should be 
reviewed. 

· Corrunen~. \·;hen a-ctemptinr; to dete!'!11ine 
responsibility r·or anti-missile developmen~ the 
Research and Development Policy Council had concluded 
that the question involved Service roles and missions 
and was not, therefore, '•Ji thin the purview of the 
Council. In order not to delay the Anny•s develooment 
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 
such comments included those related to the need for 
unbiased operational analysis studies of competing 
systems and components, of missiles as alternatives to 
manned aircraft 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 Anny 
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 ~'ears in the future be in­
stituted, and t~at both missiles systems reliability 
and mi_ssile countermeasures should receive increased 
emphasis. 

( S) Memo, OASD 1 ~&D) to SeeDer, •:comments on I 
Report Entitled 'Revlew of Guided Missile Program' - '\ 
OASD (AE) 11

, 25 Jan 56, OCJCS files. · ... 
Senator Jackson, Chainnan of the rlilitary Applications 
Suh~ommittee of the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Atomic Energy, proposed that the US ballistic missile 
project should be carried out with the maximum effort 
of which the nation was capable, and that, as a first 
step, the program should be placed under a full-time 
civilian administrator ,-.-ho would report directly to the 
Secretary of Defense and to the President. A few hours 
later Secretary of Defense Hilson announced that he 
would soon appoint such an administrator, or missiles 
'czar, 1 though he also said that the Department of 
Defense was already ''vmrking quite effect1 vely in the 
missile field" and had been doinG so for some years. 

(U) ~York Times, 2 Feb 56, 1:5, 10:7. 

According to the Ne-v; Yor!{ Times, Trevor Ga.rdner sub-­
mitted his resignarfon-aB Ass~stant Secretary of the 
Air Force (R&D). His letter of resignation "expressed 
strong disagreement with budgetary and research 
development policy," according to tr.e press report, 
which noted that Gardner had twice sought·extra 
research and development funds but had been turned dovm 
by Secretary of the Air Force Harold E. Talbott and his 
successor, Donald A. Quarles. 

(U) Nev Yon; 'rimes, 3 Feb 56, 1:7. 
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On the television cr::;gr2J!l r~eet tl1e Press. 2enator 
Stuart Symington issued 2. ~ir:; concerni:-Jg Soviet 
progress in missile development cnaracterized by the 
New York Times as the ''first cf such ~ositi~eness bv 
any prominen"C \·lashing. ton figure. ·• The senator said, 
that he did not merel~' "believe" the Soviets were 
ahead of the U.S., but stated flatly that "they are 
ahead of us in ballistic missiles." The U.S. 't~as 
dropping behind, he charged, because its program was 
"on a five-day · . .;eek," 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 ;;:\ · 
comment on the views of Senators Symington and Jackson 
that the U.S. was seriously lagging behind the USSR 
in its missile program, said that he 1·ras "always 
astonished at the amount of information that others 
get that I don•t." He added that he \'las sure the u.s. 
was ahead in some fields in missile development and 
that he thought the Soviets were probably ahead in 
certain other fields, but these l'rere 11 11mi ted fields 
in a ~reat big field." 

{U) ~York Times, 9 Feb 56, 16:5. 

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) >.c'.:". 
evaluation of the threats to be expected in 1960, and 
of the SAGE system; (2) the operational ldll effective­
ness of present and planned surface-to-air and air-to­
air missiles; (3) the tactical employment and effective­
ness of individual defense weapons against air-to­
surface missiles.and intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. 

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/248, "Schedule of Continental 
Defense Study Programs," 8 Feb 56, source of (TS) 
SM-102-56, SJCS to Dir 1t!SEG same subj 1 8 Feb 56. 
Both in CCS 381 US (5-23-46i, sees 65 and 66, resp. 

In classified testimony before a House Appropriations 
Subcommittee, the Air Force Chief of Staff, General 
Twining~ said 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 1958. He 
estimated that they could have an ICBM ready for series 
production by 1960-61. The test program of the Air 
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. ICBMs were to be introduced into operational 
units in 1960. There was no guarantee that these 
schedules could be met, General T':iining emphasized. He 
testified in open session that the Air Force could not 
effectively use more money for missiles research and 
development. 
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10 Feb 56 

11 Feb 56 

16 Feb 56 

( TS) Statement of Gen T•:tining before the Sub­
committee on Department of Defense Appropriations of 
the Committee o!> Appropriations, :1R, 9 Feb 56, ::.n 
folder of ( TS) T>·:ining Statements, 1?54-56, CCJCS 
files. ( U) US Ccng; HR., '.'Departr.:ent of l)efense 
Appropriations for 1957," Hrgs before Subcmte of 
Cmte on Appropriations, 84:2, p. 772. 

In a joint memorandum to the Chairman, OSD Ballistic 
Missiles Committee, (stm~arized in a missiles 
chronology prepared in OSD) the Secretary of the Army 
and the Secretary of the Navy stated that the funding 
of the IRBM program within 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~vember 1955 memorandum of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

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

The Scientific Advisory Committee made its first report 
to the Secretary of Defense on ballistic missiles. 
According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Committee recommended that IRBM programs 1 and 2 be 
continued, but with some adaptation of the Joint 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) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.s. Long Range Ballistic Missi~e .Erogram, '' 
OCJCS files. 

Appearing before a House Appropriations Subcommittee, 
Trevor Gardner, i·Tho 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. Talbott, and Mr. Quarles have supported 
it with all the funds that we needed." He added, 
"Uhfortuna'tely those funds all came out of other funds 
and ~hat)has had the net result of reducing our air­
plane program." 

(U) US Cong, HR, "Department of Defense 
Appropriations for 1957," Hrgs before Subcmte of Cmte 
on Appropriations, 84:2, p. 1376. 

As a result of a recommendation of the Scientific 
Advisory Committee on Ballistic t<lissiles, 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 ;1ere 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 \'Ti th related 
warhead-yield requirements; and (2) the number and 
production scheduling of the various missiles required. 

- 60 - 1956 

•• p iilr1 iiiil 'tta ~!.' •I . ~[' b)? ~.Ji ld .t... t'!! ' .:.. 
----~- -· 



(S) Memo, SeeDer to CJCS, 16 Feb 56, encl to 
( S) JCS 1620/124, l·:ote by Secys, "Recommendations 
Concerning Ballistic Missiles," 23 Feb 56, CCS 
334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 15. 

16 Feb 56 Anastas Milmyan, First Deputy Premier of the Soviet 
Union, said, among other things in a speech to the 
Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party in Mosco1v, 
that the USSR had the ability to deliver atomic and 
hydrogen bombs by ai:rcraft or rockets "to any spot 
in the world." 

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

v 17 Feb 56 The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of 
Defense that they had established an operational 
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 Guided Missile Heapon System," 17 
Feb 56, CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec 7; source of (S-RD) 
MemoA CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date, same file, 
sec d. 

21 Feb 56 The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of 
Defense that they: (1) had established a military 
requirement for the development of a guided air-to­
air rocket capable of delivering a low yield, small 
diameter atomic warhead; (2) desired the Department 
of the Air 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. 

15 Mar 56 The Chairman of the Military Liaison 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 tha Director of Military Application, Atomic 
Energy Commission, who had pointed out the necessity 
for careful planning well in advance in order to 
avoid a shortage of tritium, an element being 
increasingly used in atomic warheads. 

(S-RD) Memo, CMLC to O"JCS, "Request for Informa­
tion on ICBM and IRBM Warhead Requirements," 15 Mar 
56, w/app, encl to (S-RD) JCS 1620/125, Note by 
Secys, same subj, 20 r>Iar 56, CCS 334 GMC ( 1-16-45) 
sec 1~. 

27 Mar 56 The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of 
Defense that they had established an operational 
requirement for an atomic capability for the 
LACROSSE and SERGEANT surface-to-surface guided 
missiles. They stated that feasibility studies of 
atomic \'larheads for these missiles Nere underway. 
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( S-RD) Dec On JCS 2012/77, "An Atomic 
Capabil1 ty for the LACROSSE and SERGEANT l·Ussiles 
(Confidential)," 27 Mar 56, source cf (S) f.Sic7 
i•lemo, CJCS to SecDef, same sub.j and date; ::::otn :!.r. 
CCS 471.6 (5-31-44) sec o. 

27 Mar 56 ·J:'he Secretary of Defense issued a directive creat­
ing the Office of Special Assistant to the Secretary 
of Defense for Guided Missiles ( SAGM). The SAGM 
was given responsibility for the direction and 
coordination of all activities in the Department of 
Defense connected with the research, development, 
engineering, and production of guided missiles, 
except for those types already adopted for Service 
use. It was expected that the SAG!II \vould 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 OSD Ballistic Missiles Committee. 

(U) DOD Directive 5105.10, 27 Mar 56, CCS 334 
QMC (1-16-45) sec 15. 

3 Apr 56 CINCONAD, in a letter to the Chief of Staff USAF, 
as Executive Agent for the JCS, 'tJrote that Soviet 
development of ICBMs and IRBMs posed 'a threat 1·1hich 
cannot be countered by the existing air defense 
system. 11 He stated that the means available, and 
soon to be available, to counter the air-breathing 
missile threat would be of limited value against 
ballistic 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 interest 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 development of the ICBM defense system be 
made the responsibility solely of the Air Force. 

(S) Ltr, CINCONAD to CofS, USAF, 11 Assignment 
of ICBM and IRBM Defense Responsibility in GONAD," 
3 Apr 56, CCS 381 U.S. ( 5-23-46) sec 77. 

4 Apr 56 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the OSD 
Ballistic Missiles Committee approved a Navy plan 
to conduct, within IRBM program #2, system studies 
and component develop~ent, including propulsion 
flight testing, to determine the feasibility of a 
solid-propellant missile. 

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

16 Apr 56 The Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D) sent a 
letter to the Chairman of the Atomic £nergy Commission 
defining the ''level of effort" considered appropriate 
by the Department of Defense for the nuclear rocket 
propulsion prograrn. He requested a level of effort 
sufficient to demonstrate by January 1959 the tech­
nical feasibility of developing a nuclear rocket 
motor. The AEC should proceed on the expectation 
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20 Apr 56 

23 Apr 56 

24 Apr 56 

Tt?Jtsl!~81W!!T 

that the Department of Defense would have a program 
pointing toward achievemen~ cf a flight test in 1952, 
out should also plan budgets and facilities so as tc 
permit AEC support of an earlier flight capabili tv 1.:' 
such should later be deemed necessary and feasible. 
The Assistant Secretary stated his understandir.g 
that this level of effort would not affect adversely 
the AEC's planned weapons development program during 
the period in question. 

(S-RD) Ltr, ASD (R&D) to Cn~ A~C, 16 Apr 56, 
app to encl to (S-RD) JCS 1620/127, Note by Secys 
"AEC Work on Project 'Rover,'" 26 Apr 56, CCS 334' 
GMC (1-16-45) sec 15. 

Referencing a memorandum from the Secretary of 
Defense dated 16 February 1956 and one from the Chair­
man of the Military Liaison Committee dated 15 March 
1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided the Secre~ary 
of Defense with tentative estimates of ICBM and IRBM 
warhead requirements for 1 October 1958, 1 January 
1959, 1 July 1959, and 1 January 1960. Observing 
that the earliest possible achievement of ICBN and 
IRBM capabilities appeared to make appropriate the 
provision of emergency capability \'lith engineering 
prototype missiles, the Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed 
out that on this basis the initial warhead require­
ments for the missiles were limited by development 
considerations rather than tactical and strategic 
needs. The tentative estimates given. thoug~ not 
extended as far into the f''Jtul.-c a..:. ... a.o J.'c"l."'o ... t-ed, 
were belieVPC c:;,f'f'~ ,..:te•1t to meet the most urgen" • '- . 
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 GNC (1-16-45) sec 15. 

Nikita s. Khrushchev, Secretary of the CommunistParty 
in the Soviet Union, said in a speech at Birmingham, 

England, that the USSR would make a guided missile 
with a hycrogen-bomb warhead 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 Khrushchev had indicated 
\'lhen"tne USSR would have the missile described. 

Commenting on the speech, Secretary 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 the 
hydrogen weapon during the next five years and un­
doubtedly important during the next ten uears. 

(U) ~York Times, 24 Apr 56, 1:6,8. 

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 HCS band. 

(S) Memo, JCS to SecDef, "The Provision of 
Radio Frequencies for Military Early Harning and 
Control Radars," 24 Apr 56, CJCS file, JCS Hemos to 
SecDef, Apr 56, OCJCS files. 
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.J 26 Apr 56 

2 May 56 

The Deputy Secreta_ry of Defense i:1formed t~:e Chairman, 
JCS, that in inple1:1entaticn of ::.n agreement ·.:::. th the 
Jeci:etary QT t!;e Air. Force on the. aeceleration or' the 
NAVAHO Program, :1e \'las approving the inclusion of 23 
NAVAHO missiles, ~nd the facilities necessary for 
these missiles in Category "S" of the Department of 
Defense Master Urgency List. The development testing 
phase of NAVAHO also ';ias to be accelerated. 

( S) Memo, Dep .s~cDef to CJCS, "Military Urgencies 
(Navaho Program)," 26 Apr 56, OCJCS. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that planning 
for IRBM bases on foi~eign soil proceed on the assump­
tion that these bases would be l'equired in 1958. Of 
the seventeen countries they felt should be considered 
as possible sites for the IRBM, six were listed as 
"most desirable": Turlcey, Norway, the UK, Japan, 
Okinawa, and France. 

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

3 May 56 

to SecDef, May 56, OCJCS files. ~ rc n I 

..// 8 May 56 

15 May 56 

i. 
\ 

' I 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Scientific Advisory Committee, in its third report to 
the Secretary of Defense, expressed concern that OSD 
had not yet authorized the Navy's development of a 
solid-propellant IRBM as a full-fledged missile pro­
ject. 

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

In an article in Look magazine, Trevor Gardner, former 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (R&D), charged 
that the U.S. missile program i~as being hampered by 
"an intolerable rivalry" among the Services, poor 
administrative procedures, confusion of program prior­
ities, and excessive reliance on management personnel 
rather than scientists. He recom~ended the appointment 
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/ 18 May 56 
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of a missiles boss with authority to solve all 
missiles problems, establishment 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, appropriation of 
missiles money to a special fund, to be administered 
by the missiles boss, and establisrunent of a joint 
Congressional committee to monitor the missile program. 

( U) Trevor Gardner J 
11 0Ur Guided Missiles Crisis' I 

Look, XX (15 May 56), 46-52. 

General Donald L. Putt, Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Development, Hqs, USAF, told the Symington Committee 
(Air Force Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee) that he doubted that additional funds would 
expedite development of the ICBM. He had testified 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 : · '· ,,c~ 
NAVAHO, he said. General Putt opposed any changes in 
the organization of the ICBM program, declaring that 
it was 11 1mmeasurably better than the Manhattan type 
of o~anization that was used to develop the atomic 
bomb. · 

1 (U) US Cong, Sen, "Study of Airpower, 11 Hrgs 
before Subcmte of Cmte on AF of Cmte on Armed Services, 
84:2, pp. 585-587, 672, 689-690. 

31 May 56 ~e National Security Council noted the President's 
statement that the Department of Defense, the National 
Science 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 bloc. 

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

13 Jun 56 The Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary of 
Defense that they believed that the promise of nuclear 
rocket propulston warranted pursuit of the program 
objectives outlined by the Assistant Secretary of De­
fense (R&D) to the AEC Chairman on 16 April 1956, 
provide:d 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 1620/128 11 AEC 
'Rover•," 13 Jun 56, source of (s-RD) 
SeeDer, same subj, 13 Jun 56, CCS 334 
sec 15. 

Work on Project 
Memo( CJCS to 
GMC 1-16-45) 

/ 14·Jun 56 t I 
' 
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29 Jun 56 L 

Jul 55 According to a chronology prepared i·n OSD, a test shot 
in Operation REDVliNG at the Pacific Proving Ground 
established the fact that a high-yield warhead could 
be built within the \~eight carrying capacity of an 
!I:RBM. 

( S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the u.s. Long Range Ballistic Missile Progra'll," 
OCJCS files, 

7 Jul 56 COimnenting 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 mi~siles 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. 

11 Jul 56 In a memorandum to the Chairman, JCS, the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense noted that both the Army and Air 
Force were progra'llming surface-to-air guided missile 
defenses for the same overseas areas and that no 
coordinated or jointly agreed worldHide anti-aircraft 
requirements had been established. Therefore, to 
allow Department of Defense development of a program 
for overseas deployment and emplo~nent of surface-to­
air guided missile weapons, he requested the JC3 to 
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provide him with their •;iews and recommendations on 
the nature of and concepts fc;.~ employment of :surface­
to-air guided missiles in overseas cL~ified commands 
(exclusive of GONAD l'equiremen~s r'or Alaskan and north­
east Areas) and for t1ilitary Assistance Programs. 

(S) Memo, De~ SecDef to CJCS, 1'0verseas Anti­
aircraft Defense t Surface-to-Air Guided l1issiles), 11 

11 Jul 56, CJCS file, SecDef !1emos to JCS, CCJCS files. 

16 Jul 56 The Senate Committee on Armed Services amended the 
bill authorizing construction for the Milita~r Depart­
ments by deleting the authorization for "certain 
T!LOS 1.and-based operational facill ties. 11 The object 
of the Senate Committee v:as to deny authorization for 
the land-based TALOS sites until the relative merits 
of the NIKE and TALOS systems had been 11positively 
tested" and tha roles and missions question clarified. 
The Committae desired that a scientific test 9e made 
as soon as· possible, and suggested that 11 an impartial 
board be established, composed of professionally 
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. 11 As subsequently passed by Congress and 
approved by the President on 3 August· 1956, the bill 
authorizing construction for the Nilitary Departments 
contained no authorization for land-based TALOS sites. 

(U) Sen Rpt No. 2775, 84th Cong, 2d sess, 
11 Authorizing Construction for Military Departments," 
16 Jul 56. (U) P.L. 968, chap 939, 84th Cong, 2d sess, 
approved 3 Aug 56 ( 70 stat. 991). 

16 Ju1 56 The House Comnittee on Appropriations instructed its 
Surveys and Investigations Staff to inquire into ' · _:;,~;;;., 
aspects of the national guided missiles program 'nith 
special attention to: ( 1 ). ,alleged interservice ri valr:,• 
and duplication in (a) the military mission of each 
Service in relation to the various mi~siles each had 
under development; (b) research and development 
activities on similar missiles; and (c) assignment of 
certain missiles for operational use; (2) the nature 

TOP :R1!8 'R13T 

and extent of act:l.vi ties of the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense in the guided missiles programs, including 
possible duplication between t!1is office and the .. ::: :. 
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 prospec ... 
tive capability of each; (4) total fund allocations, 
by type of missile, during 1956 and 1957, and pro­
posed for 1958; (5) present and eventual 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 operating ground installations 
for.certain comparable types of missiles when they 
were made o~erational. (See item of 24 January 1957) 

(TS-RD) Rept by Surveys and Investigations Staff, 
US House of Reps, 11 A Report to the Committee on 
Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives, on 
Guided Missiles, Department cf Defense," Jan 57, p. 1, 
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 17, sP pt 6. 

- 67 - 1956 

r ... n .; .. 
~ .' iL.~ \(. ~.-.•·\ J ,. · }i 



18 Jul 56 

19 Jul 56 

24 Jul 56 

.. / 16 Aug 56 

. .:. -~-· .· ~ .. ·-. 

The Scientific Advisory Committae's fourth report to c 
the Secretary of Defense, accordin~ to a chronology 
prepared in OSD: (l) reaffi~ed the Commit:ee's 
approval of alternate approaches in ballistic missiles 
development, a -c least until complete systems read ceen 
tested in flight; (2) reconunended that Navy develop­
ment of a solid-propellant missile be given pro~ram 
status, independent; of the Army's JUPITER; and (3) 
recommended consideration of a missile with a range 
less than that of the IRBM. 

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

Appearing as a i'li tness before the Symington Committee, 
General Twining was aslced if he thought the U.S. was 
ahead of the USSR in development of an ICBM. He 
rep lied: "I fee 1 1·1e are, and in pushing that weapon 
we are strides ahead of them. I don't think the margin 
is great, but He are a little ahead 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 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, the Secretary of Defense reaffirmed his 
designation of the Air Force as the sole point of 
contact between the u.s. and the me for exchange of 
information on ballistic missiles. Noting that there 
must be "full and frank exchange of information 1d thin 
the terms of the agreements bet\'leen 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 Air Force 
would also establish the necessary procedures for and 
expedite the handling of Army-Navy ballistic missile 
information useful to the UK in the achievement of a 
2500-mile balli:::tic missile capability • 

(S) N/H of JCS 1620/123, 26 Jul 56, CCS 334 mlc 
(1-16-45) sec 15 • 

In a conference in the office of the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, and in a memorandum on 17 August, the 
Department of the Army protested action by the Assist­
ant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) to hold up its 
$1.5 million apportiorunent request for weaponization 
of the REDSTONE. The Army view was that denial of 
this request '.'rould 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 l'lould 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 its 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 emploJ~ent of 
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the REDSTONE >·~as in accord with the concepts of the 
"SGP 1 ·960 ']"'!.., ' ~----,11 · · · J , - •••• e c:o"·-··-- er co:nmentea t::a.t :::-.e cain 
r-eason for "is "ction ,.., ho.L·u·'n~ .. .., .... _ ''1- ··1· ... ~· ~ - "" -·· .:..... ~· rs i..,..:~ ~..- ... _e ~ • ::; !!1~ 1 .J.. on 
a nportionmem; request -. .-as his desire to c. ·Joid d uu li-
cation. · 

(S) l·1eino, GriffL-. -c;o CJCS, 'Tactical FEDSTONE 
iHssile for the Army," 4 Sel) 56, CJCS 471 (Guided 
Missiles) 1955-~6 OCJCS files. 
The Secretary o1 Defense forwarded to the Chairman, 
JCS, a memor~~d~n, dated 14 August 1956, in which 
the SecretarJ- 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 other things: (1) that the Army 
be encouraged to continue development of surface-to­
surface missiles for close support of field operations, 
but that the range of such missiles be limited to 200 
miles, and(2) that if it were deemed "inexpedient" to 
place the entire air defense system unaer 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 Al~Y development of this weapon cease. 
If, as the Air Force believed, its own IRBM project 
was more advanced, it should be continued until limited 
deployment was achieved. Thereafter, the Secretary of 
the Air Force said, the IRBM should be reduced in 
priority and its production and deployment carefully 
controlled. The Secretary of Defense asked the JCS to 
comment on these recommendations as a matter of : 
urgency. 

(S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, no subj, 17 Aug 56, and 
(S) Memo, SecAF to SecDef, "Adjustment of Army/Air 
Force '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. 

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 mal<e a comparison 
of nuclear and chemical rocket propulsion, and that 
the results of this comparison vmuld permit establish­
ment of a schedule for future development of a nuclear 
rocket system. 
( (S-RD) Ltr, Dep 3ecDef to C~~, AEC, 29 Aug 56, 
reproduced as N/H of JCS 1620;128, 10 Sep 56, CCS 334 
GMC (1-16-45) sec 15. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense authorized the FY 1957 
program for the REDSTONE missile (see item of 16 
August 1956) to proceed "on an ex'Jedited busis" with. 
the understanding that: (1) the $1.5 million in R&D 
funds would be allotted for weaponization of the RED­
STONE; (2) orders would be placed at once, and appor­
tionment immediately requested, for $31 million worth 
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of missiles to be used as test vehicles within the 
frame\•rork of the JUPITER program as approved ty t:-.e 
OSD Ballistic Missile Committee; and (3) as a result 
of the REDSTONE program, -chere would be a "subst:antial 
and measurable reduct:ion" 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 or the 
amount by •~hich its need for tactical air support would 
be reduced, in order to reflect this in the Air Force's 
program. He also directed the Army to prepare to 
order the balance of missiles and equipment for the 
REDSTONE program, but pointed out that final decision 
on the apportionment of the remaining $34 million 
HOUld be made on receiot of the estimate of the ilnny 's 
r·educed need for tactical air support. 

(C) Memo, Dep ;:secDef to SecArmy, no subj, 
5 Sep 56, CJCS 471 (Guided Missiles) 1955-56, OCJCS 
files. 

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 Army as surface-to-surface missiles were 
phased into its organization, no precise relationship 
had been established between fighter bomber reduction 
and missile phase-in on a ~ear to year basis. However, 
it was planned (JSOP, 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 believed that 
phasing-in of its REDSTONE and other missiles should 
reduce Army dependence on tactical air support, from 
other Services, by missiles as well as aircraft. In 
conclusion, the Acting Secretary pointed out that the 
Army was prepared to order the balance of REDSTONE 
missiles and eguipment, and he urged OSD approval of 
the remaining $34 million in procurement funds. 

( S) Memo, Actg SecArmy to Dep SecDef, ''Tactical 
REDSTONE,'' 14 S~p 56, CJCS 471 (Guided Missiles) 
1955-56, OGJCS files. 

According to a chrohology prepared in OSD, 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, ;'1!1ich became the 
only active ballistic missile project taking advantage 
of the anticipated improvements in vrarheads. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the 
U.S. Long-Range Ballistic Missile Program,'' OCJCS 
files. 
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20 Sep 56 

3 Oct 56 

4 Oct 56 

v 9 Oct 56 

According t::; a chronology prepared in OSD, "Cne JUPITER­
c, a missile designed t: test recovery procedures, ~as 

successfully fired. l:t attained a range cf 3,355 
miles, an altitude c:" 562 miles, and a veloc::.. ty of 
Mach 18. 

( S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range :=allistic Missile Prograrn," ::JCJCS 
files. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of 
Defense that, in their opinion, e State Department 
proposal of 31 August 1956 to announce a unilateral 
suspension for one year, of lare;e-scale 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 delive~; techniques. 

(TS-RD) JCS 1731/210, "Limitations on Nuclear 
Testing, 11 3 Oct 56, source of ( TS-RD) Memo CJCS to 
SecDef, same subj and date, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 65. 
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10 Oct 56 The Chairman of the Science Advisory Committee, ODM, 
informed the Director of Defense Mobilization that 
the Committee \·1as 'concerned" ':l-:.at the im-clementat:ion 
of the Technological Capabilities Panel 1 s-recorrunenda­
tion for the development: of an I?ai1 ::1as proceeding on 
too narrow an interpretation ·,.;i th respect to missile 
range and \·Jarhead yield. A broader interpretation, 
permitting greater design flexibility and therefore 
profiting from advance in nuclear warheads and solid 
propulsion systems, could lead to the develocment of 
effective missiles of lesser range but 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 040 (11-2-43) sec 20. 

15 Oct 56 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 information on inter­
mediate as well as long range ballistic missiles. 

( S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, "Exci1ange of Ballistic 
Missile Information Between the United States and the 
United Kingdom,'' 15 Oct 56, CJCS file, SecDef Memos 
to JCS, Oct 56, OCJCS files. 

23 Oct 56 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Scientific Advisory Committee, in its fifth report to 
the Secretary of Defense, expressed a belief that both 
THOR and JUPITER could meet their initial operational 
capability dates if base rights v1ere obtained. The 
Committee also reiterated its recommendation that the 
Na~··s solid-propellant missile be given priority 
equal to that of other IRBMs, and urged that design 
of submarines capable of handling solid-propellant 
missiles be pushed at high priority. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the 
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, 11 OCJCS 
files. 

25 Oct 56 In reply to the 17 August 1956 memorandum of the 
Secretary of Defense, the JCS provided him with their 
views on -:wo of the issues in dispute betv-1een the 

mn RiiJI£1 

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

All four concluded that both IRBM projects should 
be continued Hith high priorities, but the Chairman 
of the JCS and the Chief of Staff' of the Air Force 
believed that the joint Army-Navy project should be 
directed tNtard achievement of a shipboard capability, 
and that the Air Force should be assigned sole re­
sponsibility for the land-based IRE4. 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 its capabilities and 
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7 Nov 56 

requirements, should employ ~he land-based IR3M. The 
Chief of Naval Operations tooic tte position that the 
Navy should be assigned "full :-esponsibili t;-/ to 
acquire a ship-borne IRBM weapon system." ?ur~hermore, 
he dec.lared that after IRBM flight tests had met the 
U.S. need for a propaganda demonstration, priority on 
achievement of a !ani-based capability should be re-, 
moved. 

In the memorandum on Air Force tactical support 
of the Army, toe Chairman of the JCS, the Chief of 
Staff of the A~ 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 
Justify 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 Narheads had tended 
to blur the distinction between the terms "tactical" 
and "strategic," and that the ranges of these weapons 
had greately enlarged the combat zone. Hence there 
should be no arbitrary limitation placed upon the range 
of the A~'s surface-to-surface missiles, he said. 
The greater the rru18e 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 ~orces 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 organic Army 
weapons. 

( TS dg S) Dec On JCS 1478/71, 11 Adjustment of 
Army/Air Force 'Differences'; Intermediate 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/Air Force 'Differ­
ences'; Air Force Tactical Support of the Army," 25 
Oct 56, CCS 370 (8-19-45) BP pt 7, source of (TS) Memo, 
CJCS to SecDef, srune subj and date, same file, sec 57. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff appointed 
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, V!SEG, 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 Air lli fense of 
North America," 7 Nov 56, App "A" to Encl 'A." "A 
Report and Recommendations to the JCS," 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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.j 14 Nov 56 

21 Nov 56 

\ 

·!lhe JCS furnished the Secretary of Defense ',lith their 
views on Army-Air Force differences aver e,ir defense, 
in reply to his memorandum c1' 17 Au;;ust 1956. (?or 
earlier responses to the same memo, :ee item of 25 
October 1956.) The Chief of S'caff ~r' the Army declared 
that the Anny should be assigned responsitility for the 
development, procuremen;;, and emplo:nnent of all 
elements of land-based surface-to-air missile systems, 
with the exception of those required in naval opera-· 
tions. The Chief of Staff of the Air Force held that 
the Air Force should be charged with responsibility 
for development, procurement, and employment of all 
elements of land-based air defense Neapons systems, 
with the exception of those required for self-defense 
of Army units in the field and those required in naval 
operations. The recon~endations of the Chief of Naval 
Operations represented a compromise bet"I'Teen these tvTO 
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 recomnenda~ 
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 defense weapon systems 
required for point defense. The Air Force, he said, 
should be assigned comparable responsibility for manned 
interceptors and land-based surface-to-air missile 
systems for use in area defense. He added that de­
velopment of an anti-missile weapon system should be 
carried out under a joint program with high priority. 

(TS) Dec On JCS 1478/69, 'Adjustment of Army/Air 
Force 'Differences'; Air Defense,'' 9 Oct 56, CCS 370 
(8-19-45) sec 56, source of (TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, 
same subj, 14 Nov 56, same file, sec 57. 

The final version of Mr. Stassen's memorandum of 29 
June 1956 was approved as national policy by President 
Eisenhower. The section dealing vlith missiles, as 
amended on 5 December, stated that the u.s. should 
seek to assure that the sending of "objects" into outer 
space should be solely for peaceful and scientific 
purposes and that production of "objects" designed for 
travel in or projection through outer space for 
military rurposes should be prohibited. Therefore, 
contingent upon the establisrunent 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 No. 1553, 21 Nov 56. 

26 Nov 56 In a memorandum to the Armed Forces Policy Council, 
the Secretary of Defense announced his deciston on 
several interservice issues relating to roles and 

mgp SL\ ,. ~ J, 

; missions, including the issues discussed in the JCS 
' memoranda of 25 October and 14 November 1956. He 

,; also sent memoranda to the Chairman of the JCS deal­
ing separatel:r VJith each problem. As a result of the 
Secretar'J' s action: ( 1) The Army '.'las assigned respon­
sibility for the development, procurement, and manning 
of land-based surface-to-air missile systems for point 
defense. (Among missiles in this category was the 
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land-based TALOS, C.evelopment of which had been an 
Air Force responsibilit:,· since 7 June 1955.) (2) Tl:e 
Air Force was assigned ~espo~sibil!ty for the develoo­
ment, procurement and manning of land-based s~~face-­
to-air missile systems ;:~or area defense. ( 3) T:,e ;,;avy 
was assigned responsibility for development, ;:;rocure­
ment and employment of ship-based air defense ·.·teapor: 
systems for the accomplishment of its assigned .... 
functions. ( 4) The Marine Corps was authorized to . 
adapt to its organic use such surface-to-air ·.-~eapons 
systems developed oy the other Services as might be 
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 mis.siles 
remained the function of the Air Force. (6) Operation­
al employment of the land-basP.d IR3M was made the 
responsibility of the Air Force. (7) Operational 
employment of the ship-based IRBM Nas made the respon­
sibility of the Navy. (8) The Army was prohibited 
from planning for the operational employment of the 
IRBM 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 
S0cretary of Defense asked for JCS recommendations on 
elimination of some Air Force tactical wings and their 
replacement by Army guided missile and rocket units. 
He stated that, for the time bei~, he cons:l:de·red tr.at 
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 unwarra~ted 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 AFPC, "Clarification of Roles 
and Missions to Improve the Effectiveness of Operation 
of the Department of Defense," 26 Nov 56, Encl to (U) 
JCS 1478/81, Note b~ Secys, same subj 1 15 Mar 57, CCS 
370 (8-19-45) sec 58. (C) N/H of JCS 1478169, 27 Nov 
56, same file, sec 56. (C) N/H of JCS 1478j70, 27 Nov 
56, same file, BP pt 7. (C) N/H of JCS 1478/71, 27 
Nov 56, same file, BP pt 7. 

v 30 Nov 56 The Director of ~'/SEG 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 !Hsslles. .A princi;:>al 
conclusion of the study was that nei~her 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 

TOP a~GPi'in 

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 both systems be developed 
and implemented when appropriate. 
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(TS-RD) Rpt by \•ISEG, "Volu;nz I, W3EG Renort No. 
19, A Study of NIKE 3 and TALOS Ii-1-70 Systems. 11 29 
Nov 56. ( C { ?•1emo, Dir '.'iSEG to CJCS, "NIKE 3 - 'I'ALOS 
Evaluation, ' 30 Nov 56. 3oth in OCJCS • 

.. 1 Dec 56 [ 

8 Dec 56 

13 Dec 56 

21 Dec 56 

TQP SB8FWI 

According to a Chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Secretary of Defense authorized the Navy to terminate 
participation in the Army's JUPITER project and to 
proceed with development of the solid-propell.:nt 
POLARIS. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the 
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, 11 OCJCS 
files. 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, 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) 

( S) OSD, 11Chronology of Significant Events in the 
U.s. Long Range Ballistic Missile P1•ogram, 11 OCJCS 
files. 

During his briefing of the NSC on USAF Force structure 
and the FY 1958 budget, General Tvlining 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 ICBM 
would be introduced shortly thereafter. The SNARK 
program had been held to one wing, to be equipped l'lith 
at least 60 missiles br the end of FY 1960. 

(TS) sec 1 and (S) sec 2 of Remarks by Gen Twining 
before NSC, 21 Dec 56, in untabbed folder of (TS) 
s.t.iatements byGen Twining, 1954-1956, OCJCS files. 
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2 Jan 57 [_ 

1 -
10 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 

11 Jan 57 

· "reliable agreement'' that, among other things, would 
v "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 
Departmen~u~in, Vol. XXXVI, No. 918 (28 Jan 57), 
pp. 123-126. 

F 

' -
14 Jan 57 As part of his presentation of new u.s. d1sarmament 

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 scientific purposes," under "international 
inspection and participation." 

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

15 Jan 57 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the OSD/SAC 
reconunended that both the THOR and JUPITER programs 

iSf£2 

be continued, '!lith JUPITER considered as a backup to 
the THOR. This recommendation 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) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS 
files. 
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24 Jan 57 'I'he JCS provided gulaance for the forthcoming US-UK 
defense talks, recommendin~, ~mong other things, that 
:he IRBM weapon s~rstem (less nuclear ':larheads) oe 
provided to the UK at the earliest practicable date. 
?hese defense talks >·rere. held in ~·iashington :'rom 
28 January through 1 Februar.;. 

(TS) Dec On JCS 2116/109, "'lisit of U.K. i'linister 
of Defense, 28-29 January 1957 (U)," 24 Jan 57, source 
of (TS) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj, same date, 
CCS 337 (4-19-50) sec 17. (TS) JCS 2116/110, "U.S.­
U.K. Talks, January 28-February 1, 1957 (U)," 18 Feb 57, 
same file. 

24 Jan 57 The Surveys and Investigations Staff of the House 
Committee on Appropriations provided the. committee 

Sl&¥ 

·.vith a long, detailed report on the guided missiles 
programs of the Department of Defense. (See item for 
16 Julf 1956.) The Staff report included discussions 
of: (lJ inter-service rivalry and "examples of past, 
present, and potential duplication" (NIKE B-TALOS, 
THOR-JUPITER-POLARIS Ballistic Missiles, TARTAR-HAv~, 
SPARROW-FALCON, REGULUS I-MATADOR, REGULUS II-RASCAL II, 
and anti-missile missiles); (2) activities of OSD in 
guided missiles programs; (3) the status of development 
of each missile and the evaluation of the existing 
and prospective capability of each missile by category 
(air-to-air, air-to-surface, surface-to-air, surface­
to-surface); and (4) total fund allocations by type 
of missile, existing and eventual production costs, 
lead time for volume production of each missile, and 
estimated total investment and annual cost of ground 
installations 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 8.'1Y 
general pronouncements which allocated roles a'.1d 
missions." Each service had striven to assure t;hat 
it would not suffer in the reallocation of responsi­
bilities, and the costly duplication of missiles had 
resulted. Expressed in the report was the view that 
the problems of inter-service rivalry and duplication 
might be svlved by "(1) the best possible, however 
imperfect, assignment of roles and missions, •.'lith its 
inevitable 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 OSD (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 
OSD 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 dunlicati•"' ~-o--' "'"" .... .L·red 
and obsolete programs had beeP r~~Lvced to continue. 
Competent and thorough evaluation, stated the report, 
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,/ 24 Jan 57 

/ 2-8 Jan -
1 Feb 57 

\'laS essential, for it might ver<J ·dell mean the 
"difference between an effective defense which can 
be tolerated by the Nation•s economy and an utter 
dissioation of both national ~8sources and National 
defense." Perhaps the single rr:a,:;o~ conclusion of the 
Staff survey was that in the guided missile p~ogram 

1 ~~~h~~i~~t~~~~c~fv~~~~nse had net exercised its 
Finally, referring to the 2-'+ June 1955 review of 

the national guided missile pro~ram produced by the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (AE), the Staff found 
that the recommendations in the review had resulted . 
in 11 little, if any, impact on the guided missiles 
programs. 11 (See item of 25 January 1956.) 

(TS-RD) Rpt by Surveys and Investigations Staff, 
House of Reps, 11 A Report to the Committee on Appropri­
ations, U.S. House of Representatives, on Guided 
Missiles Pro€$rams, Department of Defense, 11 Jan 57, 
CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 17, EP pt 6. 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the OSD 
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} OSD, 11 Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, 11 OCJCS 
files. 

Secretary of Defense Wilson and Eritfsh Minister of 
Defense Duncan Sandys held talks in Washington con­
cerning the mutual us-me defense posture, with t:1e 
following among the results: (1) The British we!'e 
given information on the THOR and the JUPITER, \'i'ithout 
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 available to the U.K. were also discussed. 
(2) Arrangements were made for the British to examine 
the TALOS with a view to its 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 its findings to 
the U.K. 

(TS). Memo, Asst SecDef (ISA), (sgd Fox), to CJCS 
et al., •us-UK Talks, January 28-February 1, 1957, 11 

!1+ Feb 57, Encl 11 A11 to (TS) JCS 2116/110 (18 Feb 57}{ 
Memo by CJCS{ same subj, 15 Feb 57, CCS 337 (4-19-50J 
sec 17. (TSJ 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 Committee on 
Appropriatic:-:s, General Nathan F. ~·rining, Chief of 
Staff, USAF, compared USAF capabilities with those of 
the USSR. ~cncerning guided missiles, he said that 

v' 27 - 28 
Feb 57 

E2it!T 

"we believe ·.·!e are ahead in some areas of development. 
Nevertheless, the sum total of evidence indicates that 
the Soviets are mak1:1g considerable :;Jrogress." It 
was estimated that by 1960 the Soviets could have 
thousands of ~issile launchers in their air defense 
system, and already industrial complexes were ringed 
by air defense missile sites; Moscow alone had 60 
such installations. Advances in the development of 
air-to-air ~~ssiles could also be exoected to enhance 
the Soviet air defense. Turning to Soviet offensive 
capabilities, General Twining estimated that by the 
end of 1957 the USSR could have an effective air-to­
ground missile 'trith a range of 55 miles, extended to 
100 miles by 1960, and that high yield warheads were 
already available for this weapon. He predicted that 
defense against 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 800 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 said that plans called for the SNARK to become 
operational by mid-1958, the THOR IRBivl in 1959-60, 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 la1ew of nothing 
further that could be done to accelerate the develop­
ment of operationally effective ballistic missiles. 
(General Twining gave substantially the same L1tormation 
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 TS 
34-57, TS ~peech 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 
file. (TS) Statement of Gen Tl'lining to Senate 
Appropriations Committee, No. 1'+, Speeches April 1957 -
June 1957, CJCS files. 

In hearings before the House Committee on Appropri­
ations, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. Robertson, 
and the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 
for Guided Hissiles, Mr. r~lurphree, discussed, explained, 
and defended the Defense Department•s management of 
the guided r.issiles program. Much of their prepared 
statements and testimony was ·concerned with questions 
raised by the report of the Surveys and Investigation 
Staff of the House Committee on Appropriations; the 
report had been provided to the Defense Department 
1vel1 in advance of the hearings. (See i tern of 
24 January 1957.) 
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Concerning the overlapping and duplication in 
OSD mentioned in the House report, ;1r. Robertson 
stated that it had occurred moscly in the developmenc 
stage, where the contributions of the researchers were 
being phased cue and the engineering efforts ·.·;ere 
picking up the project. The Defense Department had 
been aware of the problem for some time and had 
recently acted to elininate it by combining the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Research and 
Development) and the Office of Assistant Secreta~J of 
Defense (Applications Engineering) into one: the 
Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research 
and Engineering. It was Mr. Robertson's belief that 
competition among the military departnents had been 
beneficial in stinulating progress in the early stages 
of missile development. He believed, too, that the 
over-all rate of progress was "consistent with the 
growth of our basic technology and that it has not 
been limited by lack of financial support." However, 1 

the U.S. had now reached a point where clearer 
definitions of rolea and missions were necessary, and 
Mr. Wilson's recent decisions on this question 
represented a major step in this direction. (See 
item 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 JUPITEn would be evaluated, 
and only one would be continued, as an Air 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 Air 
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 questions concerning 
the NIKE B-TALOS systems: (1) operational 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 system~ had been ~ade; (3) the 
Army had been reassigned the re~ponsibility for 
evaluation and determination of requirements for the 
land-based TALOS; and (4) the development flight-test 
program and evaluation programs were being very 
carefully monitored for indications of the relative 
rate of progress and effectiveness of the two systems. 
Turning to the question of anti-missile missiles, 

) 
Mr. Murphree stated that the Antiballistic Nissile 
Committee was currently engaged in determining the 

· amount of effort that could be applied effectively to 
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this weapons system. It 'ilas expected that the 
;nanagerial problems involved ·::culd be resol'ied •,.Ji thin 
a few weeks, and that a "coordinating mechanisn betHeen 
the services" ·:rould be functionin~ satisfactc~ily ir: 
the very near future. 

Questioned on the statement in the House reDort 
to the effect that an outstanding weakness of the 
guided missiles program was the failure of OSD to 
evaluate effectively the different missiles, i·ir. 
Robertson stated that he believed OSD had conductGd 
''very tight reviews 11 of missile duplications. The 
Department of Defense was attempting to provide strong 
staff supervision and control ·:lhile keeping 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, 1st sess, pt 2, pp. 1333 ff. 

28 Feb 57 The JCS informed the Secreta~J of Defense that an 
operational requirement existed for a low-yield atomic 
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-Air Missile 
( S)," 28 Feb 57, source of ( S) [sic] Memo

4 
JCS to 

SecDef4 same subj and date. Both in CCS 71.6 
(5-31- 4) sec 9. 

7 Mar 57 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 capab'ility as early as 
1959, and certainly by 1961. Evaluation of available 
information on the current U.S. anti-ICBM program 
made it 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 \'las the 11 most 
urgent future CONAD requirement." CINCORAD concluded 
by stating that it was of the "utmost importance that 
full recognition be accorded this critical requirement 
for ballistic missile defense and that immediate 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, 11 7 Mar 57, CCS 381 U.S. ( 5-23-46) 
sec 77. 
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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 arraneements be concluded 
with the British at the forthcoming meeting of the 
President and Prime Minister at Bermuda. The Depart­
ment of Defense, t'lith the concurrence of the State 
Department, believed that the entire planned IRBM 
production of the U.S. through mid-1950 should be 
deployed to the U.K. However, both Departments agreed 
that it would be undesirable and unnecessary for the 
u.s. to commit itself 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, l~aving two squadrons under U.S. control. 
The following political understandings should be 
obtained from the British, they said: (1) The IRBMs 
to be transferred 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 IRBr4s in British hands 
would be coordinated with over-all U.S.-U.K. target 
plans. (5) The U.K. would give sympathetic and prompt 
consideration to future requests by the U.S. to deploy 
additional IRBMs in the U.K. or U.K.-controlled 
territor:(. 

(TS) Memo, SecDef to Pres, "Intermediate Range 
Ballistic Missiles for the U.K.," 14 ~1ar 57, OCJCS 
files. 
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In a move to eliminate overlapping and duplication of 
function within the Departmenl; of Defense, the 
Secretary of Defense combined the positions of 
Assistant Secreta~J 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 1956.) 

(U) DOD Directive No. 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), sees 2 and 1, resp. 

President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillian 
and their 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 5quadrons of IRBMs in the U.K., 
two to be turned over to the British, and two to be 
U.S. units. Details on funding and other technical 
matters remained to be worl~ed out. Ala o, it was agreed 
that the British would obtain 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 BermudaConi'erence 
of Major Interest to the Department of Defense," 1 Apr 
57, CJCS file, SecDef r!Jemos to JCS, Apr 57, OCJCS files. 

28 Mar 57 ~[_ 
l 

-
1 Apr 57 In a briefing given to the Hhite House Staff, General 

Twining stated that not only must the U.S. have an 
effective air force-in-being, but it must keep this 
force modern with new weapons "in order to keep ahead 

" of the improvements the Communists are making." 

rq ECH!f 

Important among these new weapons was the missile. 
While missiles \'lere 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 Tlvining did not 
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anticipate that missiles would replace "manned air­
craft to a great extent for a long, 2.ong time." 
Eventually, ho11ever, missiles could be made accurate 
and effective enough to take o'rer a significant share 
of the offensive air tasks. Until, he said, these 
offensive missiles were proven weapons, and until 

l they could be relied upon as an effective delivery 
! system, "we must, in effect move down two different 

\;~:~: ~~et~~r5~~c~i~~;~ di~~d~h~t~e~;f~~~~ ~~dfive 
:resources between two major systems, the manned air­
\ craft force-in-being and the long range guided 
missiles. "Solving this problem within the practical 
limits of the resources available is the greatest 
single problem we face today • • • • If we allow our 
missile development program to fall behind, l'i'e could 
be cor.ceding our enemies a technological victory of 
grave importance. If-in the meantime-we neglect the 
manned aircraft force, 1·re weaken our deterrence and 
invite even worse dangers •••• It is essential, if 
not vital, to our security that 11e travel both of 
these roads successfully." 

(S) Presentation, Gen Twining to White House Staff, 
"Presentation 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 
developed on the advantages and disadvantages of siting 
the ICBM inside, as compared with siting it at various 
places outside, the continental u.s. The Air Force 
concluded, on the basis of ten major criteria, that 
selected locations in the north central U.S. would be. 
more advantageous than locations in·Alaska, northern 
Canada, or selected islands in the Pacific like Saipan 
or Tinian. A~~ral Radford commented that there was 
undue emphasis on the disadvantages of locations out­
side the u.s. and pointed out that dispersal of ICBI1 
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 decision should be made by 
the Air Force to deploy both ATLAS and TITAN until 
more performance data were available. · 

(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-Air Guided Missile 
Capable of Carrying an Atomic vlarhead (C)," 10 Apr 57, 
source of (S-RD) Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and 
date. Both in CCS !~71.6 (5-31-44) sec 9. 
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12 Apr 57 ~he Chief of Staff, USAF, Qrought to JCS attention 
':he expression of concern by CINCONAD regarding u.s. 
~efense against ballistic missiles. CINCONAD had 
;ointed out that ·.-1hile t::e USSR r::ight achieve an ICEr1 
·::apability in the period 1959-1;61, ::.t did not appear 
that a successful system of defense would be available 
":y that time unless a greatly accelerated and intensi­
fied development program was undertaken. 

(S) JCS 1899/322, f:Jemo by csAF
4 

"Ballistic Missile 
:::>efense," 12 Apr 57, CCS 381 (1-24- 2) sec 72. 

19 Apr 57 .:..ccording to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Secret;ary of the Army recommended to the Secretary of 
Defense the initiation of a program to adapt the 
X' • ..r-28 warhead to the IRBM to provide the U.S. with an 
early emergency IRBM capability by late 1957. He 
argued that cancellation of the XH-28 warhead require­
ment would make impossible overseas deployment of the 
IRBI<l before 1959. In another memorandum on 9 May, 
the Secretary of the Army repeated and expanded on his 
19 April recommendation. 

(TS-RD) OSD, "Supplement to Chronology of Signifi­
cant Events in the u.s. Long Range Ballistic Missile 
Program," OCJCS files. 

/19 Apr 57 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
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, 
the Scientific 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 ICBr1-IRBM program, but it was 
not to interfere with accomplishment of the earlier 
capability dates set for the land-based IRBM and ICBM. 
All other factors being equal, conflicts would be 
adjudicated in favor of the IRBM and ICBM programs 
that had earlier capability dates. 

{S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS 
files • 

. 25 Apr 57 The UN Disarmament Subcommittee, meeting in London, 
turned to a discussion of missiles and outer-space 
objects. In a general restatement of U.S. policy, 
Mr. Stassen 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 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, R&RA Sect. (U) New York Times, 26 Apr 57, 6:2. 

2,; :.pr ~7 In memorandums to the Secretaries of the Army and Navy 
the Special Assistant for Guided Missiles informed them 
t~at the Anti-ICBM Committee had reviewed the Anti-ICBM 
~~ogram and submitted its recommendations on the program 
t:~ the Secretary of Defense on 7 r·larch 1957. After 
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1 May 57 

22 May 57 

TOR iZCREf 

"re-wording 11 one of the recorrunendations, the Secretary 
had on 12 April approved the recom11endations. These 
recommendations Nere as fcllot1s: 

(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 to~ard the advanced acquisition 
radars required for the active defense system against 
the ICBM. The Committee also agreed that the Air 
Force should carry out studies on the communication 
problems involved in transrr~tting 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 moderate effort on the defense 
missile for the active portion of the ICBM defense 
system at a level about that novs planned. 

(4) That an Army-Air Force Coordinating agency 
be established to work out ways and means to insure 
that all effort Has directed to the common 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) f.1emo, SAGM to Secys Army and Navy, "Anti-ICBM 
Program," 25 Apr 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46) sec 78. 

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 official 
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 Air Force be designated the 
official point of contact for land-based surface-to­
air missiles used for area defense. (See item for 
11 June· 1957.) 

(S) Dec On JCS 1620/lliS, "Exchange of Surface-to­
Air Missile Information BetNeen 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 pl'OViding the Secretary of Defense their comments 
on Mr. Stassen 1 s 11 latest disarmament proposal," 
the JCS, among ether things, repeated their objections 
to a 12 months 1 suspension of nuclear testing (see 
item for 3 October 1956) included in the proposal, 
because such a suspension l'lould "stagnate" development 
programs for high-yield weapons and be '1 serious l_y 
detrimental" to the ICBM/IRBM and the anti-ICBI:1/IRBl·1 
programs. 

(S) Encl (p. 6) to (S) fiJ.emo, CJCS to SecDef, 
"Disarmament," 22 May 56, JCS l·1emos to SecDef (rliay 57), 
OCJCS files. 
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3 May 57 The Secretary of Defense directed his Special 
Assistant for Guided Missiles to exerc:!.::>e specific 
coordination within OSD over the following programs: 
anti-ballistic missile development, guided missile 
range extension and utilization, NAVAHO, SNARZ, :'RITCH, 
REDSTONE, and any other ballistic missile 1'11th range 
equal to or greater than REDSTONE (but excepting 
ATLAS TITAN, THOR, JUPITER, and POLARIS). 

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

21 May 57 C 

ll 

TOR mtA£1 

\ 
The JCS considered WSEG Report No. 23, "T"ne 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 (1) a suitable CEP/warhead-yield com­
bination, (2) fast reaction and fast delivery time, 
(3) low susceptibility to destruction by surprise 
attack, (4) hi~h penetration capability (through 
enemy defenses), and (5) good over-all operational 
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 time, 
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decreasing penetration capability, and increasing base 
vulnerability. 3all1st1c missiles would provide a 
great improvemen-c in reaction/deli'Iery time and 
penetration capability, and a po-centially large gain 
toward base invulner~bility; but their CEP/yield 
combination was inadequate for many military targets 
and their effectiveness was largely dependent on the 
quality and completeness of the guidance and targeting 
data. Aerodynamic missiles had better penetration 
capability and shorter delivery time than manned air­
craft but lacked the operational flexibility of the 
latter and also i'Tere inferior in accuracy/pay-load 
combinations. Aerodynamic missiles had better accuracy/ 
yield combinations than ballistic missiles, but their 
delive17 times and vulnerabilities Here greater. The 
JCS: (l) noted the report's recommendation that a mixed 
system of ICBMs, IRBMs, manned aircraft, and aero­
dynamic missiles be developed for employment by the 
U.S. during the period under consideration, 1961-67; 
(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 presentation, based on this 
report and additional guidance provided by the JCS, 
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 Hay 57, ccs 334 ar.m 
(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 Aircraft," 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. 

(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 57. 
Both in CCS 334 GMC (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 information 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 Allied 
Nations," 11 Jun 57, quoted in N/H of 1620/145, 14 Jun 
57. CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 17. 

~11 Jun 57 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Secretary of Defense answered the memorandum of 19 April 
from the Secretary of the Army by affirming the can­
cellation of the X\11-28 11arhead requirement. He stated 
that the XW-35 warhead was scheduled for availability 
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11 Jun 57 

/15 Jun 57 

15 Jun 57 

18 Jun 57 

i'CP tLCR£T 

in October 1958. EC XW-35 would coincide with the 
fully operational I.RBM and I':3i'1 p:rogr::1ms, e,r:d t~e 
Secretary of Defense did ::o'C ~,eel that farther con­
sideration should be given t~ adapti::; the ;c'-28 for 
interim use with the IRB!vl. :~e diJ not l::elie'.re it · .. 1as 
the intent of the NSC that tl1e U.S. achieve s orne form 
of early IRBM operational capability at the expense 
of possible delay in the achievement of a truly 
operational IRBM. 

(TS-RD) OSD, "Supplement to Chronology of Signifi­
cant Events in the U.S. Long Range Ballistic tvlissile 
Program," OCJCS files. 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, 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 one of the booster engines 
causing violent missile maneuver, after which it was 
destroyed by the range safety officer. The missile 
attained a height of 9,500 feet. 

(S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant Events in the 
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," 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 developing a weapon 
effective against targets at ranges of 100 to 500 
nautical miles. The recommendation was based on two 
significant achievements by the Army: (1) the success­
ful firing of an unstable missile by means of a new 
eontrol 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 permit maximum economy in 
the attack of targets in ranges between 100 and 500 
nautical miles. 

(S) Memo, SecA to SecDef, "REDSTONE Modernization 
Program," 15 Jun 57, Annex to App A to Encl to (S) 
JCS 1620/154, Note by Secys, same subj, 7 Aug 57, 
CCS 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) ~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 r,assiles 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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18 Jun 57 

( l) a mixed sys tern of ICBr-1s, I ?.EMs, ?BMs, r::anned 
aircraft, and aerodynamic missiles be developed for 
employment during the period 1961-67, and ( 2) ·:ISEG 
be authorized to review this ~epor~ a year later. 
After making several technical changes, the .',?PC agreed 
that the report was ready for presentation to the 
National Security Council. 

(S) Advice of Action, Spec Asst to Members, AFPC, 
"Relative Military Advantages of Missiles and r1anned 
Aircraft," 21 Jun 57, Encl to N/H of JCS 1620/151, 
26 Jun 57. viSEG Brief No.3 (Revised), "The Relative 
ryJili tary Advantages of ~Ussiles and Manned Aircraft," 
17 Jun 57, App to Encl to (S) JCS 1620/151, Note by 
Secys, "Transmittal of WSEG Brief No. 3 (Revised 
( U)," 19 Jun 57. All in CCS 334 Gr-lC ( 1-16-45) sec 18. 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Scientific Advisory Committee's eighth report to the 
Secretary of Defense recon~endcd that serious attention 
be given to expanding fundamental physical lmm"lledge, 
in order to provide a basis for important military 
developments. 

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

20 Jun 57 rr 
I 
I 

' - -30 Jun 57 The Ad Hoc Committee on Air Defense of North America 
(see item for 10 October 1956) submitted its report 

TOP p • t1 

and recommendations to the Chairman, JCS. The committee 
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
bilities were the possible 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 63], there does not appear 
to be much chance of achieving an effective active 
air defense." Such a defense was technically feasible, 
but the U.S. was not currently organized to press its 
development. Hence the committee recommended that 
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the U.S. "accord priorit~/ to the research and develoo­
ment progra'Tl for callis-cic r:Jissile defense second · 
only to that e;iven to the ICi3r~ and I?BM progr:ID!s, and 
create an organization c~pable of ~rosecutir.s ~ 
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 11 in the defense 
against ballistic missiles. 

(TS) "A Report and Recommendations to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff by the Ad Hoc Committee on Air 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. 

,J 3 Jul 57 rc 
I . 
: 

i 
' I ' 
I 
I 

10 Jul 57 

,JQE WGPF'r 

J 
According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Ballistic 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 
should not exceed 8% on a program basis by 1 January 
1958. 

(S) OSD, 11 Chronology of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS 
files. 
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The Secreta~] cf the Air Force announced cancellation 
of the NAVAHJ as an econony r.12asure. 

(U) DOD Press Release, 11 Jul 57 . 

./ l Aug 57 C 

L _] 
2 Aug 57 The JCS replied to the 26 June 1957 request of the 

Secretary of Defense for their 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 Chief of Naval Operations and 
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, with the con­
currence of the Chairman, gave a negative answer to 
both questions. The Chief of Staff of the Army 
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 1500-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) it would be useful as a deterrent to surprise 
attack on foi'I'Tard airfields and missile sites. The 
quickest and cheapest way to develop a 500-mile 
ballistic missile, he asserted, would be through 
modification of the existing REDSTONE. 

{ S) JCS 1620/154, Note by Secys, ''REDSTONE 
Modernization Program (U)," 7 Aug 57, source of (S) 
r1emo, 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, CSA to 
SeeDer, same subj, 2 Aug 57. All in CCS 334 GMC 
(l-l6-45) sec 19. 
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8 Aug 57 According tc a chronology prepared ir. OSD, a major 
milestone in missile develc;rnen~ :;as reached with the 
flight test and r::cover; c.f a cne-c;!1ird scale JUFIT:SR 
nose cone, designed for heat prc~ection of payload 
upon re-entr; into t:he an:·.osphere. -:'he pre-calc:..:lated 
trajectory called for a nose cone r~mge of approximately 
1,100 nautical miles, and the missile fol~owed the 
predicted trajectory closely. Upon recover:.,r of the 
nose cone by Naval units, as planned, it was determined 
that ablation was only one-fourth to one-third of 
expectation. Future nose cone tests were planned on 
full scale JUPITER missiles. 

(S) OSD, "Chronolo~J of Significant Events in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OCJCS 
files. 

10 Aug 57 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 their views on operational 
requirement~ for a 500-mile missile. The Secretary 
listed the arguments against developing and employing 
such a missile and against modifying the REDSTONE to 
achieve a 500-mile capability. (The Army had proposed 
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 solid propellant 
missile weighing 10,000-15,000 pounds, carrying a 
1,500-pound warhead, and having a range of about 200 
nautical miles. It could be expected that such a 
missile, with a 600-pound warhead and other anticipated 
improvements, Nould have a range up-to 500 miles. 
Thus, if a 500-mile missile were ever needed, it could 
be obtained •'lithout excessive additional costs. The 
Secretary asked the President's approval for this 
plan. 

(S) Memo, SecDef to Pres, 11 Army Ballistic r11ss1le 
Program, 11 10 Aug 57, OCJCS files. 

13 Aug 57 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 limit or 
reduce long lead time commitments. In the case of 

man il!!Jl&i 

the THOR program, the maximum production rate was 
limited 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 pro~rams to 3 ~er cent and such over­
time was to be solely for the purpose of resolving 
critical batt lenec:cs. A reasonable amount of overtime 
in excess of 3 r,Jercent was rermitted in direct support 
of the static and flight tests. 

(S) OSD, 'thronology of Significant Events in 
the u.S. Long Range Ballistic :•·Iissile Program," OCJCS 
files. 
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14 Aug 57 According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Secretary of Defense ordered a 5 per cent reduction 
in the POLARIS program, ·::hich--along with the rising 
cost of test vehicles--forced a stretchout of Ll to 7 
months in the program. 

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

15 Aug 57 CINCONAD recommended that a Manhattan District type 
1 project be established to develop an anti-ICBM •aeapons 

system. 
(TS) Ltr, CINCONAD to CSAF, "Defense Against the 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (AICBM)," 15 Aug 
57, Encl to (TS) JCS 1899/351, f·1emo by CSAF, "Ballistic 
Missile Defense," 4 Sep 57, CCS 381 u.s. {5-23-46) 
sec 85. 

27 Aug 57 The Soviet Union announced the successful testing, 
several days earlier, of an intercontinental multi­
stage ballistic missile. On 30 August, Defense Depart­
ment officials stated that the USSR had tested.at least 
four, and probably six, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles in the spring of 1957. 

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

j 30 Aug 57 

Tel SECRET 

WSEG forwarded to the JCS a copy of a WSEG report 
on defense against 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 available 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 uncomplicated 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 flexibility 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 (2J 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 h'hat was to be 
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5 Sep 57 

9 Sep 57 

v13 Sep 57 

defended and ;·lith ':That ;;riority, and (e) development 
of systems desi;ns ~hat ~auld ;~ovide an effective 
defense system. 

(c) M ··~"!;'~ · CTC" "m 'tt 1 '·rs~" emo, :; u~v to u u, 1 ransr.1J.. a c I ·:j .t.u 
Interim Report No. 21, '9efense Agains~ Intercontinental 
Ballistic Missiles' (c)," 30 Aug 5/', Encl to (C) 
JCS 1899/356, same sub.j, 19 Sep 57, CCS 381 US 
~5-23-46) sec 85. ( S-RD) vlSEG Interim Report No. 21, 
I Defense Against Intercontinental Ballistic r·ussiles' II 
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 soon as practi­
cable.'' At some time during the 1960-65 period, he 
said, the USSR prooably could acquire militarily 
significant quantities of ICBJI1s. U.S. ballistic missile 
development was on a comparable timetable, although 
the recent unverified firing of a Soviet ICBH 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 missile system. tThe Army 
believed that it was "technically and economically 
feasible 11 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 anti­
ICBM development equivalent to the priority now 
accorded to the US intercontinental ballistic missile 
development." .... 

(S) Memo, SecA to SecDef4 "Anti-ICBM Development," 
5 Sep 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23- 6) sec 85. 

The new Chairman of the JCS, General Twining, 
responded to the verbal request of the Secreta~J 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 questjDn. (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." 

(S) 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-ICBH 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 Guided Missiles 
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16 Sep 57 

I 17 Sep 57 

to prepare a presentation for -:::he !lSC en the problems 
involved ir. tl':e C:.evelop:::ent cr' c.n anti-ICE:·!, :::.::-,d to 
recommend a course cf ac~icn. 

( S) "emo - "'cDe!~ ;- ~ C.,.,.,,... ·· · .,;..l· "'·1te,..c..,~-" """'.,.,-- .L. l·t , ..),_. .... .._. u ..... n.), ---~.v -~L - ....... vJ. ........... vcr. 

Ballistic r·1issile Develooments," l3 Sep 57, CCS 3dl 
U.S. ( 5-23-l.l6) 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 
filissile Agency in support of the JUPITER program. 

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

The Navy announced cancellation of the TRITOH surface­
to-surface missile program. 

(U) DOD Press Release, 17 Sep 57. 

19 Sep 57 In response to 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 
urgent requirement, and one 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 Developments," 19 Sep 57, CCS 381 
U.S. (5-23-46) sec 85. 

19 Sep 57 In a memorandum to the JCS, the Chief of Staff, 
USAF, stated his viet'IS 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 tallistic missile defense efforts be con­
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. 

TOP §"'Q? 

, The existing division of responsibility in the 
· field of ballistic missile defense was "rapidly 

becoming an unacceptable deficiency," and "acting 
to foster premature decisi.ons 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. Functional responsibility for air defense, 
incluaing defense against the ICBM, must not be 
divided. 
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b. The i;-::.rnedinte i:-:;plementation of ::"-ssi·:e 
ballistic missile defense r::easures, comprising an 
operational ballistic missile warning system, 
coupled with ir.1provement in SAC response, dispersal 
and hardening, must be supported. 

c. A vigorous but sound R&D and component 
construction program, necessary for an active 
ballistic missile defense system, :·rhich 1~ould be 
effective against the advancing ballistic missile 
threat, must also be supported 

d. Any active ballistic missile defense 
system must: 

(1) Be employed to support t!'le national 
strate~ic 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 action. 
(TS) CSAFM 230-57, CSAF to JCS, "Ballistic 

Missile Defense," 19 Sep 57, CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46) 
sec 85. 

The Director of the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group 
forwarded to the JCS WSEG Report No. 26, "Geographical 
Location of ICBM Units," with a copy to the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (R&E). This report was respon­
sive to the discussion at the 9 April 1957 meeting 
of the Armed Forces Policy Council concerning the 
relative merits of locating the initial ICBM units 
inside or outside the u.s. The report 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 around 
North Dakota would be highly satisfactory for the 
initial ICBM sites; (3) the serious enemy. ICBM 
threat could be greatly reduced by 11 hardening 11 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 connection with 
his responsibility concerning the establishment of an 
initial ICBM capability, and informed the Secretary 
of Defense of action taken up to that point.) 

(•.rs) JCS 2277, Memo by Dir 'tlSEG to JCS, "Trans­
mittal of WSEG Report No. 26, 'Geographical Location of 
Initial ICBM Units 1 ( U), " 23 Sep 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) !'lerna, CJCS to SecDef, 
both same subj and date, both in s&~e file, sec 20. 

The JCS advised the Secretary of Defense that, in their 
opinion, 1•1r. Stassen 1 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 1·ras 
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_./"8 Oct 57 

TOP SfGPEl' 
a 

"inconsistent '.'lith the security interests of the 
United States." 

( S) f·1emo, CJCS ( sc;d A us tin) to SecDef, "DisarnaJnent 
( U)," 30 Sep 57, JCS f·!emos to SecDef (Sept; 57), OCJCS filer 

Secretary of Defense \-!ilson tcld a news conference 
that the choice oetween the THOR c.nd JUPITEr\, · .. 1hich 
he had hoped:. to make before leaving office, had been 
put off. He added that a CO!fibination of the t';IO 

missiles was unli~'el;,'. em lC c~ to ber the ne•tl Secretary 
of Defense, Neil H. McElroy, announced that testing of 
the two missiles '·muld continue. Defense officials 
were quoted as saying no decision between the two 
would be made for nseveral months." 

(U) New York Times, 3 Oct 57, 1:5, 11 Oct 57, 
8:5. ---

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed t:1e SecretarnJ of 
Defense that they had established a requirement for 
the use of the already programmed ~nJ-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 
Yield Atomic Warhead (C)," 4 Oct 57, source of (S-RD) 
Memo4 CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date; both in 
CCS 71.6 (5-31-44) sec 10. 

The Soviet Union successfully launched the first earth 
· satellite. The satellite, circling the earth at an 

I altitude of about 560 miles and a speed of approximate­
, ly 18,000 miles per hour, was twenty-two inches in 
I diameter, weighed 184 pounds, and carried radio 
J equipment sending S:lgnals 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. 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the 
Secretary of Defense approved the Air Fbrce plan for 
the production of ATLAS and TITAN missiles for t;est, 
training, and initial operational capability, in 
accordance with schedules ~7:-:.i.ch 'IICI·e .•r enc-nt:.:xi :n :.; 
12 Septem~er 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 
production rate of four per month, beginning in January 
1961. 

(S) Oil>, "Chronology of Significant Events in the 
U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program, 11 OCJCS 
files. 

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 Foundation, 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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8 Oct 57 

8 Oct 57 

9 Oct 57 

The Staff of the Preparedness Investigating Sub­
committee of t:1e Senate Armed Services Committee, 
charged with investigatin~ the role of the Defense 
Department in t:1e 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 
progrrun and outlined in detail the specific subjects 
on which it desired information. In response to this 
1 tt 1,-, .. , ' I . "' ~. . 1 .. , ' .r> G . e er, on '- , .. :::J,~:;r, ·:"c ,-.;•1ec.L:: ·"T'O' :c,;c:r!c 1 or uiueu. 
Missiles, OSD, requested the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to prepare a report on the Soviet satellite and 
missiles progrrun. (See item of 23 October 1957) 

( U) JCS 1620/159, Note by Secys, "Missile Report 
for Senate Preparedness Investigating Committee {U), 11 

19 Oct 57, CCS 334 GMC (1-16-45) sec 20. 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, 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. i 

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

President Eisenhower told his news conference that . :: .. j 

!~£t~~ t~h:'!::~·E~:~~:~i:!~: ~;~ e,;~:l~!~g ~Xifl 
_/ 10 Oct 57 i(: 

(U) ~ Yorl<: Times, 10 Oct 57, 1:1, text, p. 14. ·.·-:.· . 
. ,- ~- -~-= -~ ~'~ t~ .·. ·. 
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12 Oct 57 

16 Oct 57 

Q2 t - b ;u,~ -~ '-~ n- •:-t ... 

In approving the foregoing actions on 11 October, the 
President di~ected the Secretary cf Defense to report 
to the National Securi t:,· C::cmcil as soon as more 
adequate test informauon ·.:as accumulated on the THOR 
and JUPITER programs, ':.:ut :-.ot later than 31 December 
1957. 

(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 give 
precise answers to all of the questions that had been 
raised b¥ the British. 

(TS) Ltr, DepSecDef to UKMinDef, no subj, 
12 Oct 57, OCJCS files. 

The JCS informed CINCONAD that they were currently 
examining the status of the existing anti-ICB~1 
programs with a view to making recomnendations to the 

, Secretary of Defense at an early date. (The Chief of 
·Staff, USAF, as Executive Agent for the JCS, had on 
' 10 April 1957 informed the JCS of CINCONAD's concern 

with regard to defense against Soviet ballistic 
missiles and of CINCONAD's urgent future requirement 
for an adequate and timely system of defense against 
this threat; on 26 July 1957 the JCS had received 
CINCONAD's memorandum outlining GONAD's anti-ICBM 
and other requirements; and on 3 September 1957 the 
Chief of Staff, USAF, had forwarded to the JCS 
CINCONAD's memorandum concerning the defense against 
the ICBM ) 

( TS), Memo, JCS to CINCONAD, 11 Ballistic Missile 
Defense,' 16 Oct 57, CCS 381 U.S. (·5-23-46) sec 87. 

·~ 

16 Oct 57 The Secretary of Defense requested the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff to study the base structure and dispersal 
effects of the deployment of IRBM's to the UK and 

22 Oct 57 

TOE SEilS± 

to comment on such matters as reaction time and 
vulnerability of these early missile deployments. He 
also requested the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs 
concerning future deployments of IRBM 1 s in excess of 
the four squadrons already scheduled {or the UK, 
covering such matters as location, whether U.S. or 
foreign personnel 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, SeeDer to CJCS, ~'Deployment of Inter­
mediate Range Ballistic Missiles to United Kingdom, 11 

16 Oct 57. (C) Memo, SeeDer to CJCS, 11 FUture deploy­
ments of the Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles," 
16 Oct 57. Both in SeeDer Memos to JCS Oct 57, 
OCJ'CS files. 

According to a chronology prepared in OSD, the Navy 
subm1 tted to the Secretar·y or . r::~fense a plan ro:­
accelerating development of the YOLA~LS. 

( S) OSD, "Chronology of Significant E·.,eut-:s in 
the U.S. Long Range Ballistic Missile Program," OC:JCS 
files. 
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Dec 48 

22 Mar 52 

4 Oct 54 
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In the first annual report of the SecretarJ of 
Defense, James V. Forrestal stated that the Earth 
Satellite Vehicle Program, Hhich 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, (Washington, 194ET,-p7 129. ~ 

Collier.'s featured a lengthy symposium of well-known 
experts in space research and related fields. 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 cautioned 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 scientist. 

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 scientists. 

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 1 s Vol 129, Jan-Mar 1952, 23-39. 

The Special Committee for IGY of the International 
Council of Scientific Unions (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 tlle 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 their scientific instrtmlentation, 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, 11 National Academy of Sciences-National Re­
search Council, i·Iashington, Sept 1956, p. 13. 
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16 Nov 54 

22 Dec 54 

j 14 Feb 55 

14 Mar 55 
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Secretary 'o'!ilson said, at a Department of L'efense 
press conference, that he l~ew nothing about U.S. 
military scientists \·lOri~ing on plans for a space 
platform or earth satellite and thac he v1ould net b·~ 
alarmed i.f the Russj_ans ouil t one first. 

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

An article in the New Yorl< Times renorted that the 
Defense Department had-maQe available a two-sentence 
comment following a recent news conference at which 
Secretary i'lilson stated that no space ship studies 
were being conducted by his department. The comment 
said that the combined efforts of the military services 
were being 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 SLf, 10:4. 

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 believed that the 
intelligence value of the ultimate product of effort 
in this field--a large satellite capable of exercising 
continuous surveillance--justified an L~ediate pro­
gram leading to the placing of small satellites in 
orbits around the earth. Further, the prestige that 
the world would accord to the nation first to launch 
an earth satellite "'l'muld better go to the U.S. than 
to the USSR." Besides being depe:1dent on th8 solution 
of •·extraordinary technical problems, 11 the construction 
of large surveillance satellites "should wait upon 
development of the intercontinental ballistic missile 
rocl:et propulsion system." Concerning the doctrine of 
freedom of space, the Report pointed out that the 
early launching of a small satellite llfould establish 
a precedent for disti::lguishing bet~;een "national air'· 
and "international space." This distinction could be 
advantageous to the U.S. at some future date Nhen the 
use of larger satellites for intelligence purposes 
might be underta:<en. 

(TS-RD) Report of the Technological Capabilities 
Panel, oDM4 to Pres, "Meeting the Threat of Surprise 
Attack," 1 B'eb 55, JCS C&E Sect files. 

Having concluded that the construction, launching, and 
observation of inst~~ented satellites, as proposed by 
the CSAGI resolution of 4 October 54, was scientif- . 
ically important anci feasible, the US National 
Committee of the IGY transmitted its general recommen­
dation for a satellite p11 ogram to the President of 
the National Academy of Sciences and the Director of 
the National Science Foundation. (on 6 May the US 
National Conunittee forwarded to the U.S. Government, 
through the National 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, 1955), p. 13. Hughlfclishaw, "The 
Satellite Program for the International Geophysical 
Year," Department of State Bulletin, vol XXXV (13 
Aug 56), p. 281. --
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An article in the r:.e1·1spaper Vecher•na::ta Hcs1:va (Even­
ing Moscow) announced Soviet determination -co launcn 
TIE""first earth satellite, The article stated that a 
committee of top sc:.entists had been establisi1ed to 
devise a space satellite somewhat similar to the one 
outlined by u.s. officials. More than a year earlier, 
in January 1954, the President of the Soviet Academy 
of Sciences had stated that sending a space ship to 
the moon and creatin:?; an artificial earth satellite 
were "entirely feasible 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. 

In the cormnents submitted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to the Secretary of Defense on the Technological 
Capabilities Panel Report they observed that a pre­
cedent distin[!;uishing 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. lfuile 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 JCS 1899/200 ''Technological 
Capabilities Panel Report," 1B Apr 55, source of (TS) 
Memo, CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date, CCS 040 
(11-2-43) sec 17, pt 1. 
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The Science Adv_sory Committe~recommending to the 
Secretary of the Air Force ways of speeding up the 
ICBM prog~am,expressed concern that a satellite 
program "would intel'fere 11 with the earliest attainment 
of an ICBM operational capability. 

( S) OSD, ;;Chronology of Si;;nificant Events in the 
U.S. Long Range Ballistics Missile Program,'' OCJCS 
files. 

A White House press release announced that the 
President had approved plans for :'the launching of 
small unmanned earth-circling satellites 11 as part of 
the U.S. participation in the International Geophysical 
Year. Also, he had expressed personal gratification 
that the American program would provide 11 scientists of 
all nations this important and unique opportunity for 
the advancement of science. 11 

(:U) vlhite House Press Release, 29 Jul 55, OCJCS 
file ''NSC ~520 US Scientific Satellite Frog." 
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2 Aug 55 

14 Aug 55 

'1 9 Sep 55 

Professor Leonid Ivanovich Sedov, head of the 
Satellite F!"oject CommissLm, 'U3SR, asserted that 
the first Soviet satellite might possibly be launched 
in two years by a t~o or three-s~age rocke~. 

(U) New Y.'Jrk Times_. 3 Aug 55, 6:3. 

The New York Times reported on the first detailed 
disclosure-or Soviet plans for an earth satellite 
which were revealed by Soviet scientist Dr. A.G. 
Karpenko, to a correspondent of Hoskovskaya Pravda. 
The first satellites would probably clrcle tne earth 
at a height of from 125 to 625 miles, Nhile 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 would begin in the 
"comparatively <•ear 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-Hi (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 Air Force 
would participate in the technical program and assign 
work priorities necessary to meet the schedule 
established by the Navy. The Technical Advisory Group 
already established by tne 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 chairman­
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 "international scientific purposes, the classified 
military-related rocl::etry, and the political and 
propaganda aspects 11 of the program, Mr. Robertson 
laid down the following guide lines: (a) rocketry and 
launching techniques and equipment common to military 
weapons systems would have an equivalent security 
classification; (b) the satellite vehicle, its 
instrumentation, and items related to the scientific 
program would be unclassified, at least by launching 
time; (c) all news releases would be cleared by the 
Office of Security Review. In this regard Defense 
would work under the spQcific guidance of the 
Operations Coordinating Board. Information about 
military participation in the program and possible 
relationship to military programs would be kept to a 
minimum. 

(S) Memo, Dep SecDef to SecA, 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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6 Oct 55 The Defense Department announced that a preliminary 
contract had been awarded for ~he p~oducticn of a 
man-made satellite which the U.S. expected to launch 
into outer scace in 1957 or 1958. The initial contract 
was for over.$2 million. Other contrac~s would be let 
as the project developed. The satellite, the announce­
ment added, would definitely contain data reporting 
instruments. The objective of Project VANGUARD 1vas 
purely basic research on the nature of the outer 
atmosJ;lhere. 

tU) ~York Times, 7 Oct 55, 16:3. (Anthony 
Leviero) _, 

20 Dec 55 \C. 
I 

I 

5 Apr 56 

/ 

7 Apr 56 
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J 

I 
I 
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In a memorandum commenting on the four alternatives 
proposed by the Secretary of Defense on 5 April 56, 
the Director of the National Science Foundation 
strongly reconunended that every effort be made to 
provide funds for a 12-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, "Funding of Earth Satellite Program, 
International Geophysical Year," 7 Apr 56, EncLto 
( S) Memo, Exec Secy to NSC, "NSC 5520, '' 13 Apr 56, 
OCJCS file ''NSC 5520 US Scientific Satellite Prog.'' 
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13 Apr 56 

25 Apr 56 

.I 

25 Apr 56 
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The Science Advisor:,· Committee, ·"1hich had i:·een trans­
ferred from the A::.r Force to the Secretary 'Jf Defense 
in January 1956, ~~ecorr.mended t:--:e establishment of 
policies to control possible interference, resulting 
from public i:1terest ir.. VAHGUARD, ',;i th the !1igi1 prior­
ity ballistics missile programs at the Air Force 
Missile Test Center. · · 

(S) OSD 'Chronol6gy of Significant Events in the 
U.S. Long Range Ballistics Hissile 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 satellite 
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 1956. 

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 formalized a previous 
agreement to establish a "Harking 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 
National Science Foundation; 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 launching; 
(4) international witnessing of the satellite launch­
ing; and (5) arrangements for international tracking 
of the satellite vehicle in orbit. In the following 
week the Assistant Secretary of Defense (R&D), 
Mr. Clifford Furnas, was designated Chairman of the 
Working Group. 

(C) OCB, "Terms of Reference for Working Group 
on Certain Aspects of NSC 5520" 2 May 56, CCS 381 U.S. 
( 5-23-46) sec 67. ( S) OCB "Weekly 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, partiou~ar1y in regard 
to the military importance of VANGUARD. 

- I -
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(S) Memo, 3ecDef to C.;CS, ''[hlitary ur;e!1cies 
( Pro.ject VANGUARD and the ··.'r:apcn S::;sten 12~;\," 25 
Apr 56, Encl to (3) JCS 172;/237, .Note t:: Secys, sa"ne 
subj, 27 Apr 55, CCS 004.04 (11-4-46) 3ec 7'~. 

1
' 3 May 56.\Y 

17 Hay 56 

I 

.. /23 May 56 

TOP §fG?Eii' 

Lt. Gen. D.L. Putt, Deputy Chief of Staff for Develop­
ment, USAF, testified before the Symington Airpower 
Committee that the Air Force had been working on 
satellites and related matters since 1946 but that 
sufficient funds were nbt available for 1957 to 
continue the worJ{ at an adequate level of activity. 

:.:rtion:: of Gen, PUtt's closed session testimony 'v'lere 
censored by the DOD for security reasons.) 

(U) US Congress,Sr.::l, 'Study of Airpower," Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on the Air Force of the 
Committee on Armed Services, 84th Gong, 2d sess 
(Washington, 1956), vol. I, p, 588 • 

In response to Secretary \oJilson' s request ( 25 April 
1956) for their vie~1s on the military importance of 
VANGUARD, the JCS stated their belief that the project 
was "closely related to the military minsile programs 
and of immediate value thereto," The JCS requested 
that, in the e':ent tl1at the assign.11ent of·priorities 
to VANGUARD conflictell •;.i.t~i TiOr.it;;_c · · s·:.i.:_;nca. to oti::er 
projects, they ::: given the opportunity to recom.'!lend 
appropriate revisions to the !"laster Urgency List. 
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29 !-1ay 56 

16 Sep 56 

/ 

3 Oct 56 

TOP §SCR'W 

(One of the ::facts" considered hy the JCS in 
the preparatlon of t.'1eir '.'iei'JS ;.cas t:1at ~~~~SC 5520 
states that considerable presti;e and psychological 
benefits will accrue to the nation v1i1ich f~:"st is 
successful ::.:: launci1ing a satellite. '~'he '-~-.: r::rc;nce 
such a demonstrat:i.on of advanced tecrmolog~r and its 
UNMISTAKABLE RELATIONSHIP TO INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC 
MISSILE TECHNOLOGY might have important repercussions 
on the political determination of free v1orld countries 
to resist Conununist threats, especially if the USSR 
'l'lere to be the first to establish a satellite. 11

] 

(S) Dec On JCS 17?5/289, "Military Urgencies ; 
(Project VANGUARD and the Heapon System 125A)," 23 
May 56, source of (S) Memo, JCS to SecDef, same sub.j 
and date. CCS 004.04 (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 
1 in Category I. 

( S) N/H of JCS 1725/289, "Hili tary Urgencies 
(Project VANGUARD and the v/eal?on System l25A)," 
18 Jul 56, CCS 004.04 (11-4-46) sec 75. 

During the meeting of the Special International 
Conunittee for the International Geophysical Year at 
Barcelona, 10-16 September, the delegates of all 
participating countries approved a resolution that 
compatible tracldng instrumentation be used in all 
earth satellites so that the same ground receiving 
equipment would be effective in all cases. Testifying 
before a Congressional subcommittee in May 1957, two 
U.S. delegates to the Barcelona mee_tings confirmed 
that Soviet representatives had joined in this action. 
One of them stated that the Soviets had agreed "to use 
the same radio frequency so that v;e might receive 
their telemetering nignals and tracking signals and 
they might receive ours with their stations. 11 

(U) New York Times, 16 Sep 56, 30:5. (U) US 
Congress ;1m, ~tiona! Science Foundation, 11 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 J · ·.:-. ~- 1~/. ~-;. It ~~ t::. tell tt:. t ~.:he ~ 2C4!n.Lcr 1. 1 r ·J':· r .. 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 
2-month intervals beginning not earlier than 31 
October 1957. The report also stated that, in view 
of the satisfacto~j progress with the Navy 1 s VIKING 
and other considerations, it 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. 

1956 
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(S) Department of Defense, "Progress Report on 
the U.S. Scientific Satellite Pro~mm (rJSC 5520)," 
3 Oct 56, OCJCS file "NSC 5520 US Scientific .Satellite 
Prog." 

10 Oct 56 The Science Advisory Corrunittee of ODM disagreed with 
the statement in the Defense Department·. rrogress 
report of 3 October 1956 that it was undesirable to 
plan additional satellites beyond the 6 currentl::,r 
programmed. The committee stressed the opinion that 
a 12-vehicle firing program was more certain of 
achieving a successful launching than a 6-vehicle 
program and, if successful in its early phases, would 

v' 
provide far greater scientific benefit through the 
gathering of more types of data. 

u.s. failure to launch satellites successfully 
during the IGY 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 v1ould 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. Scientific Satellite Program, 11 9 Nov 56, OCJCS 
file 11 NSC 5520 us Scientific Satellite Prog. 11 

22 Oct 56 The National Science Foundation, as well as the 
Science Advisory Conuni ttee of 0Dr·1, 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 Science 
Foundation comments also emphasized that it was 
probable the USSR would attempt to be first to launch 
a satellite and to surpass in eveFJ 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 scientific 
program by the Soviets would overcome the 

F'initial U.S. advantage. ~ 

.l._;_ 
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20 Nov 56 
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11 Dec 56 

/ 

20 Dec 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 1956 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, sourc_e of (S) Nemo, 
CJCS to SecDef, same subj and date. Both in CCS 381 
U.S. (5-23-46) sec 74. 

Dr. John P. Hagen, Director of the Naval Research 
Laboratory's VANGUARD project, said at a press 
briefing that the project was on schedule. He said 
he expected the 11 big shoot 11 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, 11 he replied: "vle do not 
consider we are racing 1·1i th anyone. We are not 
attempting in any way to race with the Russians. 11 He 
noted that the information obtained from the space 
observations of the satellite would be available to 
the USSR and the other nations cooperating in the IGY. 

(U) New York Times, 12 Dec 56, 41:8. 

A Navy Department news release announced plans for 
a giant chain of scientific 11 eyes" to track the 
first man-made space satellite. Most of the tracking 
would be done by 11 Minitrack11 radio equipment. The 
path of the satellite would be automatically cal­
culated by an IBM electronic computer. 

(U) New~ Times, 21 Dec 56, 1:5. 
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10 Jan 57 

./ 

14 Jan 57 

I 

In referring to U.S. policy on disarmament in his 
State of the Union message to Congress, President 
Eisenhower expressed U.S. l·lillingness to mal<e any 
"r•eliable agreement" that, among other things, ·-'1ould 
''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 in 
State Departm~ulletin, Vol. XXXVI, No. 918 (28 Jan 
57), pp. 123-126. 

As part of his presentation of new u.s. disarmament 
proposals before the UN Political and Security 
Committee, Ambassador Lodge suggested that the first 
step toward assuring that experiments on outer-space 
objects would be "devoted exclusively to peaceful 
and scientific purposes" would be to open them to 
international inspection and participation. R: 
referred to the U.S. earth satellite as an examole 
of such a project, "developed with the kn.:l\'lledge and 
approbation of the scientists of the nations repre­
sented in the "International Geophysical Year." 

(U) Department of State, Bulletin, Vol XXXVI 
(11 Feb 57), p. 227. --· 

24 Jan s7 ~r 
' i 

30 Jan 57 The Operations Coordinating Board approved "Guide 
Lines for Public Information on the Scientific Earth 
Satellite Program," formulated because of high public 
interest and growing pressure from the press to 

TOE mer&-!' 

obtain broader coverage of the progrrun. The agreed 
statement provided that all releases 1-1ere 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 

- 12 - 1957 



;: 

19 Feb 57 

.. / 

30 Apr 57 

TiP .S,.LltEI -

of the satellite launching until the Department of 
Defense was able to determine that such \'IOUld be 
compatible l'lith national security interests. The 
National Science Foundation, the National Academy of 
Sciences and the Department of Defense Here given 
responsibilities for the review, coordination, and 
release of information relating to those aspects of 
the program in which they had primary interest. 1tli th 
respect to the international aspects of the satellite 
proJram, State v1as 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 Public Infor­
mation on the Scientific Earth Satellite Program," 
30 Jan 57, CCS 381 US (5-23-46) sec 77, EP pt 9. . . . . 

Testifying before the House Appropriations 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 "inajor 
purpose, the real, true purpose of tl1e 'l'rhole satellite 
program is strictly scientific ••• " Since only the 
military had the required rocket~J hnowledge, they 
were acting as "contractors to the scientific 
community of the United States" in respect of this 
rocketry knowledge. The project was progressing 
approximately according to tentative schedules, but, 
in view of its experimental nature, complete success 
within the time limits could not be guaranteed. Dr. 
John P. Hagen, the Director of Project 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, 1st 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 its continuation, and had suggested 
that supplemental funds be appropriated to the National 
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 basis for the discussion. 

(S) Memo, DirBOB to Pres, "Project VANGUARD, 11 

30 Apr 57, Encl to (S') Memo, ExecSecy to NSC, "U.S. 
Scientific Satellite Program," 3 May 57, Encl to (S) 
JCS 1899/328, same subj, 7 May 57, CCS 381 U.S. 
(5-23-46) sec 78. 
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19 Mar 57 The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
W.J. McNeil, told a subcommittee of the House 
Committee on App~opriations that the cost of Project 
VANGUARD was running "far, far beyond an3' estimate(:), 11 

in spite of the fact that the Defense Department had 
held the project to half the scope desired by others. 
Mr. I-icNeil said that Defense funds had been advanced 
for the project in the beliaf that the Defense Depart­
ment was acting as the agent of the National Science 

· Foundation, the sponsor of the prociect, and would 
therefore be reimbursed or receive a supplemental 
appropriation. Hov;ever, 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 Ap~ropriations, 85th 
Cong, 1st sess (Washington, 1957), pt 2, pp. 1902-3. 

25 Apr 57 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. 

(S} Msg, London (Whitney} to SecState, 5816, 25 
Apr 57, R&RA Sect. (U) New~ Times, 26 Apr 57, 6:2. 

2 rilay 57 The Secretary of Defense informed the Service Secre­
taries, the Chairman, JCS, and the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Research and Engineering) that the 
satellite progr&a 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 presentatj.on at the meeting was assigned to 
the Secretary's Special Assistant for Guided Missiles, 
in collaboration with the Secretary of the Navy. The 
report was to indicate t~ays of effecting economies 

Tor srsn~± 

in the program without serious detriment to the 
objectives outlined tmder NSC 5520. 

( S) Memo, SecDef to SecArmy et al., "U.s. 
Scientific Satellite Program," 2 Nay """'"57, Encl to 
( S) JCS 1899/326, Note by Secys, same subj, 6 !1ay 57, 
CCS 381 U.S. (5-23-46) sec 78. 

1957 

------- __ ::::--:::--~~....---~~~ 
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j 10 May 57 

17 May 57 

./ 

7 Jun 57 

yon BSiWT 

Secretary of Defense Wilson directed that tlle earth 
satellite program be handled by the Ballistic Missiles 
Committee, OSD, of ;·Jhich his Special Assistant for 
Guided Missiles ·,·;as Chairman. 'l'he Special CaPabilities 
Panel ( Ste..,.rart Committee) would continue to r..oni tor the 
project, reporting to the Special Assistant for Guided 
Missiles. Project VANGUARD, however, 1·rould not be 
accorded the same priority as the ICBN 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 Hissiles, 11 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 Foundation and the 
President of the National Academy of Sciences, the 
NSC noted the President's directive that the 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 additional FY 1958 funds to the 
Defense Department to complete the program should not 
exceed $ll0 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 satellite. 

(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 1957) on the 
satellite program, ru1d of approval of that Action by 
the President. The President had stated that in their 
meetings with Congressional committees, Defense Depar~ 
ment and National Science Foundation representatives 
should "tell the 'l'rhole story as to costs 11 --that is, 
the costs were expected to remain within $110 million 
but might be raised ':.:y some unforeseen development to 
$150 million. The President had also asked to be 
given by 1 June 1957 a summary of the scientists' re­
port on \<Jays to reduce satellite expenses. 

( S) Memo, SeeDer to CJCS et al., 11 U .s. Scientific 
Satellite Progrc:..rn,' 1 17 May 57,""LnCT to (S) JCS 
1899/330, Note by Secys, same subj, 23 f\1ay 57, CCS 
381 U.S. (5-23-46) sec 79. 

The Secretary of the Army publicly denied reports that 
the Army Has 11 eager to move inttb the earth satellite 
program." According to the UP, Secretary Brucker had 
said, 11 The Department of the Army is privileged to 
carry out its mission of providing the telemetry 
(measuring devices) for the satellite program, and ~re 
do not desire nor intend to go beyond that important 
requirement. 11 
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(U) New York Times, 8 Jun 57, c:5. 

Radio Mosco\'l announced that Soviet sc:ientists "will 
shortly take the first step into cosmic flight by 
launching an artific.:.al earth satell:..te." 

( U) ~ Yorlc Times, 18 Sep 57, :i.5: 1. 

The Soviet Union successfully launched the first 
earth satellite, The satellite, circling the earth at 
an altitude of about 560 miles ru1d a speed of 
approximately 18,000 miles per hour, Nas twenty-two 
inches in diameter, Neighed 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, 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 neNsmen that the United States could 
have had an earth satellite in the slcy as long as two 
years ago if the Army had not been ordered to halt its 
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 to combine components of existing missiles to 
form a launching vehicle. General Toftoy \'las quoted 
as saying, "He said we could do it, 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) ~York Times, 9 Oct 57, 12:3. 

A statement by the President, released at the V~ite 
House, declared that the U.S. satellite program had 
''never been conducted as a race with other nations, 11 

Congratulating Soviet scientists on their achieve­
ment, tte President made clear that the u.s. program 
had been designed onl;y to promote scientific research 
and had been closely coordinated Kith scientists of 
all countries engaged in the IGY. In order to accent 
its scientific purposes as well as to avoid inter­
ference with high priority missile projects, the 
satellite program had been deliberately separated 
from the ballistic missile program. Herging of 
scientific and militar"J efforts could have produced 
an orbiting u.s. satellite at an earlier date, but to 
the detriment of scientific goals and military prog­
ress, 

(U) \Alhite H·:mse 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, OCJCS file "NSC 5520 US Scientific Satellite 
Prog." 
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In reply to a request of 18 October 1957 the JCS 
forwarded to the Secretary of Defense a ''compendiwn 
of Intelligence on Soviet Satellite and Missile 
Programs, 11 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 
compendiwn said, "The launching of the Soviet satellite 
on 4 October 1957 confirms previous estimates of their 
capability in this respect 11 and "enhances their 
capability for orbiting larger and more complex 
satellites. 11 Further statements included the following 
details. The launching vehicle used to place the 
satellite in orbit might or might not have been of 
ICBM proportions, but it was probable that the Soviet 
satellite and ICBM programs "~>lere closely associated. 
Further, it v1as believed likely tha. t the USSR was 
capable of orbiting satellites larger than the announc­
ed 184-pound weight of the first sphere. Preliminary 
analysis indicated that the Soviet satellite was not 
highly complex in design or instrwnentation. If it 
included telemetr~y, 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, 11 23 Oct 57, 
source of (TS) Memo, CJCS to SeeDer, "Compendiwn of 
Information on Soviet Missile Programs for Senate 
Preparedness Investigating Committee," same date, CCS 
334 GMC (l-16-45) sec 20. 

A Defense Department release stated that 11 the Vanguard 
rocket that will carry this country's satellite into 
the sky was put through a successful test in Florida 
this afternoon." 

(U) New Ycrk Times, 24 Oct 57, 1:5. 
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